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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT

1.1 Executive Summary

: FQOND$ ILSRUWAY D FHOADCSDWRI WH8 SSHUIROWDWRY Rl SIRQHHIQ ,QWH SIRMUHVTXH YD@A  \XUWRXQGHG
by mountains, rugged terrain and ski fields, the airport has carved out a distinct identity and support from
the local community. From an airport centred around deer hunting and backcountry access to hosting a major
DUKRZ : FONDS$ULSRUIASO VDQLP SRUEQASDWNIQ WH FKDUDRAMURI @ FQEND DQG WH 8 SSHU&GWD

7KLY SUIRMRNZ DV VR @AQ VR WH FRP P XQW DQG R KHS WH FRP P XQW GHICHWH YMRQIRU:  FQDND $ LLSRW
and how it should best benefit the community at large. Egis took the community visions and used them to

GHYHBS VAHDURVRQKRZ : FQDND $ LLBRUWFRX@ | XQPARQ LQ WH I XWUH ( J 1V SIRVIGHS LQGHSHOGHQWH SHW

advice to form operational scenarios and complementary options on which the community shared their views.

The process determined a clear preference for the preferred scenario, Scenario 3. Which is to limit the growth
of the airport, limit changes in airspace use and aim to enable and provide limited scheduled services to New
Zealand aviation hubs, such as Christchurch and Wellington. If Scenario 3 is adopted and commercial aircraft
are limited to a maximum of 30 passengers, the certification requirements remain in line with the process
already underway, risks of changes being required to the airspace are low.

To realise this preferred operational scenario, Queenstown Lakes District Council (QLDC) will need to work
with their Council Controlled Trading Organisation (CCTO), Queenstown Airport Corporation (QAC), who help
P DQDIH : FQOND $ILBRWWR S@Q DSSURSUDM DULSRWAZ RV DQG DMEPADWMHY VR RSHIDM D VFKHGX®IG
VHYIFH IURP : FQOND $ILSRWAD] DIQ 7KLY VRFHQDUR GRHY QRAWHTXWH DQ LQWDPCDINAGH FOSIVEAIQYHWR HOARYHU
that currently proposed at the airfield. Additional capital investment to upgrade the terminal building and
onsite carparking would be required at such a point when the demand and delivery of the proposed regional
service is well established.

The Scenario 3 preference was mostly based on a balance of community concerns and a desire to still have
some access to major New Zealand population centres by air. The community was excited about potential
RSSRUWYQWHY 1Q KDVIQ] VAKHGX®BIG FRQHAWRQY DI DQ DWUWH FHWOARQ R WH : FQOND 2 &KUMMKXUK
services in 2025. Concerns centred on potential overtourism, population growth, overburdening of local
utilities, infrastructure and services. There were also significant concerns about the emissions and the
environmental impact associated with potential airport expansion, and noise concerns. Existing airspace users
KDG ARQAHQV DERXWWH SRWQADORW RI TUHH DWSDAH RYHJ: FQOND ZKIKK IV RCH Rl WH Z RGBS GDAQ)
paragliding destinations.

3UHMRXV SOQV DQG UHSRW IRUP DRUGHYHESP HOADW  FQIND $ ILSRWIQFOIGIQ) HOCEQY LOMCDARQDODQG

larger jet aircraft travel, likely played a part in the community preferences for Scenario 3, which would not

see works that enable this travel profile. Community responses often centred around what level of growth

: FQON\D \WKRX@ EH OP 1QJ IRU DQG Z KDMBIYHORI VRXUMP  WH UHJ LIRQ FRX@ KDQGB! Z KI! P DQMQQ) \WH
: FQONDZD Rl @H 7KHP RWFRP P RQ UHVSRQWH Z DV R HUXUH WDWKH DILERWHQDE®N WH UHT LRQ VR ULHALQ
IWFKDUDAMU 7KLV Z DVWKHI RUHVSRQHYITURP  DOBRFDOXURXQEQIVDQG: FQONDIWHD 1 FCDNDZ DVGHMAUEHG
as having a unique, laid-back community culture that is precious to the locals. The regular theme from

responses, was that the community wants the town to keep its character and placed a strong emphasis on
retaining the community spirit of the town.

Egis has provided recommendations on how the airport can achieve the preferred scenario, Scenario 3. These
are detailed in Section 6 of this report.

There is a clear desire to use the site for more than only aviation activities. Landside development for the
benefit of the community and local businesses is a clear direction that the community and airport

stakeholders want the airport to go towards. All Complementary Options had a level of positive support,

showing that the community has a general positive view of using the site for broader benefits, both for

aviation and non-aviation purposes.

: FCOND$ ILBRWY XWMUH 5 HYIEZ.
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There is strong support for local businesses and current airspace users, as the community rallies behind local
companies and service providers. The community strongly backs the development of the airport and its land
for the benefit of local aviation businesses. To enable this growth, there will need to be a long-term plan that
enables changes in:

Utilities

Hangars and commercial space

Land ownership

Connections between existing airport facilities and future development sites
Land use

Zoning

General access

N NN NN NN

7KHH LV D VHOAP HOAMDI DIQUWARYHIRXUMP  DQG DQ WIQ) WDAHQDE®N KLIK JURZW VRXUMWP  1Q WH : FQDND
tourism sector. Rather, we heard the tourism industry supports the growth of high-quality tourism in the
region. This is coupled with opposition to high growth in the local population and concerns for local
infrastructure to be able to accommodate increases in local numbers. This was a major driver for opposition
to Scenarios 4 and 5, which would require significant growth in the local tourism industry and local population
to create the capacity to support the growth at the airport.

