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13 June 2016 
 
 
 
Greater Wellington Regional Council  
P O Box 11646 
WELLINGTON 6142 

 

Attention: Jude Chittock  
 
 
Dear Jude 
 
RE: REQUEST FOR FURTHER INFORMATION  

 
Thank you for your letters dated 20 May 2016 and 25 May 2016 requesting that further 
information is required for the processing of the application made by Wellington 
International Airport Limited (WIAL) seeking consents for various activities associated 
with the proposed runway extension at Wellington Airport.  
 
Further to our letter and further information dated 10 June 2016, we enclose a response 
to the remaining matters that have been requested.  
 
Should you wish to discuss any aspect of this request further, please do not hesitate to 
contact the undersigned.  
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
MITCHELL PARTNERSHIPS LIMITED 

 
 
 
 
 

J KYLE 

 

Email: john.kyle@mitchellpartnerships.co.nz 
 

 cc:   P Daly  Wellington City Council 
 

 

Our ref: 6900 
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Further Information Request dated 20 May 2016  

 

Point Further Information Request Response 

1.1 Rule R52 of the Proposed Natural Resources Plan 

(PNRP) requires a resource consent for the 

discharge of stormwater from airports as a 

restricted discretionary activity. The runway 

extension will change the character, intensity and 

scale of effects of stormwater discharges from the 

airport site and therefore section 20A of the 

Resource Management Act (existing use rights 

until a proposed rule becomes operative) will not 

apply once the extension has been built. A 

resource consent for operational discharges from 

the airport could be applied for at a later date, 

however it would be appropriate to apply for and 

consider this consent at the same time as the suite 

of consents for the runway extension so that any 

infrastructure needed for collection and treatment 

can be incorporated into the detailed design and 

implemented during construction.  

 

Please apply for resource consent for the 

discharge of stormwater from the entire airport site 

under Rule 52 of the PNRP. The application 

should include: 

Please refer to the letter dated 10 June 2016, which provides a response to your request 
to apply for an additional stormwater consent for the entire airport.  
 

With regard to the proposed management of stormwater from the runway extension there 
are several potential design solutions for dealing with stormwater runoff from the 
reclamation area. These fall into three categories: (1) design additional stormwater 
outfalls from the reclamation; (2) incorporate a soakage system into the reclaimed land; 
or (3) upsize one or more of the existing outfalls to accommodate the additional runoff 
from the reclamation. While the infrastructure associated with the stormwater system is 
yet to be finalised and designed, the effects arising from the discharge itself are expected 
to be minimal.  Monitoring data from the existing stormwater system undertaken between 
2013 – 2015 located at the Airport shows that the contaminants levels from the outfalls 
are negligible. This data is attached as Annexure A to this response.  This data supports 
NIWA’s analyses that water quality in Lyall Bay is high (refer Technical Report 18), with 
no significant levels of contaminants being recorded.  
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o A description of the catchment and 

stormwater discharges from the airport 

including the identification of high risk areas; 

o A description of the current approach to 

managing stormwater from the airport; 

o An assessment of the relevant regulatory 

documents; 

o An assessment of the effects of stormwater 

discharges from the airport, including the 

runway extension; 

o Details of how the effects of stormwater 

capture and discharge will be managed 

including cumulative effects, on aquatic 

ecosystem health and mahinga kai, contact 

recreation, maori customary use, sites 

identified in schedule B PNRP (Nga Taonga 

Nui a Kiwi), and schedule F PNRP 

(indigenous biodiversity); 

o Details of how the adverse effects of 

stormwater discharges will be minimised 

through progressive improvements over time 

and details of proposed ongoing monitoring 

of stormwater discharges from the airport. 

2.1 Section 14.1.3 of the operative Regional Coastal 

Plan (RCP) and section 5.7.2 of the Proposed 

Natural Resources Plan (PNRP) set out the 

general conditions relating to noise from activities 

in the coastal marine area. Please provide an 

assessment of the proposed activities against the 

limits in section 14.1.3 of the RCP and 5.7.2 of the 

Please refer to letter dated 10 June 2016.  
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PNRP. Note that the requirements under both 

plans need to be met if the activity is to be 

considered permitted. 

2.2 In Technical Report 10 (AECOM, April 2016) 

section 6.2.2 construction noise is compared to 

the “ambient noise” and in paragraph 93 of the 

technical report ambient noise is described as the 

LA90, which is the background sound level.  The 

author Technical Report 10 confirmed with 

GWRC/WCC noise expert that the ambient sound 

levels used for comparison purposes in Table 7 of 

the report are actually LAeq levels and not LA90 

levels.   This approach is at odds with the 

background plus approach recognised in the 

report (paragraph 48) as potentially more 

appropriate and the reason why it was important 

to “quantify the existing environment when 

formulating noise conditions”.  It is not considered 

appropriate to compare the construction noise 

with the existing high level of airport noise.   Airport 

noise is characterised by individual noise events 

separated by (sometimes significant) periods of 

inactivity and not be relied upon to mask 

construction noise.  

 

Please prepare a table that compares predicted 

construction noise levels with the background 

(LA90) sound levels measured at the various 

locations. This would be a table similar to Table 7 

but comparing the predicted LAeq construction 

noise levels with the measured LA90 background 

Within section 6.2.2 of Technical Report 10, an assessment of noise change was 
undertaken whereby the prevailing noise environment at two locations was compared 
with the likely construction noise levels and the level of noise increase determined for 
various time periods. The prevailing noise environment was expressed using the LAeq 
noise metric, whereas the s92 has requested that the construction noise levels are 
compared against the measured background noise, LA90.  
 

The LAeq metric was used in Technical Report 10 for simplicity as it is a straightforward 
process of logarithmically summing the construction noise level to the measured ambient 
level then subtracting the measured level to derive the likely increase in noise level. A 
similar analysis using the measured background noise level was not undertaken as the 
noise metrics being compared are not similar, one being an energy average (LAeq) and 
the other a statistical derived metric. The only appropriate comparison is to perform a 
relative difference assessment (background plus) by subtracting the measured 
background noise level from the predicted construction noise level for each time period, 
i.e. a simple level difference and not an assessment of noise increase.  

 

Prior to proceeding with this further analysis, the measured noise data has been reviewed 
and a further dataset has been produced which utilises the data within Table 5 of 
Technical Report 10 (Long term summary LAeq data – 36A Moa Point Road) but only 
considers the baseline noise environment on weekdays. This revision reflects the 
situation that weekend working may not be a regular activity throughout the construction 
programme. Accordingly, Table 7 has been updated to reflect the revised data and the 
‘original’ data has also been included for comparative purposes (this data includes both 
weekday and weekend periods). 

 



4 
 

sound levels in the area. This will allow an 

assessment using the “background plus” 

approach referred to in paragraph 48 of the report. 

Where there is no noise change indicated in either table, the existing ambient noise level 
is above the predicted construction noise level by at least 10 dB, hence there is no 
increase in the overall noise level. There has been no assessment of site establishment 
works during the period 2000h-0730h as these works would not take place at night. 

 

The greatest noise change occurs during the night time period of 0100h-0600h when the 
airport is not operational for scheduled aircraft movements.  

 

As indicated in the supporting narrative in the s92 request, the prevailing background 
noise environment is composed of high levels of aircraft noise during the operational 
hours interspersed with periods of quiet. During the curfew hours from 1-6am there no 
aircraft activity and hence background noise levels fall.  Management of the potential for 
disturbance during these quieter hours and throughout the construction programme will 
be a priority and a variety of measures, which have been set out in the resource consent 
application, will be adopted. 
 

As shown in all the below tables the least impact occurs during the longest periods of the 
construction programme - Stages C-G (construction of rock dyke and stabilisation). The 
greatest impact occurs during the construction of the pavement (Stage K). 

 
Table 7 - Construction noise change – full dataset (as per Technical Report 10) 

Receptor Period Noise increase (dB) by work stage 

0 A B C-D E F-G H I J K 

R1 

Moa Point 

0630-
0730 

3 1 - - - - 2 - 2 3 

0730-
1800 

1 1 - - - - 1 - 1 2 
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1800-
2000 

3 1 - - - - 2 - 2 3 

2000-
0730 

NA 4 2 1 1 1 5 2 5 8 

0100-
0600 

NA 13 9 4 5 4 15 9 15 18 

R5 

Kekerenga 
Street 

0630-
0730 

1 - - - - - - 1 1 1 

0730-
1800 

- - - - - - - 1 - 1 

1800-
2000 

1 - - - - - - 1 1 1 

2000-
0730 

NA 1 1 - - - 2 4 2 4 

0100-
0600 

NA 8 4 1 2 1 9 12 10 12 

 
Table 7a - Construction noise change – weekdays only 

Receptor Period Noise increase (dB) by work stage 

0 A B C-D E F-G H I J K 

R1 
Moa Point 

0630-
0730 

- - - - - - - - - 1 

0730-
1800 

1 - - - - - - - - 1 
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1800-
2000 

1 - - - - - - - - 1 

2000-
0730 

NA 1 1 - - - 2 - 2 4 

0100-
0600 

NA 10 8 2 3 2 12 6 12 15 

R5 

Kekerenga 
Street 

0630-
0730 

- - - - - - - - - - 

0730-
1800 

- - - - - - - - - - 

1800-
2000 

- - - - - - - - - - 

2000-
0730 

NA - - - - - - - - 1 

0100-
0600 

NA 5 4 - 1 - 6 2 7 9 

 

The following table shows the relative difference between the predicted construction 
noise levels and the representative background noise level (LA90) as measured at 36A 
Moa Point Road, i.e. background plus assessment. 

 

Receptor Period Noise increase (dB) by work stage 

0 A B C-D E F-G H I J K 

R1 0630-
0730 

19 15 13 4 6 4 17 10 17 20 
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Moa Point 0730-
1800 

14 10 8 - 1 - 12 5 12 15 

1800-
2000 

16 12 10 1 3 1 14 7 14 17 

2000-
0730 

NA 15 13 4 6 4 17 10 17 20 

0100-
0600 

NA 9 7 - - - 11 4 11 14 

R5 

Kekerenga 
Street 

0630-
0730 

13 9 7 - - - 10 4 11 14 

0730-
1800 

8 4 2 - - - 5 - 6 9 

1800-
2000 

10 6 4 - - - 7 1 8 11 

2000-
0730 

NA 9 7 - - - 10 4 11 14 

0100-
0600 

NA 3 1 - - - 4 - 5 8 

 

2.3 The delivery of fill by sea will reduce truck noise.  

However it is unclear in the application what 

weighting is being provided to these two delivery 

options.  Please provide an assessment on truck 

noise based on the likely use of marine based 

transport. 

 

The final method for the transportation of fill material to the construction site will not be 
finalised until the contract is awarded and details around the source of construction 
material confirmed. The use of dredged material for bulk fill is also dependant on a third 
party obtaining appropriate resource consents. The traffic and noise assessments (refer 
Technical Reports 9 and 10) have therefore assumed a ‘worst case scenario’, whereby 
all fill material will be transported to the construction site by road. Sourcing and delivering 
fill material from marine based sources would result in a reduction in the number of 
vehicle road trips being necessary, with a consequential reduction in terrestrial noise 
effects along the haul route.  
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2.4 Has consideration been given to the amenity 

impacts from a safety perspective (including 

perceived safety) of (High Performance Motor 

Vehicles) HPMVs on lengths of residential and 

business streets included in the proposed truck 

routes? These include streets such as Vivian 

Street, Karo Drive, Wellington Road, Lyall Parade, 

Onepu Road, Rongotai Road, Evans Bay Parade. 

