


Project location 
 

 
 

Key messages  
 

1. The Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal project is to replace and 
upgrade the existing seawall, that is at the end of its design life, at the southern end of the 
runway at Wellington Airport.  

2. The project will comprise ancillary activities to support the reconstruction, likely to occur at 
the following locations, a new or upgraded supply wharf in Evans Bay (due to the 
aggregate materials likely coming from northern sources), and construction yards at 18 
George Bolt Street to the northwest and at the southern portion of Miramar Links Golf 
Course (which may also include a concrete batching facility and casting area). 

3. The project will require approvals under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014, Wildlife Act 1953 and Reserves Act 
1977 (for the portion identified as esplanade reserve). 

4. The seaward part of the seawall is in the coastal marine area, which is Crown owned and 
the issuing of a resource consent (coastal permit) will enable the activities to be 
undertaken. The landward part of the seawall is on land owned by Wellington City Council. 
The applicant has an agreement with the council to maintain the seawall. The applicant is 
the landowner of the ancillary construction areas (at George Bolt Street and at Miramar 
Golf Course). 



5. We have undertaken an initial (Stage 1) analysis of the application, and this is provided in 
Table A. 

6. We consider the applicant has provided sufficient information to consider the project for 
inclusion on Schedule 2A (although we note it could still be included on Schedule 2B based 
on the information provided). 

7. The project does not trigger the ineligibility criteria in clause 18 of the Fast-track Approvals 
Bill (the Bill).  

8. Advice on PSGE development priorities and Māori development is provided in Table A. 
Table A also includes the relevant PSGEs or Māori groups and the settlement 
mechanisms, that will/may be impacted by the project and whether the project is low, 
medium or high impact on Treaty settlement/s and other relevant arrangements. Appendix 
1 provides further detail on how this advice should be considered and our approach to 
analysis. 

 

Signature 
 

 
Ray Salter 
Principal Analyst – Listed Projects 
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Stewart Duff Drive, 
Rongotai, Wellington  

18 George Bolt 
Street, Wellington  

Supply wharf: To be 
confirmed (Within 
coastal marine area 
of Evans Bay – 
preferred location yet 
to be determined). 

There is no public 
conservation land 
affected. 

Land Status 

The seaward part of 
the seawall is in the 
coastal marine area, 
which is Crown 
owned and the 
issuing of a resource 
consent (coastal 
permit) will enable to 
the activities. The 
landward part of the 
seawall is on land 
owned by Wellington 
City Council. The 
applicant has an 
agreement with the 
council to maintain 
the seawall. The 
applicant is the 
landowner of the 
ancillary construction 
areas (at George Bolt 
Street and at Miramar 
Golf Course). 

posted website 
information and 
hosted two public 
meetings in 
September 2023. 

• The Wellington 
Boardriders Club – 
ongoing 
engagement and 
feedback through 
regular updated 
meetings on surf 
conditions to surf 
modellers engaged 
for the project  

• Lyall Bay Surf 
Lifesaving Club  

• NZ Transport 
Agency 

The applicant 
identifies the following 
as interested parties: 

• Taranaki Whanui 
– Port Nicholson 
Block Settlement 
Trust (mana 
whenua of the 
Port Nicholson 
area) 

• Wellington Tenths 
Trust (Te Ātiawa, 
Ngāti Tama, 
Taranaki, and 
Ngāti Ruanui 
tupuna); 

• Ngāti Toa 
Rangitira 
(exercise 
kaitiakitanga over 
Te Moana o 
Raukawa (Cook 
Strait), inclusive 
of Lyall Bay (Hue 
te Para), and 
applicant under 
the Marine and 
Coastal Area 
(Takutai Moana) 
Act 2011 (MACA) 

• Te Ātiawa ki Te 
Upoko o Te Ika a 
Maui Trust 
(MACA applicant). 

• Muaūpoko Tribal 
Authority 
Incorporated 
(MACA applicant). 

construction), 
transportation, 
landscape and visual 
amenity effects, 
marine ecology 
effects, avifauna, 
historic and 
archaeological values, 
heritage – Miramar 
wharf, surf and coastal 
values, and civil 
design. 

We consider that the 
appropriate 
management of 
adverse effects, 
including remediation 
and mitigation could 
be assessed by an 
expert panel with the 
benefit of a full 
application, in a post-
enactment context. 

The applicant has a 
poor compliance 
history under the 
relevant legislation. 

No. 

The project involves 
an activity that would 
occur on land that 
the Minister for 
Treaty of Waitangi 
Negotiations 
considers necessary 
for Treaty settlement 
purposes. 

No. 