Scenarios 4 or 5 would require significant capital investment in the airport’'s airside facilities, runway and
terminal. Respondents favoured landside facilities, which are not reliant on tourism growth and are less
capital-intensive.

Scenario 2 mostly reflects the current airport use. This was the second most popular scenario and had a near
equal support / don’t support split. This indicates that the community has an opposition to being bothered
by the airport, but a large segment of the population wants more from their community airport asset. There

ZDVVIARQ) FRP P XQIW VXSSRWYR NHHS DQRSHIDARQDO  FQDNDS$ ILSRWWHYIGHQAHG E\ WHYHY &2 FRP P XQW
UVSRQHVIRUBFHDUR 2 &B\VH: FQOND$ILSRW

Governance of the airport was raised by some of the respondents. Overall, the community likes the idea of
more local representation but does not have a strong opinion on what this should look like. There should

EH AKDQI HV1Q WH P DRI HP HOAIQRHOAYHVIRU: - FQEND $ LLERWAVR DFKIHYH WH SUHHUHG 6FHQDUR - 7R KHS
build trust between QLDC, QAC and the community, a local oversight committee should be considered. The
J RYHLQDQRH VWKRXUH P DRI HP HQAIQRHQWYHY DQG WOHVRI WH : FQOND $ LERWAP DQDI HP HQMKRXG
align with the future plans of the airport as outlined in a future airport master plan, which should align with
the community engagement responses.

The community engagement responses and recommendations from this report should be used as key inputs
LQR WH IXWMUH . FQDND $ILERWAD DAMU3@Q XSCDM Z KIFK LV KLJKO® UHRP P HQGHG DV D QH WWAMS |IR@RZ 1QJ
this report, given that the previous master plan was published in 2008. We recommend that the airport master
planning process is lead and managed by an organisation with the appropriate aviation knowledge and skill
set required to undertake this work.

Egis is confident that the current management structure could successfully deliver our recommendations. It
is important that QAC is aligned with the community-supported scenario and master plan. QLDC and QAC
will need to work closely with the community to build trust as they develop a master plan in line with
Scenario 3 and the supported Complementary Options.

1.2 Project Context
: FQO\D$ WSRWWRZ QHGE\ 4 XHHQWRZ Q/ DNHV' MAIFWRXQAO4 /' & DQGP DQDIHGE\ 4 XHHQWRZ Q$LLERW

Corporation (QAC) under a management services agreement with QLDC. QAC is responsible for the day-to-
day operations of the airport and ensuring that the airport meets all relevant statutory obligations. QAC is a

: FCOND$ ILBRWY XWMUH 5 HYIEZ. 10
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Council-Controlled Trading Organisation (CCTO) which is majority owned by QLDC (75.01%) with the other
shareholder being Auckland Airport (24.99%).

Two main factors drive this project, to understand the community's view of the future of the airport for QLDC:
7 The Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) direction to be compliant with Part 139
7 3WRYICHD: FQON\D $LILSRWMCHOV WDNEHAAXIW WH FRP P XQW-V QHHGV DG YMRQ IRUWH DILERWAE\

understanding what the community wants from its airport in the future

7KLY SURMPNDCCUHWHYNH TXHMWRQVIRUA /' & DQGWH IXWUHRI : FQDND $ILBRW

7 : KDAVWHFRP P XQW DQG WEN-KRGHUYMRQIRU:  FQDND $ LLERWY
7 : KDADHWHO\HD GHP DQGVRI WHFRP P XQW IRUWH:  FQOND$ LSRWWRYHUWHCQH W DG \HW
7 What does effective engagement with the community on this important asset look like?
7 What technical analysis is required before potential scenarios are considered? Examples of relevant
analysis:
Economic
Social
Commercial

Environmental
7 What are the potential scenarios?
What does future management look like?
;. KDAWWHIXWUH IRPOMVHG \ HDUIDP HZ RINTRUWH : FQOND $ LLBRWY

~N o~

The Long-Term Plan (LTP) released by QLDC in July 2024 makes clear that the Upper Clutha community
\KRX@ EH SDWRI \KDSIQ) WHGHYHBRSP HQARI D&Q) WP SOQIRU: FQOND$ LSRG VD GMAIRNARP P XQW

Z |GH DWHMWMWKLY VKRX@ EH RSHQ VR WH Z IGHURRP P XQW DQG WENHKRGHY 7KH: FQON\D $ LSRWAFRP P HIADO
XVHY/ DQG XVHUI URXS DUH DOR 1QMI IDOR WHIXWWUH R : FQDND $ LLERWADQG DUH HAHQADOR GHYHRSIQ) D SOQ
that works for them and the airport.

47" & UHHHYHG IRWP DOQRWIFEDARQ IWRP WH &IYIO$ IDARQ $XWRUWW &$$ WDW FQDND $ILBRWWP XWWEH
managed under the authority of a Part 139 Qualifying Aerodrome Operator Certificate to come into effect by

1 July 2027. This meant that a mandatory safety and management review had to be undertaken and
implemented. This certification is essential to ensure the airport meets national safety and operational
standards. It will involve infrastructure upgrades, the implementation of a Safety Management System (SMS),
and the appointment of qualified personnel.