If yes, what were the conclusions? 

Road safety has been a key component of the transportation assessment undertaken 
and conclusions reached. The response to Point 2.6 (see below) describes the basis for 
confirming the appropriateness of using HPMV’s (as compared with smaller trucks), 
including in terms of safety.  

 

Road safety was reviewed and re-evaluated subsequent to the draft traffic assessment 
reported and used for the purposes of public consultation. Responding to expressed 
concerns regarding transport routes on public roads and effects (including safety), the 
following updated recommendations were proposed as part of the final application:  
 haulage times will be:  

o 9:30am to 2:30pm weekdays; and  

o 10:00pm to 6:00am weekdays  
 no haulage will occur during the weekday morning and afternoon traffic peak hours;  

 no haulage will occur during the weekday morning school drop-off and weekday 
afternoon pick-up times;  

 no haulage will occur on weekends;  

 inbound haulage trucks will use a southbound route through the airport precinct;  

 outbound haulage trucks will return through the airport precinct during night time 
haulage hours, and will use Principal Roads on the west side of the airport during 
day time haulage hours;  

 day time truck numbers will be limited to a maximum of 30 trucks per hour, with 
returning trucks controlled at the site exit to departure intervals of two minutes; and  

 night time truck numbers will be limited to manage noise effects.  

 
These have been proposed as it is considered they best avoid, or mitigate adverse effects 
on road safety and related amenity impacts (including noise generated from truck 
movements) along the haul routes.  
 



9 
 

In addition, the proposed Construction Traffic Management Plan will detail controls for 
construction traffic, including provisions for temporary traffic management, driver 
protocols and monitoring. In response to a separate request from the NZTA, WIAL has 
commissioned additional work to enable the drafting of this Management Plan.  A draft 
will be completed in the next few weeks and will be made available to the Councils at the 
same time that it is provided to the NZTA.    
 

It should also be noted that the ongoing consultation with NZTA in respect of the proposed 
use of state highway routes by construction related traffic will assist in informing the 
requirements necessary to manage the effects of heavy transport use on Vivian Street, 
Karo Drive and Wellington Road. 

2.5 There are a number of alternative route options 

that have not been completely analysed.  Please 

provide an assessment of alternative haulage 

routes, which at a minimum, assesses the 

following options: 

a) Using only the airport for inbound and 

outbound traffic during day as well as night.  

b) Outbound trucks using Tirangi Road, Coutts 

Street, Bridge Street, Rongatai Road, and 

Jean Batten (or Tory Street).   

 

Note: it is acknowledged that this latter option may 

have implications from a noise perspective, but 

may have improved traffic impacts 

An analysis has been undertaken of all a number of alternative haulage routes, with some 
earlier considered options presented in the Draft Transportation Assessment Report 
which was used to inform the consultation process undertaken by WIAL.  

 
Regarding use of the Airport Precinct (only) for all inbound and outbound haulage, 
Chapter 6 of the April 2016 Transportation Assessment Report (refer Technical Report 
9) describes that Stewart Duff Drive through the Airport Precinct is a viable southbound 
haulage route (day time and night time), but during the day time the return northbound 

route through the airport precinct immediately adjacent the terminal building is not, since 

it would compromise the safety and movement of airport customers in this very active 

and dynamic part of the airport precinct, and noting also that the bridge structure at this 

Level 01 concourse was not designed or built to carry frequent heavy trucks. These 
issues are fundamental to not being able to provide for outbound trucks through the 
airport during the day.  

 

The use of Tirangi Road – Coutts Street – Bridge Street – Rongotai Road – Jean Batten 
Street (or Tory Street) (local road option) were evaluated in full and included in the earlier 
assessment used for as the basis for consultation. Beyond the noise issues, the route 
presented a number of challenges, including: 
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 with the exception of Tirangi Road and Troy Street, the roads identified are Local 
Roads as defined by the District Plan, where there are few expectations that heavy 
traffic would use the roads. Even then, Tirangi Road is (only) a defined Collector 
Route compared with the recommended outbound route following Principal Roads;  

 the short length of Coutts Street between Tirangi Road and Bridge Street is a defined 
part of the urban cycle network, providing a key cycle link with the subway beneath 
the runway;  

 the residential sensitivities of the Bridge Street environment;  

 the acute form of the intersection at the corner of Cairns Street and Rongotai Road, 
and presence of the Tranzit bus depot on the same corner; and  

 the need to remove kerbside parking from Jean Batten Street.  

These issues were material to discounting this Local Road option and recommending the 
now-proposed haulage routes. 

 

A summary of the alternatives considered with regard to the transportation routes is 
presented in Chapter 5 of the AEE.  

2.6 Has consideration been given to the option of 

using smaller, less intrusive trucks as an 

alternative to HPMV’s? If yes, what were the 

considerations for and against and the 

conclusions reached? 

The transport investigations included consideration of using smaller trucks for material 
haulage. However, these were discounted on the basis of environmental effects, for the 
reasons described below.  

 

As set out in the Transportation Assessment Report (Technical Report 9), HPMV’s can 
carry up to 20m³ of loose (gravel and rock) material, with conservative cartage quantities 
of 18m³ per truck used as the basis for assessment of truck numbers and effects. By 
comparison, single unit ‘dump’ trucks have an ability to carry 5m³ to 8m³ of (gravel and 
rock) material, depending on truck size. As such, it can be expected that around three 
times as many single unit trucks would be needed to transport the same amount of 
material as HPMV’s. This was considered to be inefficient as it would present increased 
road safety issues, increased emissions and increased noise.  
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In terms of road safety, the additional frequency of trucks would materialise in the form of 
increased exposure to other road users (pedestrians, cyclists and motorists), at a level 
commensurate with the increased number of single unit trucks. The resulting risks were 
considered to be inappropriate.  

 

The same outcome emerges in terms of emissions and noise where more trucks would 
generate overall increased emissions and noise.  

 

It is also relevant that HPMV’s are required to meet strict European standards, with 
modern manufacturing and equipment, such that they are inherently safer vehicles, with 
lower emission and noise emitting characteristics. 

2.7 What consideration has been given to the option 

of using water-borne delivery of fill material as the 

primary method? What investigations have been 

carried out on sources of fill and the constraints 

and opportunities relating to this option? For 

example the option of barging fill across the 

harbour to Miramar Wharf with a short road based 

haul through the Airport to the Moa Point 

reclamation site would have significant 

advantages in reducing/removing the need for 

large numbers of HPMVs to use busy inner city or 

residential streets with their associated adverse 

environmental effects. 

 

Note that before Horokiwi Quarry could be 

selected, it will be necessary for an investigation 

to be undertaken on the adequacy of the section 

of Horokiwi Road, which is a city council local 

road, to carry maximum size HPMVs in regard to 

The Transportation Assessment Report (Technical Report 9) variously describes an 
assumed worst-case scenario in respect of the volume of material that may need to be 
transported by road direct to the site, such that if more material is marine sourced, the 
road transport volumes and associated effects will be less than assessed.  
 

Investigations are continuing in relation to marine sources and options, which may 
materialise independently or in combination with road transport recommendations 
reached in the report.  

 

With reference to potential alternatives, for example barging fill across the harbour to 
Miramar Wharf, was considered but discounted because access through the Airport 
during the day is not possible (due to conflicts with Airport security and operations). This 
option could therefore only be utilised at night, and this in itself is likely to generate 
additional adverse effects on those living nearby in terms of noise and sleep disturbance 
when compared to other options.    

 
Regarding Horokiwi Quarry, it is observed that HPMVs routinely transporting quarry 
material to other infrastructure projects in the region, providing an established indication 
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road user safety, geometric layout and 

geotechnical resilience.  

that Horokiwi Road is suitable for such trucks. That said, and as set out in the 
Construction Traffic Management Plan Framework included at Appendix A of the 
Transportation Assessment Report pre, post and during construction surveys of 
pavement conditions will feature as part of the environmental controls to be applied. 

2.8 The application (AEE) states that detailed 

investigations of ground conditions will be 

undertaken and the results of such investigations 

may determine that ‘stone columns’ need to be 

installed. Although not specifically identified in 

Tables 1-2 and 1-3 of the application it is assumed 

that the application for resource consent is 

intended to include these structures.   Please 

confirm whether other activities or structures may 

be required following detailed investigations and 

whether these will require resource consent.    

On the basis of initial ground investigations, the data available has indicated competent 
subsurface marine sediments that do not require ground improvement for the rock dyke 
and reclamation. However since the investigation data is limited and may not represent 
the subsurface conditions for the entire project site, it was considered prudent for 
resource consent purposes to assume that ground improvement under the rock dyke may 
be required for the project to mitigate any seismic-induced lateral deformation and vertical 
settlement of the rock dyke.  

 
The installation of stone columns therefore represents a worst case scenario in terms of 
what might be required to improve the underlying ground conditions, and it may be that 
significantly less disturbance to the seabed will be required once further geotechnical 
investigations are undertaken as part of the detailed design of the Project. However as 
noted the consent application and the accompanying technical assessments (i.e. noise, 
ecology) have assumed that the installation of stone columns will occur.  

2.9 Table 1-3 of the application lists a requirement for 

a discharge permit to discharge contaminants 

(dust) to air during construction. It is assumed that 

this is because there is no rule in the PNRP that 

would specifically provide for discharges of dust 

from a construction site as a permitted activity. 

GWRC’s Environmental Policy advisors have 

confirmed that Rule 27 of the PNRP (handling of 

aggregates) is intended to apply to activities such 

as those proposed. Please provide an 

assessment of the activity against Rule 27 PNRP 

Please refer to the letter dated 10 June 2016.  
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and confirm whether the permitted activity rule 

can be complied with.  

2.10 The application states 1.5 million cubic meters of 

material will be hauled to the construction site.  If 

the loads are uncovered (presently unstated) 

then it is reasonable to assume that a small but 

measurable percentage of the material may be 

discharged to the atmosphere as fugitive dust.  

Please provide an assessment of effects of 

fugitive dust emissions along haulage routes. 

The assessment has assumed that if material is to be transported from land based fill 
sources and carted to the site via the road network that the loads should be covered. 
Therefore a condition of consent is proposed to address this as follows: 

 
All HPMV vehicles loaded with fill material required to construct the reclamation shall 

have their loads covered in order to prevent the discharge of material onto the road 

surface and to mitigate dust.  

2.11 Please confirm whether any modification to 

existing stormwater outlets or new stormwater 

outlets are necessary as a result of the proposal 

and if so whether resource consent is required. 

Existing stormwater outlets from the Airport are shown in Figure 5.0 of Volume II of the 
Runway Extension Project Concept Feasibility and Design Report (refer Technical Report 
7). It is expected that all of these outlets will be maintained as part of the proposed 
reclamation. The two existing outfalls to the east of the proposed extension (shown in 
green on the snap shot of Figure S5.0 included below) are in the area proposed for beach 
remediation work. The beach remediation plan could be designed to accommodate these 
existing outfalls.  

