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Resource Management Act 1991

Report / Decision on Non-notified
Resource Consent Application

(Sections 104 / 104B / 104D)

Application Number: RMA92028859
Applicant: Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL)
Site address: 5 Robin Mann Place, Christchurch Airport
Legal Description: Lot 31 DP 323331
City Plan Zoning: Special Purpose (Airport) (under both Operative Plan and Plan Change 84)
Activity Status: Non-complying (under both Operative Plan and Plan Change 84)

Description of Application: To establish an office building for ANZCO Foods, with associated car parking
and landscaping.

Introduction

CIAL seek resource consent to establish an office building with associated car parking and landscaping for
ANZCO Foods at 5 Robin Mann Place.  The proposal is described in Section 4 of the AEE submitted, with the
key elements outlined as follows:

· Building: Construction of a two storey 2000m2 GFA building positioned towards the eastern portion of
the site, with a resulting site coverage (by buildings) of approximately 12%.

· The building will be a maximum height of 8m and will be setback 20m from Russley Road, accounting
for the impending upgrade to the Memorial Avenue/Russley Road intersection.

· Landscaping: Landscaping is proposed along the site frontages to both Robin Mann Place and Russley
Road and within the car parking area adjacent to the building.

· The nature of the landscaping proposed will be similar to that which is has been implemented for other
developments such as those within the Dakota Park development i.e. species that will not increase bird
population and thereby the risk of bird strike to aircraft. All trees identified in the landscape plan will be
comprised of those listed in Appendix 3 of Part 3 of the City Plan (trees generally suitable to Christchurch
conditions).

· Access, parking and loading:  Two accesses will be provided from Robin Mann Place.
· A total of 120 car parking spaces are proposed, including 3 accessible spaces.
· Covered cycle parking (10 spaces) is proposed adjacent to the northern elevation of the building.
· Stormwater:  A kerb, channel, sump and soakpit system will be established to control the direction and

flow of stormwater within the site. The stormwater design will be in accordance with the requirements of
CIAL’s Global Stormwater discharge consent CRC130198. There will be no overland retention of
stormwater, given the CIAL policy of avoiding habitat that could enhance bird strike at the Airport.

I note that the applicant has provided a 'car parking layout' concept plan and a 'front elevation' plan (to Robin
Mann Place) only; full architectural elevation and floor plans have not been provided.

No signage is proposed as part of this application, the applicant advises that it is anticipated that any future
signage will comply with the City Plan provisions or a separate resource consent will be sought.

The applicant has provided an Integrated Transport Assessment and Office Effects Assessment in support of the
application (Appendices 4 and 5 of the application).

Background to the proposal

In a covering letter from Chapman Tripp and in Section 2 of the AEE submitted, the applicant has set out the
background to the proposal including ANZCO Foods activities and company profile, and the reasons/alternatives
considered which have lead them to seek to establish an office in the Special Purpose Airport zone.  A letter is
also provided in support of the application from ANZCO in Appendix 8 to the application.  I note the following
from Section 2 of the AEE submitted:
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2.1 ANZCO Activity Background
ANZCO Foods is one of New Zealand’s largest exporters with sales of $1.3 billion and more than 3000 employees
worldwide.

ANZCO has four core business activities:
· Procuring high quality beef and lamb grown in New Zealand;
· Processing prime beef and lamb in state of the art, accredited facilities;
· Designing and creating sophisticated food and healthcare solutions; and
· Marketing and guaranteeing year round delivery of premium beef and lamb products to more than 80

countries throughout the world.

ANZCO has a total of 15 manufacturing, processing, innovation centres and retail stores located throughout the
country. Their National Corporate office employs around 80-90 staff and is currently based in Christchurch. Having
initially established in Sir William Pickering Drive the office is now spread across 3 separate buildings within Sir
William Pickering Drive with additional office space also located in Blenheim Road. ANZCO have never been located
within the CBD or any other commercial centres for their entire national office history within Christchurch. Their
present multi building office situation has occurred due to substantial growth within the company and it is now seeking
to re-consolidate this activity into one office location.

2.2 Relocation background
ANZCO have substantially outgrown their current suite of premises. They have investigated other potential
accommodation options within the general area of Sir William Pickering Drive.   This investigation found that there
were no other buildings that have a large enough floor area for lease or sufficient car parking to accommodate the
activity.

