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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Gary Neil Monk.  I am the General Manager at GELITA (NZ) Limited (Gelita) and am 

based at the Woolston site.  

2 I hold a Bachelor of Science with 1st class honours (majoring in Chemistry) from the University of 

Canterbury and have worked for Gelita and its predecessors at the Woolston site (Leiner-Davis 

Gelatine and Davis Gelatine) since 1989.  My roles at Gelita have included Process Technologist 

(2 years), Technical Manager (12 years), Production Manager (4 years), Plant Manager (7 years) 

and most recently as General Manager (<1 year).  As a result of these roles I am very familiar 

with the site’s history, site processes, improvements, challenges over this period and our 

strengths and weaknesses.  

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

3 My evidence addresses the following: 

 History of Gelita and gelatine manufacturing on the Woolston site; 

 The current use of the site; 

 Issues that have arisen as a result of earthquake damage and remedial actions; and 

 Gelita’ concerns with the proposed Christchurch Replacement City Plan (CRDP) 

framework. 

 

HISTORY OF GELITA (NZ) LIMITED IN WOOLSTON  

4 Gelita is part of the global Gelita business owned by Gelita AG, based in Eberbach, Germany.  

Gelita AG is the world's leading supplier of collagen proteins for the food, health and nutrition, 

and pharmaceutical industries, and for numerous technical applications.   

5 Gelita is New Zealand’s largest and sole producer of gelatine producing a range of edible and 

commercial gelatine products derived from bovine raw materials, for use in the New Zealand and 

overseas markets.  Gelita has an edible market share of more than 90 % in New Zealand, and 

over 70 % of its production is exported to Australia, the Pacific Basin countries, South America 

and the Middle East.   



6 Gelita’s Woolston site covers an area of 3.14 hectares and has a long history of industrial use 

having first been taken over by the Davis family in 1909 from an existing glue manufacturer who 

had been in existence since 1855.   

7 Edible gelatine was first produced on the site in 1913 and Gelita acquired the site in 2002 from 

then owner Goodman Fielder. 

 

THE CURRENT USE OF THE SITE 

8 Key features of Gelita’s operation today are that: 

 After the earthquakes it has a total value of physical capital invested on the site of 

approximately $25 million.    

 Produces 1,600 to 1,750 tonnes of gelatine per year, mainly Type B edible gelatine and 

gelatine hydrolysate for the clarification of wine and fruit juices and some pharmaceutical 

and specialty gelatines. 

 Uses bovine raw-material consisting of face pieces and hide off-cuts which would 

otherwise have to be disposed as waste by the New Zealand meat industry. 

 Sells gelatine products worth $18 million per annum of which 70% is exported, mainly to 

Australia, the Asia Pacific area and the Middle East.  Exports associated with the 

Woolston site typically earn New Zealand around $12.5 million in foreign exchange each 

year. 

 Is profitable, operates 24 hours per day 7 days per week, directly employing on average 

approximately 60 people and produces 90% of the edible gelatine and 10% of the 

Pharmaceutical gelatine consumed in New Zealand.  

 

ISSUES THAT HAVE ARISEN AS A RESULT OF EARTHQUAKE DAMAGE AND 

REMEDIAL ACTIONS 

9 Gelatine manufacture inherently involves activities such as the storage and processing of fresh 

bovine materials that would otherwise be discarded which have the potential to create odour 

effects for nearby sensitive receivers and hence is located in a B5 heavy industrial area dedicated 

to similar industries. Gelita has recognised these issues over many years and has continuously 

improved its environmental performance in order to try and keep pace with changing 



expectations.  Under the operative City Plan, the Woolston site is zoned Business B5 which 

recognises the site, and broader areas, use by heavy industries. 

10 Ageing site infrastructure, earthquake and then snow damage to a key raw material store at the 

Gelita site has ultimately exacerbated the discharge of odours from the site in recent times to the 

point where it has been recognised as a much more pressing issue for the local community.   

11 In addition, the odour issues have also been significantly exacerbated through new land use 

activities (mixed use residential at Thackers Quay and retail in the Tannery) which are sensitive 

to the effects of odour produced by the Gelita site.  These activities have established themselves 

in close proximity to the Gelita site and within the industrial zones.  

12 Gelita has already made substantial progress on odour control works and these matters will be 

subject of a resource consent hearing before the Canterbury Regional Council (CRC) 

commencing in later December 2014. 