 

As noted above there several potential design solutions for dealing with stormwater runoff 
from the runway extension. These fall into three categories: (1) design additional 
stormwater outfalls from the reclamation; (2) incorporate a soakage system into the 
reclaimed land; or (3) upsize one or more of the existing outfalls to accommodate the 
additional runoff from the reclamation. The final infrastructure design will be incorporated 
into the detailed design for the Project.    

2.12 The application states that part of the proposal will 

be to protect the Moa Point wastewater outfall 

structure to prevent damage due to the placement 

of the rock dyke. Please: 

Please refer to Appendix N of Runway Extension Project Concept Feasibility and Design 
Report Volume I (Technical Report 7) detailing the proposed outfall protection schemes.   

 

The outfall will either be protected in place or realigned so that the pipe will not be 
impacted by the reclamation. It will be up to the form of contract and the final construction 



14 
 

 confirm what stage in the construction 

sequence these protection works will be 

undertaken; 

 outline any ongoing maintenance 

requirements of the protection structure (see 

general question about ongoing 

maintenance below); and 

 Provide an assessment of the relevant 

regional plan rules and what resource 

consents you will need for the construction 

and maintenance of the protection structure.  

programme whether moving or protecting the outfall takes place prior to or concurrent 
with marine-based reclamation works.  

 
Ongoing maintenance requirements will be dependent on the ultimate protection solution. 
If a section of outfall is realigned out of the footprint of the reclamation, the maintenance 
requirements would be similar to the existing maintenance regime. However, 
maintenance in the immediate future is likely to be less onerous as this section of the 
asset would be new and better protected from extreme sea states.  If the outfall is to be 
protected in place, the maintenance programme is likely to change from a marine-based 
diver condition inspection to a remote operated CCTV or laser profiling of the internal 
pipe.  Provided initial monitoring shows the protection system is not impacting the 
pipeline, the maintenance regime for this section of pipe would be similar to that for an 
equivalent underground pipe on land. 

 

The consent application provides the option of protecting the outfall structure. If relocation 
is considered to be the preferable option at the detailed design stage, it is likely that this 
will need to be subject to further consents which will be applied for at that time. Please 
refer to letter dated 10 June 2016 and Tables 1-2 and 1-3 which provides for the alteration 
of an existing structure.  

2.13 The consent requirements for the construction and 

maintenance of the surf wave focussing structure 

are not specifically assessed in Tables 1- 2 and 1-

3 of the application.  The application proposes to 

specify maintenance requirements as a condition 

of consent (proposed condition 66).  However, 

please confirm what consents you are applying for 

in relation to the wave focussing structure. Please 

also provide an outline of ongoing maintenance 

required for the SWFS so that GWRC can assess 

Please refer to the letter dated 10 June 2016. It is confirmed that consent for the proposed 
surf wave focusing structure is being applied for as part of this application.  
 

Ongoing maintenance requirements are expected to be minimal due to the scale of the 
material that will be used to construct the structure. This is a requirement of the 
construction (refer proposed condition 73(b)).  

 

Monitoring of the effectiveness of the focusing structure will be undertaken as proposed 
in condition 76 and if any changes or modifications to the focusing structure are required 
as a result of this investigation the extent of works required will be described in the 
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the effects of these works (see general 

maintenance question below). 

management plan and implemented in accordance with the method described in 
proposed condition 78.   

2.14 Technical Report 11 (DHI, April 2016) 

recommends that further field monitoring is 

undertaken to confirm findings of pre-construction 

assessments, document changes in local wave 

field, nearshore bathymetry and surfing amenity.   

Technical Report 20 (September 2015) 

recognises the need for a detailed survey at the 

proposed site of SWFS to obtain detailed 

knowledge of complexity of habitat, surface 

texture, local hydrodynamics and 

movement/scour/accumulation of surrounding 

sediments. 

What timeframe is required to complete the above 

baseline monitoring? When will this information be 

obtained in relation to preparation of the proposed 

Surf Mitigation Adaptive Management Plan 

(SMAMP)? 

These monitoring requirements are set out in proposed conditions 70 – 72 and further 
detailed in the Draft Surf Mitigation and Management Plan attached as Appendix F to the 
AEE.  

2.15 The activity descriptions in Table 1-3 of the 

application include the maintenance of the 

reclamation and structures. GWRC understands 

that ongoing maintenance will be required once 

the runway extension has been constructed. 

However, there are no details in the application 

about what this ongoing maintenance will entail. 

These details are required so that GWRC is able 

to assess the effects of any ongoing maintenance 

requirements.  

The proposed design of the runway extension includes the sizing of accropodes and rock 
armour that will reduce the current maintenance requirements for the southern end of the 
runway as these proposed armour units are considerably larger, more robust and interlink 
better than the currently used of armour units. The current problems faced by the Airport 
of armour units being moved by large storms will be minimised with the much larger 
accropode units proposed in the reclamation design.  The proposed design also 
incorporates a stone blanket layer under the rock dyke and secondary armour layer 
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overlying the inner core of the dyke that will provide additional scour protection for the toe 
of the dyke. 

 
However, any ocean facing armoured structure will require some maintenance overtime. 
This generally involves periodic inspection of the condition of the edge protection and 
replacement or reconfiguring of the armour units as required. As discussed above, the 
armour units proposed for the edge of this design are much larger and of a more 
advanced geometric design than the current units.  

 
As such, they are designed to require much less maintenance despite the larger edge of 
armoured frontage for the Airport.  The effort required in each inspection of edge structure 
above and below water level will require more effort than it does currently because the 
length of edge structure to inspect has increased. AECOM consider this minor increase 
in effort to be more than offset by the savings in effort from the reduction in maintenance 
and remediation efforts following large storm events.  
 

Maintenance of the Moa Point outfall protection has been discussed above. 

 
The proposed surf focussing structure would also require periodic inspection during low 
surf conditions and following large storm events. If storm-related damage has impacted 
the performance of the structure, repairs may be required. However, the structure will be 
designed to be robust with outer protection to minimise maintenance to the extent 
possible. 
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2.16 Details of ongoing maintenance requirements 

including what structures need to be maintained 

(i.e. toe of reclamation, surf wave focussing 

structure, structure protecting Moa Point 

wastewater outfall etc.), and details of the specific 

maintenance that will be required including the 

scale, methodology and frequency of these works; 

Refer to the above response.  

2.17 Confirmation of what maintenance work will not 

meet or is unlikely to meet the permitted activity 

rules in the operative and proposed regional plans 

and therefore requires resource consent. 

Maintenance associated with these structures was included as part of the consents being 
sought on the basis that these structures are not yet legally established and as such 
cannot at this time rely on the permitted activity rules. (refer Tables 1-2 and 1-3 of the 
letter dated 10 June 2016).  

 
However as outlined above it is acknowledged that the maintenance work associated with 
the rock dyke, or the submerged wave focusing structure is expected to be minimal and 
will likely achieve compliance with the permitted activity conditions set out in the operative 
and proposed regional plan rules. 

2.18 Please explain short-medium term effects on 

marine-based recreational activities, particularly 

surfing, necessitated by a temporary construction 

exclusion zone to construct the proposed runway 

and SWFS. 

In the TRC report on recreation effects (Technical Report 6), it is noted that: 

 
Fishing from land, spear fishing and collecting seafood (paua and crayfish) are known to 

occur on a fairly regular basis along the road parallel to the runway, off the concrete 

breakwater and in the waters between Moa Point and Hue-te-taha Peninsula. The 

number of those participating in these activities is thought to be low. Spear fishing 

between Moa Point and Hue-te-taha Peninsula is considered important to divers as it is 

not permitted in Taputeranga Marine Reserve. 

 
And also that:  
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…. diving between Moa Point and Hue-te-taha Peninsula and around to Tarakana Bay is 

valued by divers because it is one of the few accessible areas to the city where seafood 

can be gathered. 

 

Figure 2 (p.5 of Technical Report 6) shows relatively low levels of participation in fishing 
from land, spear fishing and gathering paua and crayfish. 
 

The temporary exclusion zone suggests that approximately half of the area used for 
gathering seafood between Moa Point and Hue-te-taha Peninsula will not be available. 
The other half would be accessible. In the report it is further noted that: NIWA considers 

that if this nearby area is impacted during construction, then it would be able to recover 

fully once construction is completed. Mitigation measures suggested by NIWA would 

have a positive effect on lobster populations and other marine biodiversity in the sub-tidal 

zone. 

 
Given the low levels of participation in fishing from land / spear fishing, diving and 
gathering seafood in the temporary exclusion zone and the mitigation measures 
proposed, it is considered that the effects on these activities from the temporary exclusion 
zone would be less than minor. 

 

In terms of surfing amenity, it is understood that the Airport Rights surf spot breaks 
infrequently and is only used by a few expert surfers. This is a relatively big and heavy 
wave that breaks over rocks. It requires a big swell in order to ‘fire up’. This surf spot will 
be affected by the extension and during the construction period. 
 

Given the low level of use of Airport Rights and the other alternatives nearby (such as 
Propellers, Breaker Bay, Moa Point and The Island), the exclusion zone effect would likely 
be less than minor.  
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For the proposed SWFS, this would take around 6 to 12 months to construct. Located 
just beyond where most waves break in the middle of Lyall Bay, it is considered that any 
temporary exclusion zone during construction would be (i) relatively short-lived, and (ii) 
further out from where most surfers are located. The middle bay area is not considered 
to be all that good for surfing as it often ‘closes out’ (not able to be surfed). If the exclusion 
zone does encroach closer to the beach than expected, then it is possible it will be lead 
to slightly more congestion in The Corner but only during ideal conditions during 
construction. However, there would still be plenty of room between the proposed 
exclusion zone and The Corner and West Bay – meaning surfers would have space to 
spread out. 

2.19 The application refers to the possibility of marine 

based transport (barges) to transport fill and rocks 

to the construction site.  The application does not 

reference or provide details of the route that may 

be taken by barges and towing vessels (if 

required), nor the space required for manoeuvring, 

particularly around the area of the construction site 

itself.  It is possible that the 12 two way 

movements per day of vessels could lead to 

adverse short-medium term effects for marine 

recreational activities not only within Lyall Bay, but 

elsewhere within Wellington Harbour according to 

the route taken.  Please provide an assessment 

on the likely impacts on marine-based recreational 

activities along the possible transport routes.  In 

addition, please advise whether the proposed 

construction exclusion zone encompasses the 

area required for manoeuvring vessels and 

whether impacts on recreational activities may 

extend beyond the exclusion zone.  

AECOM have identified an indicative barge route which follows the existing shipping route 
within Wellington Harbour to a point opposite Pencarrow Head. From there, barges will 
travel across the harbour entrance and around to the construction zone. This figure is 
attached as Annexure B to this response. As shown, it is intended for this route to stay 
on the east side of the bay entrance to minimise disruption to recreational activities in the 
bay such as surfing, kite boarding and stand up paddle boarding. Beyond the route shown 
in the attached figure, barges will utilise established shipping lanes. 