This regulatory requirement presents the perfect opportunity for the community to help shape the airport's
IXWUH $V: FQOND $ LSRWNHDRKHVY D SLYRWIOSRIQAIQ IW GHYHBRSP HOWD FeDUDQG LOFOMYH VADMI LIE IMRQ LV
essential. This vision must be guided by an independent, expert-led and meaningful engagement with the
community and stakeholders (this project), ensuring it is grounded in realistic aeronautical futures.

Upgrades required under the CAA direction make it an ideal time to also consider how the airport can better
support the local community. This includes providing fit-for-purpose facilities and services for the existing
tenants, airport users and potential new tenants and users. Understanding how the community currently uses
and views the airport helps to drive decisions on the future of the airport. The long-term vision that the
community has for the airport is important to establish before undertaking a wider airport Master plan
update. Alignment between future development plans and community preferences is critical in any large-
scale infrastructure or policy program.

47" & JWDOQMG D BDVH\R 4 $& IRUWH RQIRIQJ P DQDIHP HOAR! : FQDND $LLBRWV,Q WH + LJK &RXWRI
1 HZ =HDDQG |RXQG WDWIMH GHAMRQ WD /' & VIWQAMY R D \HUGDHR : FQDND $ILSRUMR 4 $&
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ZDV XQDZ IXO 7KLY FKD®QIH Z DV ERRXIKWE. WH : FQOND 6VBN-HKR@HY * URXS @ 6% ZKIFK RSSRVHG DQ
development of the airport for jet services and the 100-year lease to QAC. The High Court came to the
conclusion that the lease did not comply with the Local Government Act and that the correct transfer process
had not been followed. This highlights the importance of aligning work, operations and long-term plans with
the community involvement and support.

) RUMKAFHW XCSOQQAQ) IRUWH IXVMUH RI . FQOND $UWBRWA /' & Z 1O@QHHG R XQGHIAMIQG WH FRP P XQW 'V
view on balancing between connection for locals and the ability of the local infrastructure and population to
support additional tourism. Additionally, the airport needs to support local businesses and users who depend
on the airport and airspace. The community's desire to support these businesses and users has financial
implications on the community’s appetite to fund the airport, and how the users contribute to the site costs

is important to consider for future planning.

TKHUH DUH FEXUHOMD QR VAKHGXEIG FRQCHAWRQVIURP : FCEND $ ILBRUWIR DQ RWHUDILERUWV 3UHYIRXV® 6RXQGV
$1UKDG D UHI XQUVHXYFH EHVE HHQ &KUMFKXUK DQG:  FQOND 7KLY SURVIGHG IP SRUBQAKHDOMFDUH FRQCHPWRQY
VR &KUIMAKX UK DQG DOR SURYIGHG DQ DCAMRQDORXUIMP ANGUHAVD R FQEND 7KLY VAKHEX®IG VHMEHRDVHG
operations in September 2025, with Sounds Air stating that higher costs associated with civil aviation fees
and maintenance costs made the route unsustainable despite strong passenger demand. This growth in costs
DARADMG Z IW DURSHDARQY Z I@IP SDRADQ. I XWMUH VAHQDURY IRU: - FQDND $ WSRWHARQRP IF IHDVEIQWV IRU
operators will need to form part of the future strategy alongside accommodating local community
preferences. Input from the aviation industry and the current users is critical to planning the future of the
airport.

QLDC and QAC are not considering international long-haul capable, wide-body jet services for Queenstown
$USRWRU:  FQON\D $ LSRWV7KLY IV EDVHG RQ DQ XQGHIAMQEQI WIDWKMH FRP P XQW Z RX@ QRWUXSSRUNMHVH
services to the region, that this would likely cause local environmental issues and that there is not enough
demand to justify infrastructure to enable these services.

1.3 Current Airport and Surrounding Airspace Conditions

: FQON\D $ILSRUWALY D QRQ FHWIFDMG DHRGRP HB®DMG QDXWDCP BV 10 ZHVWARI / XJJ DM 1Q &HOADO
2\WIR : FQOND $UWSRWY RZQHG E\ 4/' & DQG RSHIDMG E\ 4 XHHOWMRZ Q $LLEBRWERISRIDARQ 4 $& 7KH
airport has 2 runways, a grass RWY 11/29 and a sealed 1200m runway RWY 11/29. These are parallel right-
hand circuits. There are 4 taxiways and one apron, one wind direction indicator (windsock) and no ground-
based navigation aids.

Currently, the airport is a non-certificated aerodrome, but it is undergoing the Part 139 Qualifying Aerodrome
Operator Certificate, as required under direction from the Director of Civil Aviation by July 2027.

The airport has a NASA balloon launch pad to the East of the runways, which is used every 2 years. The launch
pad is a permanent fixture at the airport, which requires access over the sealed and unsealed runways. This
access necessitates the closure of the runways and any works at the airport.