13 Key opponents to the resource consent application process, and Gelita’s operations as a whole, 

include a number of businesses of a non-industrial nature which have established within the 

Industrial zone at Woolston.  These businesses have expectations of higher levels of amenity 

than those which have been conducted in this area in the past.  

14 While not the only such operation, perhaps the most notable opponent of Gelita is Annex 

Developments who are responsible for the Tannery and Brewery developments.  Already 

concerned with reverse sensitivity effects arising from such development, Gelita along with other 

industry representatives discussed their concerns regarding the establishment of non-industrial 

sensitive development in the Woolston Industrial area with Christchurch City Council (CCC) staff 

in 2013 on numerous occasions.   

15 These meetings clearly identified the Woolston / Bromley industrial areas as being important to 

the city because of the existing embedded infrastructure which would be incredibly expensive to 

re-establish in new areas.  During these meetings, attended by CCC planners, CRC, CERA, CDC 

and others, it was clearly articulated and agreed that inappropriate developments in these areas 

cause undue pressures on existing businesses and reverse sensitivity needs to be fully taken into 

account.  It was also agreed that ourselves and other industries within the Business B5 zone in 

Woolston, would be kept informed of any future business developments via the New Zealand 

Manufacturer’s and Exporters Association (NZMEA).  



16 However, as recently as July 2014, a 17 unit mixed use industrial complex incorporating 

residential activities were allowed to establish in the Business 5 zone at 96 Marshall Street 

(reference RMA92025128) with only very limited notification of adjacent properties.  

17 Once such development has established, the potential for it to creep further and further into the 

zone grows which continues to undermine the feasibility of the zone for existing businesses within 

the zone, and potential future industrial uses which should be accommodated within the zone.  

Such development creates uncertainty for industry, particularly for future investment. 

18 It seems highly unreasonable that if Gelita tried to move into a retail/residential area with its 

operation it would have absolutely no show of successfully getting approval, yet a group of CCC 

planners consider that combining the exact same types of operations in the Business B5 heavy 

industrial area will have a successful outcome for both parties.   

19 From an overseas investors point of view the increased level of uncertainty created around the 

suitability of this area for on-going investment in heavy industrial activities has made it 

exceedingly difficult for Gelita to secure the funding it needs to enable it to keep the operation 

viable from both an economic and environmental perspective.  With the increased uncertainty for 

investors we risk losing a great opportunity to add considerable further value to over 150,000 tons 

of fresh bone raw material currently going into lower value meat and bone meal products that 

could potentially be further processed at the Gelita site into higher value (up to 10 times) edible 

and pharmaceutical gelatines. 

20 Now after 5 different proposals presented to the GELITA AG Management team and supervisory 

board we have tacit approval for implementation of new technology that will solve the 

environmental issues.  I can honestly say the extra amount of pressure and cost on Gelita in New 

Zealand and its personnel that has resulted from the issues generated solely as a result of mixed 

use encroachment of the Business B5 zone has severely distracted and damaged the company’s 

financial performance and strategic focus in terms of recovering from the earthquakes and 

improving in a tough export environment.  It would be very difficult to re–establish this sort of 

industry and operation in New Zealand once it is lost from our shores. 

GELITA’S CONCERNS IN RELATION TO THE STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS OF THE CRDP 

21 The above clearly demonstrates to Gelita that the current operative City Plan fails to place 

enough direction on avoiding potential conflicts and too easily enables non-industrial 

development to move into the industrial zone.   

22 As set out in Gelita’s submission on the CRDP, and in the evidence of Mr Kevin Bligh, it is vital 

that the industrial zones are retained for industrial activity and the growth and development of 



such activities is provided for.  Residential activity and other development sensitive to the effects 

of industrial activity should not be provided for in any form within the industrial zones and for this 

reason Gelita seeks amendments to the CRDP to address these concerns.   If industrial activities 

cannot locate within industrial zones without being subject to extensive complaints from other 

sensitive activities within the zone, there is very little alternative for such industries other than to 

cease operations.  This will have negative economic implications for Christchurch.    

23  At the same time, Gelita wishes to ensure that the planning framework provided by the CRDP 

provides certainty for redevelopment of the site and that is enables this to occur in a timely and 

efficient manner now and into the future.  

 

Gary Monk  
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