 
A variety of barge sizes are available in New Zealand and internationally. The final barge 
sizes chosen will depend on the approach, needs and equipment of the contractor 
engaged to build the reclamation. The most likely range of barge sizes is 1200m3 to 
2850m3 capacity, although barges can also range up to 5,000 to 10,000 m3. In addition, 
barges could be self-propelled or may require towing vessels. 

 
The temporary occupation zones to enable construction shown around the reclamation 
in Figure 1-5 of the AEE was developed to provide enough area to allow for operations 
during construction of the reclamation. Barge activities for placement of fill materials will 
be contained within this area once they have reached the construction site. 
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With regard to potential recreational impacts, as a general observation, recreational craft 
that would possibly get close to the barges include yachts and motorised boats. These 
boats can easily get out of the way of the slower-moving barges if needed. Smaller craft 
such as kayaks or SUPs tend to use areas closer to shore, away from the commercial 
shipping lanes. 

 
Between Pencarrow Head and the Airport construction exclusion zone, recreational 
boating activity is limited to fishing and scenic boat/yacht trips around the south coast and 
to/from Cook Strait – Marlborough Sounds. In all cases, recreational traffic is used to the 
presence of Cook Strait ferries and other commercial ships. For the most part, 
recreational craft in these waters are powered and very capable of getting out of the way 
of barges, should that need arise. This area is exposed, coastal water where kayaks, 
SUPs or dinghies are seldom seen. 

 

2.20 Participant observation has been used to 

investigate human behaviour in public spaces, 

and the application reports on data collected on 

seven days during March 2015.  Given the limited 

data set, please outline any limitations that should 

be recognised in drawing conclusions from the 

data, including: 

 The design of the participant observation 

technique used; 

 any circumstances that were prevailing on 

the days which observations were 

conducted (e.g. weather) that may have 

influenced the data;  

 what level of activity might have been 

reported had observations been made at 

The observations were carried out to quantify what type and what level of use takes place 
in and around Lyall Bay during March. In light of the fact that there were no data available 
on the levels of recreational use of Lyall Bay, the observations were carried out to provide 
some context. This enabled the formulation of a picture of how busy Lyall Bay gets on a 
sunny day in March – and from this – it is easier to make more specific assumptions about 
the level of use the area gets in winter, summer and spring. It is likely that observations 
undertaken during sunny days in summer would show higher levels of participation in 
recreation activities than in March. 

 

The observation technique was structured around fine days when use of Lyall Bay would 
be highest and where people were likely involved in a wider range of activities than on 
less-favourable weather days. While observing “low-use” days can also be useful, the 
need in this case was to explore how busy the place gets and what, if any, issues arise 
as a result. For instance, the observations provided insight into how busy The Corner car 
park becomes, including frequent pedestrian crossings between the car park and the 
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other times of the year – particularly in peak 

summer months 

 what further observation investigations need 

to be undertaken to understand recreational 

use in Lyall Bay 

 Tables 7-2, 7-3 and 7-4 all refer to Scenario 

1 as being a “Large Event” and not a 

“Common Surf Event” (or common surf 

conditions).  Paragraph 7.3.10 of the AEE 

report states: “Modelling such a structure for 

Scenario 1 (common surf conditions) 

predicted a longer right hand and left hand 

rides with larger wave face heights in the lee 

of the structure”.  Please clarify to which 

surfing scenario the paragraph cited above 

refers. 

 The application proposes a number of 

amenity & recreational improvements in the 

vicinity of the project that is outside land 

owned by WIAL, which will form part of the 

overall mitigation. Please provide 

confirmation that landowner approval has 

been sought, and is likely to be forthcoming, 

for the establishment of such works.  

Spruce Goose Café. This in turn was raised as a potential issue for management of the 
haul routes. 

 
The observations undertaken are specific to March. Undertaking observations on 
sunny/calm and sunny/windy days in spring, summer and winter (when most activity takes 
place) would provide a more complete picture of the potential maximum volumes of use 
that Lyall Bay could receive at any time of the year.  

 

To clarify the reference to “common surf event” in Paragraph 7.3.10 of the AEE is 
incorrect and should refer to “large or high surf quality wave event”.  

 

With regard to the urban design and amenity features that are proposed, the land affected 
is owned by WCC and WIAL is working with the appropriate Council personnel in this 
regard. A Memorandum of Understanding is being prepared which sets out the proposed 
works and associated establishment and ongoing maintenance requirements and 
obligations. These works will also be set out in the Landscape and Urban Design 
Management Plan (refer Appendix G) which will be prepared in consultation with key 
stakeholders including WCC and neighbours and any conditions that imposed by the 
decision maker.  
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2.21 Section 5 of Appendix 1, Technical Report 24 

(Boffa Miskell, April 2016) presents a 7-range 

Significance of Effects Scale, ranging from 

Extreme to Negligible. This scale, with 

terminology drawn from the NZILA Best Practice 

Note1 is applied in assessing the magnitude of 

visual amenity affects.  The application of the 

scale is underpinned by several assumptions 

regarding sensitivity, including the proposition 

that resident populations are more sensitive to 

adverse effects than transient populations (which 

include travelers and recreationists who chose to 

use Lyall Bay for recreational purposes).  It 

appears the factors indicating degrees of 

significance (Table following paragraph 8.3, 

Appendix 1) have been ‘constructed’ by the 

assessor, and the assessed level of significance 

is that of the assessor/s only.   

 

Please advise whether the Significance of Effects 

Scale has been validated in the field with 

reference to resident and transient populations, 

and if not, what validity and reliability can be 

attributed to the ratings (e.g. what might 

constitute a rating from Extreme to Negligible in 

terms of the lived experience of the wider 

community, whether resident or transient?) 

The Significance of Effects Scale has not been specifically validated for this project in the 
field with reference to resident and transient populations.  Instead, the approach to the 
assessment has drawn on various research and best practice, including that documented 
in the UK Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment2.  The Guidelines 
describes that sensitivity takes account of the susceptibility of different audiences to 
changes in views and visual amenity. Such susceptibility to change is mainly a function 
of: 

 “The occupation or activity of people experiencing the view at particular locations; 

and 

 The extent to which their attention or interest my therefore be focused on views 

and visual amenity at particular locations.” 

There is a gradient of sensitivity and duration of view is a primary influence on visual 
sensitivity.  For residents at home, the views from their properties are experienced daily 
- throughout the day and throughout the year.  They are the most susceptible to change.  

 
Those people who are regarded as less susceptible to change are people travelling 
through an area such as road users and interisland ferry passengers whose views are of 
short duration. 
 

However, for someone who travels to an area specifically for the outlook or desirable 
views from viewpoints their level of sensitivity is heightened.  For example, people on the 
Eastern Walkway at Palmer Head, while they are transient users, one of the main reasons 
many go there is the panoramic views.  This was taken into account in the landscape and 
visual assessment and the effects on visual amenity from this location were rated as Very 
High rather than High (section 8.54-8.57, Figures 23A & B of Technical Report 24). 

 

                                                           
1  New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects. (2010). Best Practice Note: Landscape assessment and sustainable management 10.1. NZILA.  
2  Guidelines for landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition, Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment, Routledge 2013. 

Sponsored by English Heritage, Scottish Natural Heritage, Natural Resources Wales. 
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These matters have been taken into account in the visual assessment and in the 
commentaries on each the viewpoints records the particular situation and circumstances.   

2.22 Footnote 30 to paragraph 8.97 of Technical 

Report 24 (Boffa Miskell, April 2016) refers to a 

recreation effects report prepared by Rob 

Greenaway3. This document is also referenced in 

the bibliography to the Landscape and Visual 

Effects Technical Report. The Greenaway 

document was not among the Technical Reports 

distributed with the AEE. Please provide a copy 

of the Greenaway report, and outline its status in 

the application. 

Given that the author of the recreational assessment contained in Technical Report 6 has 
recently relocated overseas, WIAL has approached Rob Greenaway and Associates to 
potentially assist in a peer review role and subsequent report preparation, or as a witness 
at the hearing for the Project. This reference to this report is an error. It is noted however 
that evidence from Mr Greenaway may be called during the hearing.  

2.23 The Wellington south coast, which includes Moa 

Point is the regional stronghold for reef heron (a 

Nationally Endangered species). This species 

has also been identified as a Regionally Critical 

species as numbers recorded are low and are 

considered to have declined by 10-50% over 

recent years. While the impact of the construction 

of the runway extension on these birds is difficult 

to predict, the fragility of this population should be 

taken into account. It is highly likely that some 

reef heron are breeding on nearby Moa Point. 

Please provide an assessment of the fragility of 

the reef heron population located at Moa Point in 

terms of short-long term disturbance effects from 

the construction of the proposed runway. 

Reef heron is classified as Nationally Endangered on the basis of a small (250-1,000 
mature individuals) and stable population (Robertson et al. 2013). Reef herons frequent 
rocky shorelines, where they feed on a variety of small fish and crustaceans. They are 
prone to disturbance from people and dogs approaching closely. Locally reef herons 
breed on Matiu/Somes and Taputeranga islands, and there are reports of likely breeding 
at Moa Point, almost due south from the airport, approximately 1km and 600m from the 
existing runway and from the proposed runway extension, respectively. There is potential 
for reef herons at Moa Point to be disturbed both during the construction phase and also 
post-construction from planes landing and taking off some 400m closer to Moa Point than 
currently is the case. It is highly unlikely that reef herons elsewhere in the Wellington area 
will be affected by the proposed runway extension. 

 

The construction phase of the proposed runway extension could pose a temporary 
disturbance risk to reef heron using the Moa Point area, primarily through increased 
noise. NIWA is unaware of any research or data on the responses of herons to increasing 
noise levels so it is practically impossible to accurately predict how birds might be affected 
during runway construction. A range of responses is possible, from no response to birds 

                                                           
3 Wellington International Airport Runway Extension: Recreation Assessment of Environmental Effects. Prepared by Rob Greenaway & Associates, 2015 
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being disturbed to the point they are displaced and abandon Moa Point either temporarily, 
returning post-construction, or permanently. Given Moa Point is currently exposed to 
aircraft movement noise it would seem reasonable to conclude that noise effects from 
construction might have a relatively minor effect on nearby reef herons. Similarly, it is 
impossible to accurately predict any effect of noise from aircraft landing and taking off 
approximately 400m closer to Moa Point post-construction, but again, it would seem 
reasonable to conclude that this would have a relatively minimal effect. 

2.24 The area in which the construction is proposed is 

scheduled in the PNRP as a significant site for 

coastal bird species. Under Policy P41: 

“Managing adverse effects on ecosystems and 

habitats with significant indigenous biodiversity 

values”, a precautionary approach is to be taken 

when assessing the potential for adverse effects 

on ecosystems and habitats.  Please provide an 

assessment of the proposed activity against P41 

considering schedule F2c. 

Despite the Proposed Plan identifying the area immediately adjacent to the Airport as 
being significant habitat for indigenous birds, the ecological assessments prepared for 
the Project have not identified any significant values for indigenous birds, or other species 
in the immediate area.  