7KH $ LEBRWQR ®QIHUKDV DQ' VAKHGEX®BIG VHYFHV Z IW 6RXQGV $ LURHDMQ) RSHIDARQVIURP : FQDN\D $QQXDO
movements peaked in 2019 with over 60,000 total movements between helicopter and fixed-wing aircraft.
Total movements for 2024 were 42,600.
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The region is one of the leading paragliding and hang-gliding regions in New Zealand and the world. This

uncontrolled airspace is in part why the area is popular with paragliding and hang-gliding pilots; there are

strong and consistent thermals, good scenery and cross-country flying conditions in open, uncontrolled

airspace.
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),*85(  2$,563$& ,1)250 $7,21 $5281' : E1$. $
Detailed information on the current airport operations is detailed in $SSHQG[ $ : FQON\D $LERWAS IDARQ
Technical Report These were used as the basis for scenario development and analysis of the airport’s
potential future.
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2 METHODOLOGY

2.1 Egis

Egis generated this methodology based on experience working with a range of New Zealand, Pacific and
international airports. As airport consultants, planners, economists, and community engagement
professionals, we understand the unique needs and resource constraints of small regional airports and their
role as vital transport, business and tourism hubs for local communities.

Egis recognises the sensitivity around growth and development within an outstanding natural landscape and
how tourism can bring benefits and externalities to communities. Our approach took into account the
challenges of rapid growth and the importance of preserving the local character and identity while enabling
infrastructure and local business development. As the area evolves and integrates with surrounding
communities, locals want to ensure that growth is sustainable and aligns with the essence of the place they
love. This community engagement work was an opportunity to develop a vision and scenarios that enhance
this value, while providing clear, technical advice on what is achievable both in the short and long term.

2.2 Egis Partners

To best meet the needs of the community, QLDC and this project, Egis partnered with a local New Zealand
aviation expert, Mike Haines. By partnering with a local expert that Egis had an existing relationship with, the
team was able to leverage Mike’s experience with local flight conditions, industry moves, proposed airport

projects and relevant stakeholders. Mike led the technical discussions with the airport users’ group to
expedite the process and ensure that the project team had a high degree of pre-existing local aviation

knowledge for completing the community engagement works.

Egis also partnered with Isthmus, a Te Waipounamu-based studio with extensive experience working in the
Otago region. Isthmus has an urban design, landscape and design planning offering that combines town
centre regeneration, transport infrastructure investment, adaptation and growth planning experience. Their
local experience and bespoke and tailored ‘participatory design’ approach to engaging with communities
complemented the Egis airport and community stakeholder engagement offering.

Isthmus’ participatory design process is highly visual and hands-on. They use interactive elements for hui,
ZFQDQID ZRUWKRSVDQG GRS 1QVHMRQYWDAHARXUD] H SDUWASDON VR H SGRUH WH SRWQWDCRI WHMWMLQ
its spatial context. From this mutual understanding and shared purpose, viable options emerge that can
enable multiple benefits for the town and region. This was used in the in-person drop-in sessions for this
project. Isthmus also helped to generate the first public survey, which sought to listen to the community, to
XQGHIAMIQG Z KDAMH FRP P XQW DSSUHADWMG DQG YDOHG P RWMDERXW.  FQDND DQG Z KDAMMHUIGHDV |RUWH
future of the airport were.

2.3 Current Airport Assessments

The project team conducted an assessment of the airport ahead of any community, stakeholder or user-
based works. These assessments were reviews of the existing documentation for the technical, operational

DQG UHIXOWRY [HDMUHVIRU:  FQDND $ILSRW,WZ DV P SRVEQMNDWANH IQMEODOMP  XQGHWWRRG WH DILERWY

operation in its current format ahead of community engagement works so that the stakeholder, user and
community engagement input could best identify the reality of the current airport.

7KHWRKQFDIDQG RSHIDARCDIDWHWP HONEH) DQZ W DUMYLEZ. RI H MAQ) GRAXP HOBARQIRU:  FQDND$ LLBRW

This was to generate a baseline for the operations of the airport ahead of workshops with the user and
stakeholder groups.
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The aerodrome and aviation-specific assessment tasks focused on:

7 Assessment of the current aerodrome infrastructure and operations, identifying any gaps or deficiencies.

7 Evaluation of future aerodrome operational scenarios based on current strategic documents and
exploring other potential options, such as Aero or Non-aero alternatives. This evaluation formed the
assessment of what future scenarios and options the local community wanted

7 S5HMHZ R : FQDND DHRGRP H RSHDARQY IQFGEQ) DWRDWWSHY OWNSDAH QHHGV 1@ KWSURAHGEXUHY
(instrument and visual), and emerging aviation technologies like electric/hydrogen aircraft and alternative
fuel systems.

7 Assessment of proposed changes to the aerodrome infrastructure to accommodate current and future
aircraft operations, including regulatory requirements.

7 Examination of operational requirements for scheduled services, such as the Q300, ATR-72 and similar-
sized aircraft.

7 ldentification of limitations for future aviation developments, including challenges like nearby terrain and
mountainous areas that affect aircraft take-off and climb capabilities, along with potential solutions.

7 The team conducted safety risk management assessments, including aerodrome-specific safety
requirements and adherence to Aviation Safety Standards.

The New Zealand Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) formally notified QLDC to upgrade the airport’s certification
so that it is managed under the authority of a Part 139 Qualifying Aerodrome Operator Certificate by 1 July
2027. Understanding the impacts, obligations, limitations and constraints that this applies to the airport
enables quality planning, engagement and recommendations for the airport’s future state.

This Regulatory assessment also covered planning regulations. Planning and zoning are critical to airport
operations, no matter the size of the airport. Airports work best when they are integrated into the planning
of the local region, so understanding the local future plans, regulation and zoning enables quality
recommendations.