There are a number of factors as to why the CBD or other commercial centre locations are not suitable along with
strategic reasons as to why an office location within the airport premises is the most preferable and efficient site for
ANZCO. These include the need to be located close to an international transport hub and having good access to a
sizeable car parking supply for both visitors and staff. Due to such a high proportion of ANZCO’s business being
located outside of New Zealand (approximately 95%), the company has a high level of international business travel
(ANZCO’s corporate office is insured for 765 airline travel days per year). This is reflected in the high air travel budget
used by the company and high number of short stay business visitors that use hotel accommodation near the airport
e.g. Sudima and Commodore. The rural based nature of the majority of ANZCO’s products and facilities nationally
also means that the proposed corporate office location will serve more effectively as a strategic hub with close access
to the rural sector and strategic transport links to other ANZCO’s sites. In short, it is considered more efficient for
travel and business conduct reasons to be located at or near the airport than any other location within the city.

It is also noted that the Business 4T (Technology Park) and Business 4 zoning within the Operative Plan is proposed
under the notified City Plan to be rezoned to part ‘Industrial Office’ and primarily ‘Industrial General’. Both current
zones provide for offices as a permitted activity. Under the Proposed Plan the Industrial Office zone continues to
provide for offices as a permitted activity (noting that there are no suitable options within this area as discussed
earlier) and the Industrial General requires resource consent for any new office activity as an discretionary activity
(unless it is ancillary to a permitted activity).

Other business parks such as “Waterloo” are also proposed to be changed from a Business 8 to ‘Industrial General’
zone, which changes the requirement for offices from permitted to discretionary based on the notified Plan
provisions. “Show Place” and “Hazeldean” also have limited lease and car parking available while none of the above
locations are suitable for ANZCO in comparison to the airport location.

In the immediate future, it would still be possible to potentially relocate to another Business 4 zone as a permitted
activity (in terms of the activity only, noting that the high traffic generation rule at the least would be triggered
regardless) provided such a proposal were lodged prior to the notified rules taking effect (assuming the removal of
the permitted status of office activities remains). However, in notifying the Plan, Council have indicated that their
preference is not to encourage additional office space within General Industrial and Industrial Park zones and to
direct and encourage through regulation that all office activities locate to either within the CBD core, established
Commercial centres or in Industrial Office areas.  Therefore, consideration of the proposed airport location vs CBD
or Commercial zones is considered the key test from an office distributional effects perspective. A specific
assessment on this proposal with regard to its potential to generate any office distributional effects is contained
within Appendix 5 to this application and is discussed in more detail later within the AEE.

The Application Site

The application site is an undeveloped 8988m2 site located at 5 Robin Mann Place, a short cul-de-sac within the
Christchurch International Airport landholding with access from Ron Guthrey Road.  Both Robin Mann Place and
Ron Guthrey Road are privately controlled roads.  The application site is presently flat, vacant and separated
from the intersection of Russley Road and Memorial Avenue by a combination of grassed earth mounds and
landscaping.  No direct vehicular or pedestrian access is available from Memorial Avenue or Russley Road.
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The area within the immediate vicinity of the site, also within the same zone as the subject site (Special Purpose
(Airport) zone), is characterised by a number of businesses including Agility Logistics (relocating to Dakota Park),
Garden City Helicopters, and Cameron Sea and Air Freight, all of which have a mix of warehousing/hangar
buildings and ancillary offices. The wider vicinity is characterised primarily by airport related activities and
associated buildings and structures.  Other uses within the immediate locale within the airport landholding include
travellers' accommodation and a McDonald's restaurant.

Application site and surrounding area

Ron Guthrey Road and Dakota Business Park, to the south of the application site, contains several activities not
directly related to airport operations, which have established within the Special Purpose (Airport) zone by way of
resource consent including Recall (document storage - RMA92014489 (21st August 2009)).

Planning Framework

Christchurch City Plan

The site is zoned Special Purpose (Airport) under the Christchurch City Plan.  The Plan anticipates this zone will
provide for facilities associated with the operations of Christchurch International Airport including runways, airport
buildings and surrounding land used for airport support services.  The Plan states that the intention is that any
development within the airport zone be clearly associated with the operations and associated functions of the
airport and aviation.  Business development which has little or no relationship with the airport, is provided for
elsewhere in the city to ensure that the availability of land within the airport is not unduly restricted for airport
uses.