The project includes 
an activity that is a 
prohibited activity 
under the RMA. 

Potentially – it is not 
clear whether the 
project includes any 
activities prohibited 
under the RMA, 
regarding the 
avoidance policies of 
adverse effects and in 
relation to indigenous 
biodiversity values in 
the coastal 
environment. We note 
if the project is 
prohibited under the 
RMA, it can still be 
considered under the 
Bill.  

take six months to 
complete and likely to 
be filed in October 
2024. If accepted for 
the Fast-track 
process, a similar 
lodgment date is 
anticipated. 

The application, 
whilst strategically 
significant for 
managing coastal 
hazard risks and 
protecting significant 
infrastructure assets, 
does not raise novel 
effects, nor are the 
components of the 
project individually 
complex as they are 
largely building on an 
already disturbed 
footprint (i.e. the 
existing seawall and 
wharf structures). On 
that basis the 
application is likely to 
be relatively 
straightforward to 
process and is 
unlikely to absorb 
significant processing 
resources. 

Whether the 
application contains 
sufficient 
information to 
inform the referral 
decision. 
Yes – we consider 
the applicant has 
provided sufficient 
information to 
consider it for listing 
in Schedule 2A. 

 

The project will support climate 
change mitigation, including the 
reduction or removal of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

No. 

The project will support 
adaptation, resilience, and 
recovery from natural hazards. 

Yes – the project will enhance the 
resilience and protection of the 
airport infrastructure from coastal 
conditions and to withstand 
earthquakes. The applicant 
identifies that Wellington 
International Airport has a lifeline 
utility function under the Civil 
Defence Emergency Management 
Act 2002.   

The project will address 
significant environmental issues. 

No. 

The project is consistent with 
local or regional planning 
documents, including spatial 
strategies. 

Yes – the project is consistent with 
the local (Wellington City Council 
Operative and Proposed District 
Plans and Our City Tomorrow: 
Spatial plan for Wellington City) and 
regional planning documents 
(Regional Policy Statement for the 
Wellington Region and Natural 
Resources Plan for the Wellington 
Region), where adverse effects on 
the receiving environment are able 
to be appropriately managed and 
mitigated. 

 
In the time available, it has not been 
possible to determine what the 
status of the avoidance policies of 
adverse effects and in relation to 
indigenous biodiversity values in the 
coastal environment is in relation to 
the planning documents.  
Under the Natural Resource Plan 
for the Wellington Region, the 
applicant identifies that complete 
avoidance of adverse effects, for 
example disturbance of Kororā/little 
blue penguin or earthworks over the 
winter season is unlikely to be 
possible.  
 
This may need to be clarified. 
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Appendix One: Approach and considerations for Treaty settlement 
advice on listed project applications advice in Table A 

1. Ministers have advised the Advisory Group should receive advice from officials on “Māori 
development and PSGE settlement priorities” relevant to each application. Note this differs 
from section 13 requirements of the current Fast Track Consenting Bill that ‘Ministers must 
consider Treaty settlements and other obligations report’ as these reports will not be in 
existence at the time, although matters identified in section 13 (2)(a)-(j) will be considered as 
part of official's analysis. 

2. We have interpreted “Māori development” and “PSGE priorities” to mean primarily projects 
that: 
a. align explicitly with PSGE or iwi strategic objectives/vision/other strategic documents; 

and/or 
b. contribute towards addressing historical or systemic inequities faced by Māori. This would 

be undertaken through an equity assessment; and/or 
c. the project is being led by or in partnership with a Māori entity or business. 

3. Given the time constraints and limited engagement this advice cannot be considered as 
comprehensive and does not intend to reflect their views and should not be read as such. 

4. Engagement with PSGEs and other relevant groups has been considered based on potential 
high-risk factors including, but not limited to, if: 
a. a project will take place on or effect any taonga or areas of significance that are protected 

by Treaty settlement arrangements. 
b. a project will have a substantive and/or ongoing environment impact on any taonga or 

areas of significance. 
c. a project will include a consenting arrangement that will require a significant take, or be 

ongoing for an extended period, in relation to a taonga or area of significance, or in 
regions where PSGEs have specific planning mechanisms in place. 

d. PSGEs or other Māori entities have previously strongly contested the project or a similar 
type of project, particularly where court action has been taken. 

e. The project is clearly in conflict with or undermines PSGE priorities. 
f. Engagement would be required to maintain and uphold the Te Tiriti Crown relationship. 

5. In limited circumstances where engagement occurs, it has been brief. Where engagement 
has been undertaken it is reflected in our analysis but should not be taken to mean that our 
Treaty Partners endorse our advice. 

 

 