These assessments centred around:

7 Assessment of all applicable Civil Aviation Rules for current aerodrome operations and those required for
certification, including full and qualifying aerodrome requirements.

7 Review of aerodrome compliance areas, including future changes for obstacle limitation surfaces and
new instrument flight procedure designs.

7 Assessment of urban design, landscape and visual context within District Plan zones, policies, rules and
requirements.

2.4 Stakeholder Identification

Relevant stakeholders were identified at the start of the project, and a stakeholder group was established to
help build dialogue, trust, and open discussion on what relevant parties considered important about the
airport to their respective organisations. The group was named the Key Stakeholders Advisory Group for this
project and was comprised of:

: FQDN\D8 SSHU&OWD &RP P XQW %R0 : 8 &&% &KDWU
;. FQONDBVINHKR@HY/* URXS : 6¢ &KDOWU

Queenstown Airport Corporation (QAC)
: FOND$ULSRWBVHY/* URXS : $8* 2 3UYDM8\HU
© FQO\DS$ULERWB VHY/* URXS : $8* 2 &RP P HIAD®B VU
: FQDND 9%6XMOHW &KDP EHU&KOWU : %&

N NN N NN

Diverse groups and opinions were sought to minimise the risk of community segments and voices not being
heard. This group was tasked with providing feedback to the project team to ensure that their respective
group's views were represented. This group met regularly and were briefed at project milestones. The group
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was established to have open dialogue between the groups and the project team early. This was to enable
accurate information to be relayed to the groups and the community early, and also so that the project team
understood the concerns from the stakeholders.

The project team briefed/consulted the Key Stakeholders Advisory Group on project updates, questionnaire
and material content, community responses, and project direction. This feedback helped the project refine
the engagement approach and content to ensure users, groups and community concerns could be measured
and that the right feedback could be captured.

2.5 Community Engagement Strategy

The engagement strategy was developed to reach a broad cross-section of the local population, stakeholders
and impacted communities. The overarching approach to the community engagement was to co-create a
vision framework rather than plan the outcome of the engagement. To achieve this, the engagement was
split into a listening to the community phase and a reflecting on what the community said phase.

The difference in approach for the two phases was to allow for the community to articulate what was most
important to them so that the scenarios and options could be generated for the second phase. The scenarios
and options in the second phase were based on technically, commercially and financially feasible avenues
that the airport could be taken down in the future. These were to provide possible scenarios to realise the
communities’ aspirations presented in phase 1.

Hui 3 with
WUCCB Wanaka Airport/
Community Board Key Stakeholder
Contract Signing WUuCCB Online Workshop 2 Advisory Group
and Project Community Board Engagement -
Initiation Workshop 1 Opens Draft Scenancs for Feedback | | Present Preferred Scenarios ]

? ? ?
D D
é ¢ ¢

Site Visit and Technical Community Hui 2 with Community Presentation

Information Gathering +  Wananga/Drop-in Wanaka Airport/ Wananga/Drop-in to QLDC
Hui 1 with the Wanaka Session 1 Key Stakeholder Session 2 Councillors

Airport/Key Stakeholder Advisory Group and WUCCEB

| Draft Scenarios for Feedbock

Advisory Group Listening fo the
community Review Draft Seenarios

FIGURE 2-1 — INITIAL PROJECT TIMELINE

This phase was to understand the community’s aspirations for the airport and any concerns that were raised.
This initial phase was to listen to the community and not present any options for what could be done with

: FQON\D$ LLSRWNIQ RXUMXYH VRUZ RUINKRSY % QRWBDGEIQ) WHFRP P XQW WY HQJ DI HP HOAZ DV DEGI VR VHW
up co-creation of the future scenarios in line with community views/expectations.

TKH IQWDO+ XL ZDV ZIW WH : FQDN\D $ILBRUAVBVHY * URXS ZIW D IRZ 1QJ VWWMRQ ZIW WH . H
Stakeholders Advisory Group. This was held at the airport and hosted by the Project Team'’s lead experts. This
session covered:

7 &XUHW FCOND$HIRGIRP HRSHIDARQY

Positives and challenges focused on the aerodrome infrastructure and airspace
Operational lens for aerodrome and aviation operations for 2030, 2035 and beyond
Overview of aviation infrastructure and operational changes that are occurring in New Zealand
2 SWRQVIRU:  FQEND $ HIRGURP H DQG DILY/SDAH EDVHG RQ WH DHIRGURP H GHMMI Q DQG @ RXW
What the user group sees as the priorities for future outcomes.

N NN N
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Listening to the current users and understanding the opportunities and challenges that affect the current

users is important to any consultative work on public infrastructure, but especially so in this case, as the
airport is critical to many of the businesses that operate from there. Input and understanding from those

most acutely affected by any changes enable future planning that already has support from and consideration
of the local users.

A two-day open drop-in event for the community in a neutral, local space. Interactive ‘activity
stations’ were used to engage participants in a current state information stocktake, where the project team
talked through key information about the airport. Hands-on, interactive and highly visual materials were used
to ensure that the workshops were accessible to the general public who may not be very familiar with the
airport.

This initial workshop aimed to qualify what the local community saw as the differentiators for the town, the
UHJ IRQDQGZ KDAP DCH:  FQDNDVSHADO7KLYZ DVMR KHS XQGHIAMIQG Z KDAVEIG IP SDPANDQG Z KDAGEIG QRWP SDRW
the locals’ own vision of the town and how the airport served them.