 
It is noted that blue penguins are likely to breed nearby at Moa Point, but it is unlikely that 
these species would nest along the existing wall at the end of the runway.  The 
assessments consider that this area is unlikely to be significant for indigenous bird 
species on the basis that it is already highly modified and is a noisy, active environment 
largely due to the presence of the existing Airport and the associated aircraft operations. 
It is also noted that to ensure aircraft safety the Airport also undertakes active bird control 
activities which are likely to have altered the composition of species resident in, or 
regularly using the Airport environs.  

2.25 The effect of suspended sediment from 

construction activities on penguins has not been 

identified.  While penguins are present 

throughout the harbour, other developments are 

proposed in the area and there is concern about 

cumulative effects for this “At Risk” species.  

Please provide an assessment of the effect of 

suspended sediment on little blue penguins 

during construction of the proposed runway.  

 

Blue penguin is classified as At Risk – Declining on the basis of a large population 
(20,000-100,000 mature individuals) and a predicted decline of 10-50% (Robertson et al. 
2013). Blue penguins occur widely in the Wellington area, with a particular stronghold on 
Matiu/Somes Island and smaller numbers distributed throughout the harbour and along 
the south coast, including the Moa Point area to the south of the airport. Like all penguins, 
blue penguins are visual foragers, capturing prey while swimming at depth in the water 
column. 

 
During the construction phase there is potential for increased sediment to enter the water 
column adjacent and close to the construction area, increasing the turbidity of the water 
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Note: More recent bird monitoring data related to 

the proposed development area is available from 

Hugh Robertson at the Department of 

Conservation. 

and potentially reducing the foraging efficiency of foraging seabirds, including but not 
limited to penguins, or displacing foraging birds completely from the affected area. Any 
such effect would be temporary for the duration of construction. 
 

Overall, it is considered that any effect of increased sediment and turbidity in the water 
column during construction would have a very minor to negligible effect on blue penguins, 
and indeed other seabird species. Given that water in the Lyall Bay area can be at times 
relatively turbid (e.g. during and following storm events, see Technical Report 18), 
seabirds generally, and penguins specifically, will be adapted to deal with such 
conditions, either by moving to areas unaffected by increased levels of turbidity or by 
foraging in turbid water, perhaps with a reduced foraging efficiency. There is no evidence 
that the construction site is a particularly important foraging location for penguins, or other 
seabirds, and given the relatively high motility of seabirds, moving to alternative, less 
turbid locations would likely incur very minor costs. The area, and volume of water, 
potentially affected by temporary increased turbidity due to construction is very small 
compared to the overall range of available foraging habitat for seabirds. 

2.26 In Technical Report 16 (NIWA, February 2016) 

Section 3.4 p 27 noted the following: “If 

hydrodynamic modelling data indicates that some 

areas of Lyall Bay will have greater depositional 

tendencies…then it would be useful to 

characterise a greater range of contaminants in 

this fine grain size fraction.”.  However, Technical 

Report 17 (NIWA, March 2016) hydrodynamic 

modelling shows that there are no areas in the 

inner bay that have "greater depositional 

tendencies".   Based on the findings of Technical 

Report 17, please advise whether any further 

monitoring/analysis of fine grain size fraction is 

warranted. 

No further monitoring/analysis of fine-grained fraction for contaminants in Lyall Bay is 
considered necessary because there are no persistent depositional areas identified and 
in any case coastal environment is highly dynamic with regular periods of wave activity, 
which constrains any tendency for deposition of fine particulates.  
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2.27 The application proposes an adaptive 

management approach when monitoring 

sediment discharges.  Once monitoring has 

occurred, the assessment of monitoring results 

will lead to “adapted” development and operation 

to ensure any effects of the activity are at an 

acceptable level.  The proposed turbidity limits 

are therefore compliance limits.  Please explain 

what adaptive steps or management measures 

will be implemented prior to exceeding this limit 

(e.g. alert trigger levels and response). 

The methodology and approach for monitoring suspended sediment during construction 
is included in s6.3.2 and Chapter 7 of the AEE Coastal Processes Report (refer Technical 
Report 15), with the adaptive management component detailed in the proposed 
conditions (refer conditions 63 to 65 ) and Draft Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (refer 
Appendix E to the AEE).  

 

2.28 A JONSWAP spectrum was used in the spectral 

model. JONSWAP was developed for the North 

Sea and does not represent a fully developed 

sea. It is not necessarily applicable to swell from 

the Southern Ocean, which has travelled 

hundreds if not thousands of km from generation. 

Were the spectral parameters (peakedness factor 

and spectral width parameters) calibrated using 

spectra from the Baring Head wave record? If not, 

why not? 

With regard to the wave height/surfing assessment undertaken by DHI (Technical Report 
11) a JONSWAP was used as a simplification as DHI did not have access to any recorded 
spectras at the boundary from measured data or a regional model. The likely effect of 
this, is the introduction of some shorter period waves into the model compared to reality 
if only considering the swell component.  However for this comparative study, the slight 
variation in spectral shape is not expected to have any influence on results in terms of 
the relative impacts of surf quality.   
 

2.29 For Scenario 3, what was the surf quality?  For 

Scenario 1 it was high, and for Scenario 2 it was 

good, but the quality for Scenario 3 is not 

specified. 

Scenario 3 is of high surf quality but not as high as Scenario 1. Scenario 3 was selected 
to represent events with large wave conditions, but with a shorter wave period.  

2.30 How were the boundary conditions for the 

Boussinesq model derived? One assumes that it 

was derived from a JONSWAP spectrum 

synthesized into the time domain using random 

phase.  Is that correct? Were the boundary 

The JONSWAP spectrum was synthesized into the time domain using random phase and 
the time series boundary condition of random waves was exactly the same on a wave by 
wave basis for the existing and extension layouts.    
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conditions for existing bathymetry and airport 

extension exactly the same? 

2.31 Technical Report 15 (NIWA, March 2015), p 8, 

reports that waves and storm-tide assessments 

were done, not by NIWA, but by AECOM and the 

results are presented in Technical Report 7 

(AECOM, April 2016). Indeed, Appendix D of 

Technical Report 7 is an extreme wave 

assessment. However, there does not appear to 

be any extreme-value analysis of storm-tide, 

incorporating sea level rise - this is important 

because it establishes the appropriate level for 

the platform. Has such an analysis been carried 

out? If so, where are the results? If not, then 

please note this work needs to be carried out in 

order to establish the validity of setting the 

platform level at 9 m above MSL. 

An extreme storm-tide assessment was built into the assessment of sea-level rise in 
Section 5.2.5. (p. 89-92) of the AEE Coastal Processes Report (refer Technical Report 
15), which uses extreme-value storm tide and wave setup values from a NIWA report 
prepared for GWRC in 2012. 
 

Fig 5-12 in Technical Report 15 shows the combined projected water level of joint 1% 
AEP storm-tide + sea-level rise, which is below the current runway longitudinal elevation 
profile and would also not inundate the higher runway extension. 

 

2.32 In Technical Report 7 (AECOM, April 2016), Table 

5.2 Summary of Key Design Criteria (which is 

repeated as Table 4.1 in the AEE), says that for 

waves, H1/10 = 10.5 m and Hs = 12.5 m, whereas 

Table 2 in the wave report (Appendix D) has Hs = 

10.5 m and H1/10 = 12.5 m. Is this simply a 

transcription error? Which wave height was used 

for design? 

This is a transcription error. The significant wave height, highest 30% of waves Hs = 
10.5m. The highest 10% of waves H1/10 is 12.5m as stated in Appendix D of Technical 
Report 7.  

 

The rock dyke conceptual design was based on resisting waves from a 100 year return 
period storm event. More information on the design philosophy for the rock dyke is 
contained in Appendix F of the “Wellington International Airport Limited “Runway 

Extension Project Concept Feasibility and Design Report, Volume I” (Technical Report 

7). 

2.33 It is difficult to derive the economic ‘shock’ that is 

used in the assessment (Table 4).  Please prepare 

a table showing: 

It is noted that these questions relate to the economic assessment attached as Technical 
Report 27 to the AEE documentation. This report was prepared in 2014 and has been 
included in the application to provide background information. This report has been 
superseded by the assessment undertaken by Sapere Research Group (refer Technical 
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a) The temporal distribution of the shock (for 

each of the quantified impacts) 

b) The values used to translate the shock into 

expenditure/business activity 

c) PAX numbers over time by route and the 

pricing 

d) The baseline values used. 

Report 4). For this reason Technical Report 27 prepared by Ernst and Young has not 
been relied upon to assess the economic effects of the Project.  

2.34 Does the assessment include the construction 

effects? If these effects were excluded from the 

analysis, please outline the rationale for this 

exclusion. 

The EY report attached as Technical Report 27 does not include a consideration of the 
“costs” arising from construction effects. The Sapere Report in determining the cost 
benefit of the Project, does however take into account construction effects as a cost of 
the extension. Please refer to Technical Report 4 in this regard.  

2.35 Please provide detail on your approach to 

estimate the import/export freight generated in the 

Wellington catchment?  Ideally, we would like to 

see the sectoral breakdown of the commodities 

transported by air and how this relates to the 

macro economic output within the Wellington 

Airport “catchment” (referred to on p 17) 

As noted above, this report has been superseded by Technical Report 4 

2.36 On page 16, the Hawaiian Airlines example is 

used to show that visitors to NZ have increased by 

40%.  Over what period did this growth occur? Did 

the existing services (airlines) add capacity on this 

route to ‘capture’ a share of this growth or was all 

of this growth captured by Hawaiian Airlines?  In a 

similar vein, how much of the growth cited in the 

other examples was captured by ‘existing 

services’ adding capacity? 

As noted above, this report has been superseded by Technical Report 4.   

  



29 
 

2.37 With reference to section 6.5, please define direct, 

indirect and induced impacts? It is not clear if 

these are used in an Input-Output context or some 

other way. 

As noted above, this report has been superseded by Technical Report 4.   

2.38 With reference to Table 10. It is unclear if the 

multipliers listed in table are ‘output’ or ‘value 

added’ (or GDP) multipliers and also if these are 

Type 1 or Type 2 multipliers.  Please clarify. 

As noted above, this report has been superseded by Technical Report 4.   

2.39 The economic cost benefit analysis (CBA) 

assumes that the extension will be funded by 

central government.  What would the CBA be if it 

was funded via landing charges (i.e. user pays 

with the cost transferred to airlines and PAXs)? 

The Sapere Report (Technical Report 4) does not assume that the central government 
will fund the runway extension.  A business case would be necessary to reach a view as 
to whether any particular party would be likely to contribute to the proposed runway 
extension.  The CBA is not a business case and is agnostic as to who should pay for the 
proposal; the CBA is focused on the national economic welfare as opposed to the 
commercial or financial perspectives of different parties.   

 

The CBA does consider the economic implications of alternative funding options, since 
those alternatives could have different effects on the net benefits to New Zealand from 
the runway extension.  For simplicity, the base case assumes that the additional capital 
cost of each option is funded through general taxation revenue.  This base case provides 
a benchmark against which to assess whether other approaches to funding the project 
would likely increase or decrease the net benefits from the project. 

 
The base case allows for a cost of capital of 7 per cent and then adds a further 20% to 
the cost of funding to recognise the costs to society of raising funds through taxation 
following the approach recommended by the New Zealand Treasury (see page 68 of 
Technical Report 4).  This additional margin on costs funded by taxation recognises that 
all taxes inevitably impose real economic costs on the nation as a whole by unintentionally 
encouraging: 



30 
 

 inefficient levels and patterns of consumption, production, investment and resource 
use; and 

 a distribution of income and wealth in the community that may not be consistent with 
the government’s equity objectives.   