This proposal fails to comply with the following provisions of the operative Plan:
· Critical Standard 8-3.3.3 Activities within Airport Zone - Any activity within the Airport Zone shall

be confined to:
(a) commercial, recreational, or military aviation and ancillary maintenance and support facilities,
navigation, meteorological and aircraft operational facilities;

Ron Guthrey Rd

Robin Mann Pl

Memorial Ave

Russley Rd

Application site

CIAL terminal
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The above considerations are subject to Part II of the Act.  Is the application consistent with Part II?
[Section 104(1)]

In considering an application for resource consent, pre-eminence must be given to Part II, the purpose and
principles of the Resource Management Act.

The purpose of the Act is to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources.  Section 5
imposes a duty on consent authorities to promote sustainable management while avoiding, remedying or
mitigating adverse effects of activities on the environment.

I do not consider there are any matter of national importance (Section 6) or Treaty of Waitangi issues (Section 8)
which need to be taken into account in this instance.

Section 7 lists various matters to which regard shall be had in achieving the purpose of the Act.  The matters of
particular relevance to this application are:

(b)  The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources;
(c)  The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values;
(f)  Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment.

For the applicant the proposal is considered to represent an efficient use and development of the site without
compromising amenity values of the quality of the environment.

However, based on my conclusions in the assessment above that the proposal is contrary to the strategic centres-
based framework set in the relevant planning documents which in directing commercial activity to centres
provides for the well-being of the community, and which is supported by the significant public and private
investment in these locations.  I consider that the proposal is contrary to Section 5 and Part II of the Resource
Management Act.

If the application is for a non-complying activity, does it meet at least one of the provisions of Section
104D (1)?

Yes - any adverse effects will be no more than minor.

Are there any matters that have arisen in the assessment of this application that would indicate the
application should have been publicly notified? [Section 104(3)(d)].

No

Conclusion

After considering the actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the application, it is my
conclusion that any adverse effects resulting from the proposal will be less than minor.

The proposal will result in positive economic effects for the applicant.

I therefore consider that the proposal satisfies the threshold test of Section 104D.  In this respect I consider
Council has a discretion to exercise as to whether or not to grant consent.

I consider the following case law to be useful in concluding on the proposal:

'… if the evaluation is limited to the adverse effects of a single application then a centres-based approach
towards retail distribution is unlikely to be achieved.  Therefore the objectives for Christchurch City as
set out in its Plan should be approached by considering the extent to which a proposal is [consistent
with] them.  This will involve more than simply considering whether an individual proposal produces
adverse effects.  That is not to say that an absence of these effects are irrelevant, as they are relevant
both in terms of section 104(1)(a)….  Rather, the absence of these effects is not determinative of an
appeal of this kind.'18

18 Paragraph 130, Stirling v Christchurch City Council, ENV-2009-CHC-185
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And

'The Environment Court did not err in this case when it decided that the "centres-based" approach
indicated by the objectives and policies outweighed the absence of adverse effects on the
environment.'19

And

'We are mindful of Mr Lawson's comment that the Council's position smacks of policy-based, rather than
effects-based, resource management. But we are conscious too that s 104(1) requires a decision-maker
to have regard not just to effects, but to national and regional Planning documents, the District Plan, and
other relevant matters. Things do not begin and end with effects, and it must be the case that on occasion,
the terms of a planning document may prevail, even if adverse effects are not decisive. We are
sympathetic to Mr and Mrs McKenna's position but have the clear view nevertheless that this is a situation
where the plain terms of the Plan should prevail, and that to hold otherwise would not promote the
sustainable management of the resource in question.'20

In my opinion this proposal is contrary to the key objectives and policies of the operative City Plan which seek
to manage commercial activities (including offices) using a 'centres-based approach', setting a strategic direction
for the location of activities and the function and form of different areas and zones of the City.

I consider the proposal is contrary to the objectives and policies of the Proposed Replacement Christchurch
District Plan which seek to direct office (and commercial activities in general) to the Central City and Key Activity
Centres to meet the community's need and foster economic certainty.

I consider that the proposal is contrary to the objectives and policies of Plan Change 84 insofar as they relate to
the strategic aims of the Plan(s) with regard to 'business distribution strategy' and as the proposed activity does
not provide for the needs of travellers, workers and visitors within the SPAZ.