The participants were asked to complete a Strengths-Weaknesses-Opportunities-Threats (SWOT) analysis,
where the participants provided free input about the airport. To better clarify the local understanding of

: FQO\D ZKDMWRITHY VR WH FRP P XQW DQG ZK\ WYV XQTXH D S@FH YDXHV P DSSIQ) H HIAVH GWWH
participants mark on maps important points of difference and what the airport needs to get right to best suit

the region. This provided qualitative and quantitative results from the community that the project team could
work into the airport's future scenarios and options.

Following the Hui, an online survey was generated and hosted on the QLDCLet's Talk
SDIH 7KLY RSHHG FRQAXUHO® ZIW : FQDQID WR P O 1P MH WH QXP EHURI UVSRQGHQW DQG YRIFHV KHDUG
on this first phase. The online survey provided respondents who could not come to the drop-in event an
option to still participate in this community engagement exercise.

7KL Z DV FRVHD DO QHG Z W WH 1Q SHIRQ Z RUINVKRSV DQG DIP HG WR IGHQW\ Z KDAP DGH:  FQOND VSHADOR
the locals, what the airport meant to them and what the future people saw for the airport. This was to reach
a broader cross-section of the community and to quantify the responses.

2.6 Phase 2: Reflect Back on What the Community Told Us in Phase 1

The Phase 1 questions and engagement were made to be open-ended and prompt the community to tell the
SIRMRAWMDP  ZKDA: FCDND WH \XURXQGV DQG WH DUWSRWWP HDOMR WHP 7KLY ZDV R EXL@& D FDWH IRU
understanding what the most important issues to the community were while minimising bias.

The community was coherent and consistent in what they opposed and what they supported. Technical
experts worked with the Phase 1 data to develop the Phase 2 Scenarios and Complementary Options to be
realistic, implementable and in line with supported requests. This included options that some parts of the

community supported, and others opposed. The Scenarios and Complementary Options were aimed at
addressing and assessing community support and opposition for the ideas presented.

Phase 2 was to develop a considered and robust dataset that showed both support and opposition for
credible options for the Airport. This allows for a future master plan and future site development to have a
clear understanding of what the community does and equally importantly, does not want from their asset.

Early assessment of Scenarios was tested with the Key Stakeholders Advisory Group to ensure that the Project
Team was presenting the information gathered in line with community and community group expectations.
The group worked with the Project Team to finalise the Scenario descriptions to ensure that information
could be readily understood by the community and users.

A second two-day drop-in session allowed the community to evaluate scenarios and
complementary options against the values and outcomes created in Phase 1. The Project Team attended
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these in-person events to explain the process and provide any clarifications on the differences between the
scenarios.

TKHVHRQG: FQDQID Z DV KHG DAMH DILSRWADQG DAKH :  FQOND 5 HAUHDARQ &HQAH 7KH VHWRQV SURP RWMG
participants first assessing the 5 Scenarios before moving on to the Complementary Options and linking them

to the Scenarios. This enabled feedback on every Scenario and allowed the community to define what
Complementary Options they saw as best fitting with the Scenarios. Open feedback was encouraged through
post-it notes, forms and links to the online survey.

2 SHQQ) ARQPXUWHO® ZIW WH 1Q SHIRQ: FQDQID  VHWRQV WH VHRQG RQEH
engagement survey aimed to rank the community’s preferred options and develop an evidence base for
support and opposition. By having both of these, it enables planning to have a strong understanding of what
the community will and will not accept.

Respondents provided some background information that was relevant to assessing the responses. These
guestions could be correlated with the responses. It is important to know where people are when assessing
their responses to the future of a local asset. These were asked in case of a potential event where strong local
support was for a Scenario and strong support for another Scenario was favoured by people in the wider
region, the South Island or New Zealand overall. Similarly, age ranges were also asked for in case there were
significant differences in responses based on the ages of the respondents.

Respondents were asked to provide responses on the 5 airport future Scenarios. Each scenario has
information provided as a background on the scenario ahead of the questions being asked. These were:

7 What this scenario means
A short sentence to explain the scenario
7 Background
More details on what each scenario would be in practice
Potential benefits
What would be required
To realise each scenario, this listed what the council would need to do
This also listed what the technical changes would need to occur
7 Potential downsides

~N o~

The questions were designed to measure support, with Yesand No being the only options and the extent of
support or opposition on a 5-level scale. Each Scenario also provided free-text response options for
respondents to provide comments and feedback on each Scenario.

Complementary Option responses were opted in; this was to maximise the number of respondents and
minimise the risk of people not providing any feedback if they felt that the survey was too long. Similarly, the
survey allowed for skipping of the survey altogether and provided free-text feedback at the end. These
options were included on request by QLDC based on previous project experience, where some respondents
pre-write their thoughts and prefer to copy and paste their response into a text box.