Section 7.2 of the report (Technical Report 4) considers how the results of this base case 
analysis might change if alternative sources of funds were used, including user charges, 
or some combination of higher user charges and government funding.  If a set of landing 
charges could be designed which distort efficient levels and patterns of consumption, 
production, and investment less than tax funding, the economic costs of the project would 
reduce accordingly.  At the extreme, if the extension is funded by landing charges which 
have no adverse economic effects, then the CBA would have over-estimated the 
economic cost of the project by 20%.   
 

There is, of course, no guarantee that a system of aircraft landing fees and passenger 
terminal charges (which has not yet been designed) would fund the capital costs of the 
project at a lower cost to the nation than would New Zealand’s tax system.  It would be 
possible, in concept, to design an inefficient system of landing charges that would reduce 
the net benefit of the runway extension relative to central government funding.   For 
example, funding all of the cost of the runway extension from landing charges would result 
in an economic ‘tax’ on the airlines using Wellington airport, if the charge exceeded the 
additional benefits they obtained from the extended runway services. 
 

2.40 The assessment uses ratios derived from the 

MBIE events assessment work. Is it appropriate to 

use these ratios given that the type of visitor 

attending an event has a different spending profile 

to that of a ‘normal’ visitor?  Similarly, how does 

the assessment capture the spending profiles of 

different visitor groups (e.g. VFR, Business, 

Holiday or other)? 

Estimating the additional economic benefit from additional visitors to New Zealand 
requires (in addition to the forecast of additional visitor numbers) a view as to how much 
each visitor will spend while in New Zealand; it also requires an estimate of the cost of 
the resources used up in providing the goods and services purchased by the additional 
visitors. 
 

The Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment’s (MBIE) International Visitor 
Survey measures the expenditure patterns of international visitors to New Zealand.  The 
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CBA uses the median expenditure for each visitor from the respective source destinations 
for the most recent year.   

 
Sapere’s use of the median estimate is more conservative (produces a lower value of 
benefit) than if the average (mean) expenditure had been used.  Sapere did not make an 
adjustment for the spending profiles of different visitor groups (or for different types of 
visitor, such as tour groups, independent traveller etc), as the passenger forecasts by 
InterVISTAS were not of sufficient granularity to allow that to occur.  Sapere reviewed the 
likely categories of expenditure for event-based visitors against the expenditure 
categories of international visitors more generally.  Sapere consider that there are 
sufficient similarities between these expenditure categories to be comfortable that no 
material difference would exist between the percentage of economic benefit that accrues 
to New Zealand from expenditure by event-based visitors and the economic benefit from 
expenditure by additional visitors should the airport runway be extended. 

 
The reasons for adopting the draft MBIE guidelines estimate of additional economic 
benefit which results from expenditure by international visitors are summarised in section 
1.4.2 and Appendix 3 of Technical Report 4.  In summary form, the net economic benefit 
from an additional dollar spent by a visitor could vary greatly, depending upon the good 
or service purchased and the capacity of the supplier to meet that increment in demand; 
the net benefit is also likely to vary overtime.  By adopting the present draft guidelines a 
consistent approach is achieved between Sapere’s CBA for the runway extension and 
other assessments which estimate the net benefit from additional visitors.  

 
In the Sapere Report (Technical Report 4) it is observed that MBIE is reviewing its draft 
guidelines and hence the guideline could be significantly amended before it is finalised.  
Section 6.2 of the Sapere Report tests the sensitivity of the results of the analysis to 
significant changes in this ratio from that currently recommended by MBIE.   
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2.41 What are the potential effects on other airports and 

regions due to the shift of movements to WLG 

(e.g. the loss of the WLG-AKL sector of 

international travel)? 

Table 11 and associated text on pp.52-53 of Technical Report 4 outlines the incremental 
cost to other airports as a result of direct flights to Wellington meaning fewer sectors are 
required once the runway is extended. In addition, table 10 and text on pp.37-38 of 
Technical Report 4 indicates that in the most likely case, domestic air passenger traffic is 
lower (by around 461,000 passengers) under the runway extension scenario than in the 
“business as usual” case.  Almost all of this reduction relates to the domestic trunk routes 
(i.e. Auckland and Christchurch).  The figures in Technical Report 4 are derived by 
multiplying the respective reduction in passenger traffic (sourced from the InterVISTAS 
forecast report) by the relevant airport charges.  
 

No allowance was made in the CBA for regional effects beyond that experienced by 
airports.  The CBA was undertaken from a national perspective, and hence a reduction 
of expenditure in one region which is matched by an equivalent increase in expenditure 
in another region, would not typically result in any net economic benefit. 

2.42 Please provide a breakdown of the PAX growth 

rates by market (e.g. Australia, China, and UK) for 

the different scenarios (Table 10). 

Please refer to section 5 of the InterVISTAS report (Technical Report 3) which contains 
the information requested. Given the lack of current flights from Wellington to most of the 
destination markets in the study, growth rates are less meaningful.  

 
Reference to Table 5.9 from the InterVISTAS report (Technical Report 3) provides an 
illustration. Inbound and outbound passenger forecasts by market are contained in 
Tables 5.13 and 5.14 of the InterVISTAS report respectively. 

2.43 With reference to footnote 67, the referenced 

report does not contain any information about 

intermediate consumption.  Please provide the 

correct reference (note: the link in the report has 

been moved so the ‘reference report may have 

been changed). 

Pages 12 and 13 of the referenced report refer to the contribution of visitor expenditure 
to GDP. Specifically that 75% of international visitor expenditure accrues to New Zealand 
(through GDP). GDP is a measure of value-added, which in essence is output (production 
or expenditure) less the cost of goods sold (intermediate consumption, use of imports in 
the production of goods and services). The guidelines are based on the Tourism Satellite 
Account, which highlights the relationship between value-added, cost of goods sold and 
intermediate consumption in figure 1 of the summary document available at: 
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http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/industry_sectors/Tourism/tourism-satellite-
account-2015.aspx  

 
The relevant guidelines have been moved to: http://www.majorevents.govt.nz/resource-
bank/post-event-reporting/document-image-library/post-event-economic-evaluation-
guidelines.pdf 

2.44 The report on p 72 notes that by diverting the 

passengers away from them the other airports 

could see ‘an increase in the real value of outputs 

supplied’.  Please elaborate on the mechanisms 

through which this increase will take place. 

This refers to the additional gross real value of output that other airports in New Zealand 
(e.g. regional airports) would derive from providing any additional link flights to Wellington 
International Airport in relation to the base case forecasts (i.e. the forecast link flights in 
the absence of an extended runway). This slight stimulation in link flights is outweighed 
by the reduction in domestic trunk flights mentioned in 2.4.1 above. 

 
The totals are estimated by multiplying the forecast additional connecting passengers by 
the relevant airport charges.  

2.45 On p 75, it is assumed that the additional airline 

service would be provided by foreign airlines and 

so the cost and benefits are excluded.  However, 

given Air NZ’s important role in the NZ market and 

its large share of the domestic market (and the 

connections), is this assumption realistic.   

Air New Zealand continues to state publically that it has no plans to fly long haul out of 
Wellington, see for example: http://www.stuff.co.nz/business/industries/78815818/No-
airline-could-make-money-out-of-it-Air-New-Zealand-savages-runway-extension.  Also, 
Air New Zealand currently provides no long haul services out of Christchurch. 

 
Sapere has therefore assumed in its modelling that Air New Zealand will not provide the 
additional international services.  This assumption means that all of the benefits which 
accrue to airlines providing the additional international services would accrue to foreign 
owned airlines.  As the cost benefit analysis assesses net economic benefits to New 
Zealand, these benefits to foreign owned airlines are not counted in the net benefits 
estimate. 
 

If Air New Zealand were to change its position once the runway were extended and 
compete to provide long haul services, the report will have underestimated the net 
benefits that New Zealand will derive from the runway extension.  This is because Air 

http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/industry_sectors/Tourism/tourism-satellite-account-2015.aspx
http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/industry_sectors/Tourism/tourism-satellite-account-2015.aspx
http://www.majorevents.govt.nz/resource-bank/post-event-reporting/document-image-library/post-event-economic-evaluation-guidelines.pdf
http://www.majorevents.govt.nz/resource-bank/post-event-reporting/document-image-library/post-event-economic-evaluation-guidelines.pdf
http://www.majorevents.govt.nz/resource-bank/post-event-reporting/document-image-library/post-event-economic-evaluation-guidelines.pdf
http://www.stuff.co.nz/business/industries/78815818/No-airline-could-make-money-out-of-it-Air-New-Zealand-savages-runway-extension
http://www.stuff.co.nz/business/industries/78815818/No-airline-could-make-money-out-of-it-Air-New-Zealand-savages-runway-extension
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New Zealand could be expected to supply additional international services from 
Wellington only if it expects to derive a profit on those services. 

3.1 Air discharges from the operation of the proposed 

runway are permitted under R33 of the PNRP. The 

National Environmental Standard for Air Quality 

Regulations 2004 (NES-AQ) sets outdoor limits in 

air for PM10, CO, NO2, SO2, O3. The Wellington 

Airshed is not deemed to be a polluted airshed for 

PM10 so section 17 of the NES-AQ is not invoked.  

 

Whilst no consent is required for the discharge to 

air from aircraft exhaust emissions, it would be 

prudent to provide an assessment on the impacts 

of increased plane activity against ambient air 

quality standards NES-AQ (including PM2.5) and 

the National Ambient Air Quality Guidelines 2002. 

We envisage a desktop screening assessment 

would be sufficient.  

As stated in the request, the discharge of contaminants into air from a mobile source is a 
permitted activity pursuant to Rule R33 of the Proposed Natural Resources Regional 
Plan.  

 
It is noted that undertaking an assessment against the NES-AQ and the National Ambient 
Air Quality Guidelines 2002 is difficult given that it is predicted that the aircraft activity will 
continue to grow at Wellington Airport, regardless of whether the extension occurs or not. 
Given this it will be difficult to determine whether there will be any material increase 
effects from the discharge of contaminants arising from aircraft activity that are directly 
attributable to the runway extension.  
 

It is therefore considered that this matter is best left in terms of regulation or control at a 
national or central governance level.  
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Further Information Request dated 27 May 2016 – Assessment of Additional Statutory Considerations  

 

Provision  Request Response  

Operative Regional Coastal Plan  

Policies 
5.2.8 and 
6.2.5 

Factors to allow for when designing any 
reclamations or structures in the coastal 
marine area. 

It is acknowledged that the proposed runway extension is located within a low lying area of the 
coastal environment and is therefore subject to coastal hazard risks such as high energy wave 
events and storm surges. Acknowledging this coastal location, one of the primary design 
parameters applied by AECOM in undertaking preliminary design work for the Project was that 
the runway platform must be able to withstand a 2,500 year seismic event, and without 
catastrophic failure a 100 year wave event.  
 

NIWA has undertaken an assessment (refer Technical Report 15) in terms of potential  for the 
Project to be influenced by sea level rise and other climate change effects such as increased 
wave generation and storm surge events.  