In my opinion, the proposal is contrary to the centres-based approach clearly set out in the relevant objectives
and policies of Chapter 6 of the Regional Policy Statement (RPS).

Having assessed the proposal against the strategic planning framework developed to achieve the outcomes
sought by the Land Use Recovery Plan (i.e., the RPS and PRCDP), I consider that the proposed establishment
of an office activity unrelated to airport activities or other permitted activities in the SPAZ is inconsistent with the
Land Use Recovery Plan.  The CER Act requires that any decisions on resource consent must not be
inconsistent with the Land Use Recovery Plan.  This factor must be paramount over effects or other planning
instruments.

I consider that granting consent to this application would be inconsistent with some of the relevant visions and
goals in Section 4, and some of the priorities for recovery identified in Section 5 of the Recovery Strategy; notably
those provisions which focus development in the Christchurch central city and suburban areas.  The CER Act
requires that any decisions on resource consents must not be inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy.

Based on my conclusions in the assessment above that the proposal is contrary to the strategic centres-based
framework set in the relevant planning documents which in directing commercial activity to centres provides for
the well-being of the community, and which is supported by the significant public and private investment in these
locations, I consider that the proposal is contrary to Section 5 and Part II of the Resource Management Act.

Recommendation

That for the above reasons the application be declined pursuant to Sections 104, 104B and 104D of the
Resource Management Act 1991.

Reported and recommended by:   Kathryn Stapleton, Planning Team Leader Date:   20/06/2015

19 Paragraph 58, Stirling v Christchurch City Council, CIV-2010-409-002892.
20 Paragraph 37, McKenna v The Hastings District Council, ENV-2007-WLG-000105



P-402, 10.04.15 34

Reviewed by: Wendy Baker, Planning Team Leader
Date:  22/06/2015

Commissioner's Note

Introduction

I conducted a hearing on Friday 3 July at which I heard submissions and evidence on behalf of the applicant, and
further comments and input from Council officers. There was some discussion as to whether this was a hearing
or a meeting, but in the end I accepted that this was a hearing, at least in respect of the Section 104 matters. The
applicant agreed that the hearing would be limited to the main matters in dispute between the Council and the
applicant.

I heard legal submissions from Ms Jo Appleyard, planning evidence from Mr Sam Flewellen, and office
distribution evidence from Mr Mark Tansley. Mr Rhys Boswell from Christchurch International Airport Limited was
also present. The main matters raised were to dispute the approach to the analysis of the objectives and policies
of the various Plans put forward by Ms Stapleton for the Council, and to provide support for the proposition that
the ANZCO proposal has particular characteristics that separate it from other potential applications such that it
would not create a significant precedent, or challenge the integrity of the Plans.

Ms Kathryn Stapleton, Mr Ivan Thompson (Policy planner), and Mr Brent Pizzey (Council solicitor) were also
present at the hearing, and spoke to the Council planning report, and responded to questions.

Land Use Recovery Plan and Regional Policy Statement

The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and the Regional Policy Statement (RPS), through Chapter 6, have
introduced a centres-based approach to commercial developments. Through objectives and policies they seek
to “support and maintain” the network of the Central City, Key Activity Centres, and neighbourhood centres “as
the focal points for commercial, community, and service activities during the recovery period” (Objective 6.2.5,
RPS Chapter 6). In the explanation to that objective, the RPS states that “inappropriate development outside the
Key Activity Centres may undermine the community’s investment in these existing centres and weaken the range
and viability of the services they provide”.

In the section on Business land, Policy 6.3.6 provides that business activities are to be provided for in a manner
which, among other things;

(3) Reinforces the role of the Central City, as the city’s primary commercial centre, and that of Key Activity
Centres

(4) Recognises that new commercial activities are primarily to be directed to the Central City, Key Activity
Centres and neighbourhood centres where these activities reflect and support the function and role of
those centres; or in circumstances where locating out of centre, will not give rise to significant adverse
distributional or urban form effects

Ms Stapleton in her report provides a more comprehensive description of the objectives and policies of the LURP
and the RPS, and I adopt that description as a fuller analysis of those documents. It is clear from the LURP and
the RPS that the Councils planning documents are required to adopt this centres based approach which directs
commercial developments, such as offices, towards the Central City, and to Key Activity Centres, which are
essentially the major suburban commercial centres.