Complementary Options were more complex than the base scenarios, so there was more information and
background provided for each question provided. This was to help respondents understand what they were
providing feedback on. Questions were presented first with a Yes / No / Don’t Know / No Opinion response,
and then asked to what extent you support or oppose this option?This enabled the Project Team to measure
how much support and opposition there was to each option, but also to measure how much the community
was invested in the option in general. Open text comment boxes were presented after each section to capture
further community responses and feedback.
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3 SCENARIOS

3.1 Phase 1 Scenario Development

,Q WH LIAMURXQG R HQI DI HP HOWWH FRP P XQW Z DV DWNHG VR \KDUH WHUYIHZ V RQ WH IXWMUH R : FQDND
Airport. These questions were aimed at letting the community express and define what they thought made

;. FQDND XQI'XH DQG JHHD® Z KDAKH WRXI KWKH IXVMUH Rl WH DILBRWAWKRX@ EH

7R EHMAUXQGHIMIQG Z KDAMH @FDAFRRP P XQW YDOHVIURP : FQONDDQG 8 SSHUI&GWD TXHMWRQYZ HHDWHG
DERXWD:  FQOND @HW®! SRMOADOMUDN R WHZ D Rl @H WH GFDOARP P XQW DQG WH GFDCHMURQP HQW
9%HQ) DEGIVR GHIQH ZKDAP DGH:  FQDND XQT XH Z KDAP DGH SHRS®I @OH WHMH P RYH WHUH DQG WDYHOMHUH
helps to lay the groundwork for what overall outcomes the community wants their airport asset to enable.
This meant that scenario development could be tailored to local expectations and desired outcomes
alongside technical parameters.

Over the 4 weeks of online survey uptime, there were 261 online survey responses and 90-100 in-person
participants providing feedback across 2 in-person sessions on 27 and 28 June 2025. Respondents were asked
whether they use the airport, and if so, what they use it for. The responses generally showed that the airport
was not widely used, with 72% of respondents saying that they did not use the airport for any reason. The
main cause for this was cost, followed by convenience. This was supported by 86% of responses stating that
they drive and fly from another airport in the wider region — Queenstown Airport.

The free text response analysis was critical for this first stage of the community engagement, as it allowed
respondents to highlight what was most important to them in their words. The respondents were very
supportive of current users, general aviation, local business events, and some level of tourism. These
categories were developed based on what the community raised. Free-text sections were optional, but most
respondents chose to provide input.

) UHW WIHVSRQWHY D@Z HG WH FRP P XQW R H SUHWZ KDAKH. FDUHG P RWMPDERXWZ KHQ GMRXWIQT : FQOND
Airport; this resulted in broad strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats being raised by the
community. Egis categorised these free-text responses to highlight what the community raised in responses
the most. Respondents raised what they felt was most important to them, enabling the responses to
demonstrate what mattered most to the community and not only what is supported or opposed.

7$%( 2 6833257(° 86(6$1' $&7,9,7,(67+$7: E1$.$ $,53257 (1$% (6

USES AND ACTIVITIES RESPONSES RATE OF RESPONSES (%)
General aviation 76 29%
Local business development 42 16%
Tourism 34 13%
Paragliding 24 9%
Events 23 9%
Maintenance Facility 13 5%
Training Facility 13 5%
Science/Research 9 3%
Emergency Resilience 7 3%
Medical 3 1%
Agriculture / Horticulture 1 <1%
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Concerns that the community raised were captured in the same way. The local residents were most concerned
about the potential for the airport to enable large growth in tourism and overtourism, beyond what the
current infrastructure could support or would require significant growth in the region to support. Airspace
restrictions were the second most raised concern; paragliding groups raised concerns that development of
the airport would necessitate changes in airspace that would be incompatible with their activities.

10% of respondents had concerns about the impact developing the airport would have on emissions or the
environment. There were concerns that an increase in tourism and flights would generate more emissions
JEREDD RYHDOZ KB DOR GOP DIIQ] WH GFDOHMURQP HQWHVSHAD® /DN\NH : FQOND ( P MRQV DARADMG
with travelling by car to Queenstown were also raised, and that the airport should enable people to fly from
closer to where residents live and where tourists go for winter sports, instead of travelling over the hill to
Queenstown. Concerns over noise, infrastructure, roads and utilities were also raised. Normally, noise is the
number one issue that local groups have with airports; this was not raised as much as expected, likely due to
the current users not having a significant noise impact on the region.

7$%( 28&218&5165%,6(' )25: E1$.$ $,53257

CONCERNS AND ISSUES RESPONSES RATE OF RESPONSES (%)

Overtourism 38 15%
Airspace Restrictions 19 7%
Emissions 18 7%
QAC 17 7%
Environment 16 6%
Infrastructure, Roads and Utilities 14 5%
Noise 14 5%
Congestion 6 2%

No questions were posed about the current or potential future operations or development at the airport. But
there were a lot of responses which discussed how the airport could or should be operated and what financial
drivers the airport should have.

The current operator, Queenstown Airport Corporation (QAC), was raised as a concern by 16% of
UHVSRQGHOWV  7KH FRQFHWWQY YDUHG DG IQFGHG XVSIHRQ WDM $& Z DOMG VR GHYHRS : FQDND 1QR DQ
international airport, QAC’s potential commercial interests, QAC raising user costs, distrust, potentially using
: FQON\D Dv DQ RYHYSI@ RU4 XHHQWRZ Q $ LWSRWADQG D FRGAHWQ WDWM $& Z DV P RWYDMG VR LORIHDVH \RXUMP
Another common concern raised was a potential, perceived or misalignment between Queenstown Airport's
management style and what local users want from the airport. Queenstown Airport has a different role in the
GFDOADQVSRUAP [ DQGHRP P XQW : FQOND$ IWSRUWAY D FRP P XQW DWHAKDASURYIGHY GFDCDYIDARQ DRAMW
and very little connectivity, while Queenstown Airport provides the local region’s air connectivity to the rest
of New Zealand and internationally.