 

The analysis undertaken has concluded that these climate induced changes would not endanger 
the current runway and air side areas adjacent to the runway, and would have a lesser effect on 
the proposed runway extension due to the proposal to finish ground levels at a level which is 
greater than the elevation of the existing Airport runway. The southern end of the current runway 
is 8m above the Wellington Vertical Datum 1953 (WVD-53), or 7.8m above the present MSL, 
which is currently at 0.2m above WVD-53. The proposed runway extension will continue an 
existing upward incline to reach a height of approximately 9m WVD-53 at the southern end.  

Proposed Natural Resources Plan  

Objective 
O54 

Efficient use of any occupied space in the 
coastal marine area (e.g. is the extent of 

the proposed structures (the runway 
extension and surf wave focussing 
structure) and proposed 

WIAL has identified that the potential exists to connect central New Zealand with destinations in 
Asia and USA with direct long haul flights to and from the Airport. An extension to the operational 
runway of approximately 355m is needed for this to occur. However as discussed in the AEE the 
Airport is currently constrained at either end of the existing runway by the presence of the CMA 
so an extension into the CMA will necessarily require a significant engineered solution. Alternative 
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modification to the existing coastline 
necessary? Please provide some reasoning 
for this) 

engineering options including extending the runway north, or to the south or a combination of 
both, and differing construction methodologies (i.e. platform over the CMA vs reclamation) have 
been considered. The most feasible option from an engineering and effects perspective is an 
extension via reclamation to the south of the existing runway. Relocating the Airport has also 
been considered, but this is not considered to be a viable or efficient option.    

 
As described in Chapter 2 of the AEE extending the runway will enable significant regional and 
national benefits to be realised.  

 
Overall it is considered that the activity requires a reclamation into the CMA. This is due to the 
location of the Airport, that there are no practical alternatives (as detailed in Chapter 5 of the AEE) 
and that significant national and regional benefits will arise from the enhanced operation and 
growth of the Airport. It is therefore considered to represent an efficient use of occupied space of 
the coastal marine area on the basis that: 

 An extension to the runway will contribute to significant local, regional and national benefits 
and is consistent with regional policies and strategies; 

 The proposed reclamation to the south represents the best practicable option for providing 
for the extension; 

 The extension builds upon the existing investment and infrastructure already located at 
Wellington Airport; 

 The design of the reclamation has been influenced by the surrounding coastal processes, 
and existing development at the site (i.e. past reclamation activities and existing 
modifications).  

 
It has been assessed that the proposed runway extension will likely give rise to changes to the 
surfing amenity within Lyall Bay.  These changes are described in Technical Report 11.   

 
The little used surf break ‘Airport Rights’ is within the proposed footprint of the reclamation and 
will be lost as a result of the extension. For other surfing locations within Lyall Bay (The Corner, 
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Middle Beach and West Beach) the extension is predicted to reduce “wave peakiness” (which 
enables the wave to break on a peak and then be rideable).  

 
Mitigation is proposed in the form of a submerged wave focussing structure (SWFS). This 
structure would be designed to offset the effects of the reclamation on surfing amenity by enabling 
a more consistent surfing opportunity within Lyall Bay. The SWFS would create a left and right 
breaking wave which does not currently exist today, and will ensure that a similar or improved 
surfing opportunity is maintained in the long term. The construction, ongoing maintenance and 
monitoring of the effectiveness of the SWFS will be managed via adherence to a series of 
proposed conditions which are set out in Chapter 8 of the AEE.  

 

Consultation has been undertaken with stakeholders and in particular the Wellington Boardriders 
and there appears to be general support for the concept of the focussing structure. As set out in 
the proposed conditions and draft management plan (refer Appendix F to the application 
documentation), the structure will also be designed and constructed so that it does not cause any 
hazard for other users or the beach area. It is therefore considered to represent an efficient use 
of occupied space within the coastal marine area.  

 

Objective 
O55 

the need for public open space (e.g. what 
impact does the proposed runway 

extension have on public open space?) 

It is recognised that the coastal environment in and around Lyall Bay and the Moa Point area is 
popular for existing recreational pursuits. Activities include walking, cycling, fishing, plane 
spotting, surf lifesaving, surfing and swimming. During construction of the reclamation and 
associated activities there may be some temporary displacement or disruption to activities in and 
around the construction site in particular. For the most part any displacement of existing 
recreational activities during construction, i.e. public access landward and within the CMA around 
the construction area will be imposed only to ensure public health and safety is maintained, and 
such limitations will be temporary. 

  
The proposed runway extension will result in the loss of approximately 10.82 ha of the CMA and 
access around most of the edge of the runway adjacent to the CMA will be restricted due to the 
need to maintain public safety. This effect is intended to be offset by improving the Moa Point 
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Road and beach amenity/public access opportunities. These features will be implemented and 
managed in the long term in agreement with WCC as landowner as set out in the draft Landscape 
and Urban Design Management Plan (refer Appendix G to the application documentation).  
Ecological enhancement and habitat recreation is also expected to advance the recolonisation of 
benthic communities that may contribute to fishing and diving opportunities in the immediate area.  

 

Objective 
O56 

new development in the coastal marine 
area is of a scale, density and design that is 

compatible with its location 

The shape of the reclamation is driven by its end purpose, being the use of a runway including a 
runway end protection area (REPA). Given this the proposed reclamation cannot be practically 
shaped or reduced in scale to generate a more natural coastal edge. The design concept for the 
reclamation has therefore been to adopt a shape that is simple and linear in its form. The proposal 
is to emphasise the linearity of the extension by treating it as an extension of the existing runway 
and to be seen as projecting deck or wharf into the bay.  
 

Features of the design of the reclamation (e.g. size of accropodes) are also influenced by the 
coastal environment in which they will be located and are key in mitigating any potential coastal 
hazard effects including climate change induced risk such as sea level rise.  

 

On the western, more urban side, the existing Airport runway has formed a straight edge 
projection into Lyall Bay and the proposal is to continue this line. Because the runway sits at the 
interface to the more urban Lyall Bay and the more natural edge of the south coast to the east, 
the treatment of the form varies from one side to the other. On the east side there is an opportunity 
to rectify a currently poor connection between the existing Airport reclamation and the beach and 
to extend a new curved beach line to reinstate a higher level of visual amenity and reinforce the 
landscape and ecological values of the east side of the Airport.  

Objective 
O58 

noise in the coastal marine area is managed 
to maintain health and wellbeing of 

marine life and the health and amenity value 
of users 

The potential installation of stone columns in underlying sediments and/or vibro-coring to support 
the rock dyke and runway fill material is likely to generate underwater noise. The assessment has 
found that the effects of this underwater noise on sensitive fish species that produce, and are 
receptive to sound are likely to be negligible. Birds and mammals are already used to a noisy 
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environment in this area and can also move away and thus are unlikely to be significantly 
impacted. Any effects, if they did occur, would be short term and localised. 

 
Recreational users of the CMA are also used to a reasonably high degree of existing ambient 
noise levels (i.e. from aircraft and other Airport operations), and for the majority of the recreational 
pursuits these will be located a reasonable distance from any additional noise sources created 
during the construction of the proposed runway extension. Any construction effects are also of a 
temporary nature.  

Policy 
P10 

have particular regard to Maori customary 
use, providing water quality for contact 

recreation, maintain or enhance access and 
providing for passive recreation and 
amenity values 

WIAL has engaged with tangata whenua and an understanding of the cultural values that exist 
within the area has been obtained. It is recognised that iwi has a long association with the coastal 
environment and CMA within the Lyall Bay and Cook Strait environs.  

 
The CIAs have not identified any sites of significance that will be directly affected by the proposed 
runway extension.  However it is recognised that construction activities and the reclamation could 
compromise the mauri of coastal water resources and customary uses through the loss of habitat, 
discharges and contamination.  

 

Maintaining an appropriate level of water quality in the CMA during construction and mitigating 
the effects of habitat loss through proposed ecological enhancements is therefore required to 
also manage the effects on cultural values identified. Iwi also utilise the area for recreational and 
commercial pursuits such as fishing, surfing and other sporting activities. WIAL will continue to 
consult with iwi throughout the planning and construction phases of the Project, and provide 
opportunities for tangata whenua to contribute to the development of monitoring and mitigation 
programmes (e.g. water quality, ecology).  

Policy 
P18 

relationships between mana whenua and 
Nga Huanga o Nga Toanga Nui a Kiwi (refer 

to values identified in Schedule B) 

As set out above efforts have been made by WIAL through consultation, the preparation of a 
cultural values report and CIAs to understand and provide for the Maori values of the area and 
natural resources. This work has confirmed that there are no cultural or archaeological sites of 
significance that will be directly affected by the Project. It is acknowledged that water is viewed 
as taonga by Maori. It sustains life and is central to wellbeing. It is appreciated that the mauri of 
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water resource can be compromised through the loss of habitat, discharges and contamination 
in particular.  

 
Maintaining an appropriate level of water quality in the CMA during the construction of the 
proposed runway extension and mitigating the effects of habitat loss through the proposed 
ecological enhancements has a commensurate mitigating effect on cultural values. Consultation 
with iwi will be ongoing and input into the development of key management plans will also be 
sought.  

Policies 
P27 and 
P28 

use and development in high hazard areas 
(defined as all areas in the coastal 

marine area) and hazard mitigation 

As outlined above, a key element of the design of the extension is to minimise any potential 
coastal hazard risk. The finished ground level of the runway will also be of a sufficient height to 
mitigate any potential effects from climate change and sea level rise.  

Policy 
P29 

particular regard given to the potential for 
climate change (in particular storm surge 
and 

using best available guidance for the 
Wellington region) 
Please refer to the NIWA report prepared for 
GWRC Sea-level variability and trends: 

Wellington 

Region report (dated June 2012) 

As discussed above an extreme storm-tide assessment was built into the assessment of sea-
level rise in Section 5.2.5. (p. 89-92) of the NIWA Coastal Processes Report (refer Technical 
Report 15), which uses extreme-value storm tide and wave setup values from a NIWA report 
prepared for GWRC in 2012. 

 
Fig 5-12 in Technical Report 15 shows the combined projected water level of joint 1% AEP storm-
tide + sea-level rise, which is below the current runway longitudinal elevation profile and would 
also not inundate the higher runway extension. Given this the potential for climate change 
adversely affecting the proposed runway extension is not considered to be a significant risk.  

Policy 
P31 

Maintaining or restoring ecosystem health 
and mahinga kai by managing any effects of 
use and development 

As discussed above, maintaining an appropriate level of water quality in the CMA during the 
construction of the proposed runway extension and mitigating the effects of habitat loss through 
the proposed ecological enhancements has a commensurate mitigating effect on cultural values. 
Consultation with iwi will be ongoing and input into the development of key management plans 
will also be sought.  