In accepting that direction, I do note the second half of clause 4 (of Policy 6.3.6) above, which implies that there
could be some out of centre commercial activities which do not give rise to significant adverse distributional or
urban form effects. I will return to that matter later.
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Christchurch Replacement District Plan

The proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan has recognised the centres based approach. The Strategic
Directions chapter, which is operative, confirms the centres based approach, and includes (among others, set
out more fully in Ms Stapleton’s report) in Objective 3.3.7;

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a consolidated urban form, and a high quality
urban development that;

(e) Maintains and enhances the Central City, Key Activity Centres and Neighbourhood Centres as
community focal points

Chapter 15 of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan further develops the centres based approach,
and includes provisions which remove offices from being permitted activities (subject to standards) in many of
the Business zones outside of the Central City and Key Activity Centres.

I was encouraged by Council officers, based on advice from Mr Mark Stevenson (Senior Policy Planner in the
Council’s District Plan team) to give significant weight (and more weight than the Operative Plan) to the provisions
of the proposed Replacement Plan because of the centres based directions of the RPS, the significant changes
from the operative plan, and because of the commercial provisions being at a late stage in the process with the
hearing having been completed.

I agree that significant weight should be given to the centres based approach of the Replacement Plan, as it puts
into place the directions and strategy of the RPS. However, as I understand it there are a number of submissions
opposing some of the deletions of offices (and other commercial activities) from a range of business zones, and
the outcome of those submissions is not yet known. Therefore the significant weight that I consider should be
given to the Replacement Plan is limited to an endorsement of the centres based approach in its broader sense,
with more limited weight given to the manner in which the Council has chosen to implement that approach outside
of the Central City and Key Activity Centres.

Operative City Plan

I agree that limited weight should be given to the Operative City Plan. While Ms Stapleton was able to point to a
number of objectives and policies that provided some support for a centres based approach, the Operative Plan
falls well short of implementing such an approach, particularly with respect to offices being permitted in a wide
range of Business zones. One only has to look at Lincoln Road to see the proliferation of offices in an area that
is not a Key Activity centre.

I also agree that limited weight should be given to the Special Purpose Airport Zone as it is found in the Operative
City Plan, because of the advanced stage of Plan Change 84.

Plan Change 84

Plan Change 84 has proposed changes to the Special Purpose Airport Zone, which is the zone that covers the
site of this application. In particular Plan Change 84 modifies and clarifies the provisions of the zone relating to
business developments at the Airport such as offices. A decision has been issued on this Plan Change, and
although there has been one appeal, it is quite wide ranging, and much of it relates to matters outside of the
matters relevant to this application. I agree that considerable weight should be given to Plan Change 84.

Plan Change 84 has been progressed as a Council initiated Plan Change independent of the Replacement
District Plan process, and it will slot into the new Plan alongside the provisions of the Plan introduced through
the Replacement Plan process. I also note that the Airport is not a Key Activity Centre under the provisions of
the Replacement Plan process, or the Change 84 process.

Prior to Plan Change 84, the Special Purpose Airport Zone limited the range of business activities to those that
were clearly associated with the operations and associated functions of the airport and aviation. However,
because of a lack of objectives and policies a number of Commissioner decisions have been issued allowing
activities that had only some or limited association with the operations of the airport. One of the key reasons for
Plan Change 84 was to remedy that situation. Offices within the Special Purposes Airport Zone are now limited
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to those within the terminal buildings, and those for aviation administration purposes, and offices ancillary to a
permitted activity. Stand-alone offices such as those proposed in this application by ANZCO are not provided for.

The zone description for the Special Purpose Airport Zone includes the following paragraph;

The zone permits both Aviation operations and a range of freight, traveller and employee servicing
activities together with some business development. This approach recognises the economic benefits
from clustering business activities which can share servicing infrastructure and enhanced air and freight
accessibility, a situation that could not be attained in other business areas in the City. However, activities
which would result in significant adverse effects on the airport itself, or conflict with the urban growth
strategy for the whole of the City, are restricted within the zone provisions.

Within the reasons for rules there are two paragraphs which are particularly relevant to this application;

Activities within the Special Purpose (Airport) Zone are anticipated to be largely those associated with
the operations of the airport and aviation services. In addition there is a diverse range of services
providing for travellers, workers and visitors, along with freight and logistics services, and employment
opportunities, where these are compatible with City form and growth.