Opportunities raised by respondents were generally on what the airport can enable from an aviation
perspective. Tourism enabled by the current users was the most common response. Many want to enable the
current tourist service providers to continue, and also want the region to attract longer stay guests and higher
value tourists. Connectivity was the other equally most raised opportunity, with respondents mostly raising
the potential to be connected with other New Zealand cities. The connections raised were most commonly
Christchurch and Auckland.

7$9% ( 223325781,7,(65%,6(' )25: E1$.$ $,53257
Tourism 33 13%
Connectivity 33 13%
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OPPORTUNITIES RESPONSES RATE OF RESPONSES (%)

Avoid driving to Queenstown 21 8%
Innovation 16 6%
Become Centre of Aviation Excellence 16 6%
Employment 10 6%
Safety 4 4%
Solar 2 2%
Freight 1 <1%

Avoiding driving to Queenstown via the Crown Range was seen as a positive for many respondents due to
the difficult drive, dangers associated with weather conditions on the road and the time associated with the
WDYHO% EHQJ DEGIVR IO GUHAD 1URP :  FQDND DILSRUMHDWG WDYHIEHA HHQWHVZ R VRZ QVFRXG GHRUHDVH

7KH UHVSRQGHAW DOR SIRYIGHG DYMRQR! : FQDNDEHQJ DKXE FHQAH Rl H FHIORH RUIQQRYDARQ KRW/SRW
in the aviation industry. By leveraging off the existing advantages and potential that the respondents raised
for the airport, the region and the industry in general, many respondents raised opportunities for the airport

to become a general aviation centre of excellence. Respondents stated that the airport could provide
regional-level maintenance for general aviation aircraft, be part of an innovation hub for light aircraft
development and historic aircraft restoration.

Many respondents stated what they wanted from the airport in terms of connectivity and services for the
future. These responses ranged from the airport should be aimed at the current local businesses and their
operations to whether the airport should be aiming to be bigger and become more like Queenstown Airport.
There was a lot of support for the current businesses using the airport, and there was support for more
connectivity to be provided to locals via the airport. This was especially true for links to Christchurch and
Auckland.

Most people responded with ideas about what scale and role the airport should be.

7 71% of respondents made a suggestion about the airport’s future scale.

7 The strongest support was for the airport to either remain as it is today or to stay similar but offer regular
flights to some New Zealand cities. Together, these options were supported by 67% of total respondents
and 94% of respondents who stated what they wanted the airport to become in the future.

7 A small number supported other ideas, including closure of the airport (1.5%) or developing an
international airport (3.1%).
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Close airport Likes airport as is (BAU) Become domestic Become International
airport Airport

FIGURE 3-1 — INDICATED AIRPORT SCALE PREFERENCE

With Sounds Air ceasing operations after the first phase of this community engagement, the responses for
business as usual (BAU) are harder to define. Scenarios 2 and 3 aim to clarify the scale of operations that the
BAU responses see as their future for the airport.
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building the understanding of what is most important to the local community and what concerns they had.

In-person workshops asked similar questions to the online survey and also asked additional questions to
clarify what the community valued in the airport. The values compass used allowed for the community to

show what was most important to them, but also what was important in general.
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The values compass also allowed for positive, negative and neutral responses to indicate how important
concepts were to participants. Landscape Experience and Visitors had the highest negative responses, while

Travel Mode had zero responses at all.
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FIGURE 3-3 — ANNOTATED VALUES COMPASS

Airport Employment was listed as the most important outcome for this by the in-person participants. They
said that the airport needed to continue to provide the jobs that are directly tied to the airport and that these
KDYH D SRMWYH [P SDRARQ : FQOND 3DVARSDQW Z DOMG R H SDQG WH SRWE®G!I NREV DMKH DILSRWZ KI®
keeping the airport similar to what it was currently, a mostly GA, tourism and adventure hub with some
propeller aircraft connectivity.

7KH GFDOFRP P XQW UHD®  YDOXHY WH UHRUHDARQ DQG DRWYH QHVWGBN WDAMIYIQ] 1Q: FQOND HQDEGN EXWRU
PDQ WHSHRS®IZKR FRP HWR : FQONDWR H SHUHQRH WY @QHVA/G! DUH D GHAIP HOAR WY QHVAVG! | RUBFDY
Recreation / Activity had the second-highest response score; the airport enables these activities. Concern
with overtourism and visitor numbers is a consistent theme in this community engagement. Many
respondents linked an increased airport size with an increase in tourism, as the local population is insufficient
to meet demand increases from airport expansion.

Connectivity was the third-highest-scoring response. People mostly wanted connectivity to other New
Zealand locations, the most mentioned places being Christchurch and Auckland. Connectivity to Christchurch
or Auckland enables access to international travel, specialised medical care, additional services and more
tourism.

Pays for Itself also scored highly. Ratepayers want an airport to provide local services, and they expect that it
is able to or at least aims to cover most of its own costs. This did not measure how people wanted it to pay
for itself, but it does show that the local community expects it to be self-sufficient.

TABLE 3-4 — VALUES COMPASS RESULTS

CATEGORY OPTION SCORE

Travel Mode 0
Connectivity 23
Lifestyle Recreational Activity 25
Community 14
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	1 Executive Summary, Introduction and context