Policy 
P36, P40, 
P42 

effects on indigenous bird habitat 
(particularly for Reef Heron) 

Despite the Proposed Plan identifying the area immediately adjacent to the Airport as being 
significant habitat for indigenous birds, the ecological assessments prepared for the Project have 
not identified any significant values for indigenous birds, or other species in the immediate area.  
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It is noted that blue penguins are likely to breed nearby at Moa Point, but it is unlikely that these 
species would nest along the existing wall at the end of the runway. The assessments consider 
that this area is unlikely to be significant for indigenous bird species on the basis that it is already 
highly modified and is a noisy, active environment largely due to the presence of the existing 
Airport and the associated aircraft operations. It is also noted that to ensure aircraft safety the 
Airport also undertakes active bird control activities which are likely to have altered the 
composition of species resident in, or regularly using the Airport environs.  

 
As set out above the effects on indigenous bird habitat arising from the proposed runway 
extension are expected to be minimal.  

Policy 
P51 

Minimise adverse effects on regionally 
significant surf breaks identified in Schedule 
K. 

Please note an assessment against this 
policy has been provided for the ‘Airport 
Rights’ and ‘The 

Corner’ surf breaks but not the ‘Clubrooms’ 
surf break. 

The assessments recognise that a popular surfing amenity exists within Lyall Bay and that this 
will likely be altered due to the proposed runway extension. In summary the surf break ‘Airport 
Rights’ is within the proposed footprint of the reclamation and will be lost as a result of the 
extension. For other surfing locations within Lyall Bay (The Corner, Middle Beach and West 
Beach (or the Clubrooms)) the extension is predicted to reduce “wave peakiness” (which enables 
the wave to break on a peak and then be rideable).  

 
WIAL is proposing to mitigate or offset the effects of the proposal on the surfing opportunities 
within Lyall Bay. This is through the use of the SWFS which will be designed so as to create a 
left and right breaking wave which does not currently exist consistently today. This is consistent 
with other policies in the Proposed Plan such as P133 which seeks that the adverse effects of 
use and development in the CMA on recreational values is managed by providing a diverse range 
of recreational opportunities while avoiding conflicts and safety issues. 

Policy 
P67 and 
P97 

minimise adverse effects of discharges of 
contaminants to water (particularly 

sediment) 

Construction of the proposed runway extension will give rise to some effects on water quality, 
which will generally arise from the disturbance of sediment and discharges during the infilling of 
the reclamation.  
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Mitigation to minimise adverse effects arising from the release of sediment will be incorporated 
into the construction methodology and implemented via the ESCP. These measures may include 
deploying silt curtains around the working areas and using construction equipment and 
methodologies that minimise excessive disturbances of the seabed.  The use of clean fill will also 
assist to mitigate such effects.  

 
In addition to these mitigation measures, monitoring of suspended sediment levels relative to the 
existing ambient conditions (i.e. to cater for storm events where turbidity levels will already be 
elevated) is proposed. Conditions have been proposed that would require that appropriate water 
quality limits be adhered to.  These limits have been set to recognise that in some circumstances, 
ambient conditions will be highly influenced by storm or large wave events.   

Policy 
P133 

manage adverse effects on recreational 
values by providing for a diverse range of 

recreational opportunities while avoiding 
conflicts and safety issues (e.g. how the 
proposed runway 

extension and surf wave focussing structure 
will be maintained to avoid conflicts and 
safety issues). 

It is recognised that the coastal environment in and around Lyall Bay and the Moa Point area is 
popular for existing recreational pursuits. Activities include walking, cycling, fishing, plane 
spotting, surf lifesaving, surfing and swimming.  

 
During construction of the reclamation and associated activities there may be some temporary 
displacement or disruption to activities in and around the construction site in particular. For the 
most part any displacement of existing recreational activities during construction, i.e. public 
access landward and within the CMA around the construction area will be imposed only to ensure 
public health and safety is maintained, and such limitations will be temporary. 

  
The proposed runway extension will result in the loss of approximately 10.82 ha of the CMA and 
access around most of the edge of the runway adjacent to the CMA will be restricted due to the 
need to maintain public safety. This effect is intended to be offset by improving the Moa Point 
Road and beach amenity/public access opportunities. These features will be implemented and 
managed in the long term in agreement with WCC as landowner as set out in the LUDMP and a 
Memorandum of Understanding.  Ecological enhancement and habitat recreation is also expected 
to advance the recolonisation of benthic communities that may contribute to fishing and diving 
opportunities in the immediate area.  
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The proposed runway extension will likely give rise to changes to the surfing amenity within Lyall 
Bay.  These changes are described in Technical Report 11 and earlier in this response.  

 
Overall it is considered that once the Project has been completed the open space and recreation 
access and opportunities in the immediate area will be maintained and enhanced through the 
implementation of the mitigation features described above.  

Policy 
P134 

minimise adverse effects on public open 
space and visual amenity 

While it is acknowledged that the area affected by the extension is zoned Open Space B and is 
mostly owned by the WCC for reserve purposes and affects part of the coastal marine area, this 
particular area does not currently hold any particular or significant natural character or open space 
value.  

 

The area has been created from the original reclamation of the Airport and does not provide a 
natural edge to the coastal marine area.  

 

The landscape and urban design features that are proposed and described earlier in this report 
will also assist in mitigating effects on open space and visual amenity values.  The mitigation 
proposed is also consistent with the Council’s open space and recreation objectives set out in 
documents such as the South Coast Management Plan.  
 

Refer also to the assessment in Chapter 9 relating to the use and development of the runway 
extension on visual amenity and public open space values in the CMA.  

Policy 
P139 

Design requirements of any new seawalls The accropodes around the reclamation will act as a seawall to protect the runway extension from 
erosion. As set out earlier in this response, the size and scale of these structures will ensure that 
the extension is suitably protected and maintenance requirements will not be significant. 

Policy 
P150 

Management of noise and lighting  With regard to construction noise, as far as practicable adherence to the relevant New Zealand 
standards will be complied with, however this is unlikely to be achievable during certain stages of 
the night time construction work. WIAL has offered to purchase the most affected properties along 
Moa Point Road, and via the proposed conditions will offer to insulate most affected properties, 
or temporarily relocate those most affected residents during particularly noisy construction 
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periods. These proposed mitigation measures need to be worked through and agreed with the 
individuals affected, and consultation with Moa Point residents is continuing.  

 
Temporary lighting within the CMA may be required during the construction of the proposed 
runway extension, this will be managed so that it is directed toward the area of work to avoid 
unnecessary light spillage. Lighting requirements post construction of the proposed runway 
extension will be in accordance with CAA requirements for runway and aircraft safety. 



 
 

ANNEXURE A 

 
Stormwater Monitoring Data 
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Hamilton 3240, New Zealand

+64 7 858 2000
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Email
Web

This Laboratory is accredited by International Accreditation New Zeal and (IANZ), whi ch represents New Zeal and in the I nternational
Laboratory Accreditation Cooper ation ( ILAC).  Through the ILAC Mutual Recognition Ar rangement ( ILAC-MRA) this ac creditation is
internationally recognised.
The tests reported herein have been performed in accordance with the terms of accreditation, with the exception of tests marked *, which
are not accredited.

A N A L Y S I S    R E P O R T Page 1 of 1

Client:

Contact: AsureQuality Limited
C/- Gracefield
PO Box 31242
Lower Hutt
WELLINGTON 5040

AsureQuality Limited Lab No:

Date Registered:

Date Reported:

Quote No:

Order No:

Client Reference:

Submitted By:

1157886
19-Jul-2013
25-Jul-2013

16898R
13/19689 01 - Surface Water / 5076
AsureQuality Limited

SPv1

Sample Type: Aqueous

Sample Name:

Lab Number:

136150-1
16-Jul-2013
1157886.1

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Water, GC

g/m3 < 0.10 - - - -C7 - C9
g/m3 < 0.10 - - - -C10 - C11
g/m3 < 0.10 - - - -C12 - C14
g/m3 < 0.10 - - - -C15 - C20
g/m3 < 0.10 - - - -C21 - C25
g/m3 < 0.10 - - - -C26 - C29
g/m3 < 0.15 - - - -C30 - C44
g/m3 < 0.7 - - - -Total hydrocarbons (C7 - C44)

The following table(s) gives a brief description of the methods used to conduct the analyses for this job. The detection limits given below are those attainabl e in a r elatively clean matrix.
Detection limits may be higher for individual samples should insufficient sample be available, or if the matrix requires that dilutions be performed during analysis.

S U M M A R Y   O F   M E T H O D S

Sample Type: Aqueous

Test Method Description Default Detection Limit Samples

1Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Water,
GC

Solvent extraction, GC-FID analysis
US EPA 8015B/MfE Petroleum Industry Guidelines
[KBIs:2803,10734]

-

These samples were collected by yourselves (or your agent) and analysed as received at the laboratory.

Samples are held at the laboratory after reporting for a length of time depending on the preservation used and the stability of
the analytes being tested.   Once the storage period is completed the samples are discarded unless otherwise advised by the
client.

This report must not be reproduced, except in full, without the written consent of the signatory.

Peter Robinson MSc (Hons), PhD, FNZIC
Client Services Manager - Environmental Division
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Fax
Email
Web

This Laboratory is accredited by International Accreditation New Zeal and (IANZ), whi ch represents New Zeal and in the I nternational
Laboratory Accreditation Cooper ation ( ILAC).  Through the ILAC Mutual Recognition Ar rangement ( ILAC-MRA) this ac creditation is
internationally recognised.
The tests reported herein have been performed in accordance with the terms of accreditation, with the exception of tests marked *, which
are not accredited.

A N A L Y S I S    R E P O R T Page 1 of 1

Client:

Contact: Mr R Deacon
C/- Eurofins ELS Limited
PO Box 36105
Wellington Mail Centre
LOWER HUTT 5045

Eurofins ELS Limited Lab No:

Date Registered:

Date Reported:

Quote No:

Order No:

Client Reference:

Submitted By:

1300928
19-Jul-2014
25-Jul-2014

17478R
14/20925
D Bottrill

SPv1

Sample Type: Aqueous

Sample Name:

Lab Number:

14/20925-01
16-Jul-2014
1300928.1

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons in water, ELS

g/m3 < 0.10 - - - -C7 - C9
g/m3 < 0.10 - - - -C10 - C11
g/m3 < 0.10 - - - -C12 - C14
g/m3 < 0.10 - - - -C15 - C20
g/m3 < 0.10 - - - -C21 - C25
g/m3 < 0.2 - - - -C26 - C36
g/m3 < 0.7 - - - -Total hydrocarbons (C7 - C36)

The following table(s) gives a brief description of the methods used to conduct the analyses for this job. The detection limits given below are those attainabl e in a r elatively clean matrix.
Detection limits may be higher for individual samples should insufficient sample be available, or if the matrix requires that dilutions be performed during analysis.

S U M M A R Y   O F   M E T H O D S

Sample Type: Aqueous

Test Method Description Default Detection Limit Sample No

1Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons in water,
ELS

Hexane extraction, GC-FID analysis
US EPA 8015B/MfE Petroleum Industry Guidelines

-

These samples were collected by yourselves (or your agent) and analysed as received at the laboratory.

Samples are held at the laboratory after reporting for a length of time depending on the preservation used and the stability of
the analytes being tested.   Once the storage period is completed the samples are discarded unless otherwise advised by the
client.

This report must not be reproduced, except in full, without the written consent of the signatory.

Martin Cowell - BSc
Client Services Manager - Environmental Division
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ANNEXURE B 

 
Potential Barge Route 
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