Specific limits on the scale and extent of retail, commercial and office activities that may establish in the
zone are imposed to discourage a wide range of activities occurring in a way that could unduly restrict
airport related uses, or create significant adverse distributional effects on the Central City, key activity
areas or district centres.

The avoidance of significant adverse distributional effects on the Central City, Key Activity Areas and district
centres is contained in both Objective 12.12 and Policy 12.12.1. The explanation and reasons for Policy 12.12.1
includes the following paragraph;

The policy seeks to ensure that a wider diversity of business activities at the airport does not conflict with
the strategic aims of efficiently and effectively utilising business land in the Central City, Key Activity
Centres, and district centres. The provision of retail and office activities within the zone is to be focussed
on the needs of travellers, workers and visitors to activities within the zone. These include offices directly
related to aviation activities and those supporting the functioning of activities anticipated to occur in this
area. Additional retail and office activities beyond these functions can be accommodated to a limited
degree where they will not significantly impact on how key activity centres or the Central City function.

The relevant objectives and policies are again more fully set out in the report of Ms Stapleton. I have listed above
the sections that are the most relevant to this particular application.

Plan Change 84 therefore also clearly recognises and implements the centres based approach. In that respect,
while encouraging a wider range of business activities, it clearly limits the range of office developments. A stand-
alone office which is not focussed on the needs of travellers, workers and visitors to activities within the Airport
is not envisaged or provided for.

I do note, however, that whenever the words in the Plan Change refer to adverse distributional effects on the
Central City, Key Activity Centres, and district centres, it add the word “significant” at the front. Indeed, from a
reading of the Commissioners decision on Plan Change 84, this was intentional, and a matter that was raised
and considered through the Plan Change hearing. The final sentence of the explanation of Policy 12.12.1 quoted
above implies that some limited retail and office functions could be accommodated, where they do not
“significantly” impact on the centres based approach. This approach appears to align with the statement in Policy
6.3.6 of the RPS which I referred to in the first page of this Commissioner’s Note.

The ANZCO proposal

ANZCO is a significant national company with annual export sales in the order of $1.3 billion. Its core business
comprises the procurement, processing, marketing and export of New Zealand beef and lamb, the manufacture
and marketing of meat based food products, and the design and creation of food and healthcare solutions. It has
3000 employees, 10 New Zealand based processing and food manufacture sites, and 8 offshore sites. Its head
office is in Christchurch.
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Ms Appleyard put forward a number of factors that she submitted marked this application as being different to
others, and that would justify granting consent notwithstanding the impact it might have on the centres based
approach. Those factors were stated as follows;

1. The application is for a bespoke office for ANZCO as the identified tenant. It is not for office activities
generally.

2. Unlike most other companies based in Christchurch, ANZCO is overseas owned. In addition ANZCO
currently only has one office in New Zealand currently located in Christchurch. We are not aware of any
other overseas owned company with only one office in New Zealand that is located in Christchurch

3. The overseas owners require the one office in New Zealand to be on or very close to an international
airport. There is very limited scope to achieve this in Christchurch. The owner’s requirement can be
demonstrated by historical evidence not available to other businesses in Christchurch. ANZCO moved
from Wellington to Christchurch – Sir William Pickering Drive in order to relocate on or near an
international airport and the rural interface in order to allow their business to grow. In other words the
alternatives available to ANZCO if they cannot meet the owner’s requirements may be in other regions

4. ANZCO is an already established office activity that has never been located in the Christchurch CBD or
a KAC. It is not in the category of businesses displaced from the CBD or a KAC by the earthquakes who
are of such a character that they could return to those locations. This factor alone is a significant
distinguishing factor when considering precedent as other businesses cannot now seek to change
history, ie their pre-earthquake location

5. Whilst the proposal results in an office being established in the Special Purpose Airport Zone the ANZCO
operation is not inherently an office-oriented activity. This distinguishes it from many other activities. It
has one office which sits on top of the activities which the company conducts, namely procurement,
processing and wholesale activities at sites all over New Zealand, particularly rural New Zealand. It is an
overseas owned exporter of product.

6. Partly because of its overseas ownership and partly because of its overseas client base it is a substantial
user of air travel. Whilst comparative data of the sort suggested by Covec would be virtually impossible
to obtain, the level of travel usage is still a matter to be considered in the mix of considering whether the
ANZCO proposal is distinctive

7. There is also evidence that there is no other suitably zoned land actually available in the vicinity of
ANZCO’s currently established offices near the Airport. ANZCO have carried out extensive enquiries as
to the availability of land in and around Sir William Pickering Drive without success

Ms Stapleton was of the view that the ANZCO development is essentially an office development, and that
notwithstanding the above contended factors there was insufficient justification for it to be distinguished from
other office developments that could seek to establish at the Airport. On that basis she considered that granting
consent would be contrary to the centres based approach contained in the RPS, City Plan, Replacement District
and Change 84.

I have considered the factors put forward by Ms Appleyard. I place little store on factors 1and 2, which relate to
it being a bespoke office and overseas owned. I acknowledge (factor 3) the contention of the owner that they
want a location on or close to an international airport, and note their shift from Wellington to Christchurch to
achieve that, although in itself that is not a particularly distinguishing factor. I accept (factor 4) that this office has
not previously sought a central city or key activity centre location, and that it is not an example of an office that
shifted from the Central City because of earthquake issues. I do not think (factor 5) that being an office atop a
national distribution of other activities is a particularly distinguishing factor. The significant use of air travel (factor
6) could be a distinguishing factor. At the end of the hearing I requested more details on the extent of air travel.
The total annual air travel spend of the company was $1.4million in 2013 and $1.6million in 2014, and 95% of
this air travel originates in and out of Christchurch. I accept that those figures represent a significant use of air
travel. The difficulty of finding an alternative location close to the airport (factor 7) is acknowledged, and probably
will be made even more difficult if the Decisions on the Christchurch Replacement Plan confirm the deletion of
offices from most Business Zones.

In the material supplied to me after the hearing, the applicant also enlarged on the drivers for a location at the
airport, which included the expectations of overseas owners and directors, the extent of visits from overseas
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customers and staff, the transit needs to other New Zealand locations, and the close relationship with air freight
service providers.

So, the ANZCO office does have some distinguishing features which would favour a location at the Airport. But
is that enough to allow an application which runs counter to the centre based approach, and which is for an
activity that is not anticipated in the Special Purpose Airport Zone? In the end I have reached the view that there
are some factors which favour an airport location. The most compelling was that this is an activity that is currently
located over several sites in a Business Zone close to the airport, and it is really a relocation and consolidation.
The company is unlikely to look for a location in the Central City, and may find locations in key activity centres
difficult to find, although not impossible. The operation does have significant associations with the airport,
particularly around air travel, and relationship with air freight providers. Overall, while I did not find the combination
of these factors totally compelling, I did reach the conclusion that an airport location does have some merits and
rationale.

Precedent

I then turned my mind to the matter of precedent. The Covec report prepared for the Council reached the
conclusion that if the business is treated as an office (in the general sense) then there could be up to 485 other
similar sized offices (within a reasonably wide range) that could potentially seek to locate at the airport. There
was no suggestion that that many offices would be able to locate at the airport, but rather there is a large pool
and range of offices that could seek to locate at the airport. Ms Stapleton considered that the business was really
just another office, and as such would create a significant precedent. Mr Tansley, for the applicant, considered
that the business should be described as a wholesale trader office, rather than as a general office, and that with
this classification there were possibly up to 25 other similar offices in Christchurch, and that perhaps 10 of those
might have genuine legitimate reasons to establish at the airport within the permitted uses, and that the balance
15 might seek to rely on precedent.

I am more inclined to the views of Mr Tansley, and that the pool of potential office developments that might seek
to establish at the airport is considerably less than the 485 suggested in the Covec report. I also acknowledge
that any potential office development would need to want to be located at the airport, would need the agreement
of Christchurch International Airport Limited, and would need to agree to lease the premises from the Airport
rather than owning them. There is also a limited area available at the Airport. After the hearing I sought additional
information on the extent of land that could be available for office development. The response that I received was
that while there is 250 hectares in the development precinct, and about half of that is undeveloped, most of the
undeveloped areas will be airport and freight purposes. CIAL suggested in the response that the realistic area
theoretically available for office type development would be limited to areas that are close to the terminal and
close to other facilities such as Spitfire Square, totalling an area of 4 to 4.5 hectares. I am inclined to accept that
conclusion, and note that the ANZCO development would occupy close to 9000m2.

However, the approval of this application will still create a precedent, and CIAL has not been slow in seeking and
supporting business opportunities locating at the Airport. My decision will need to rest more heavily on the effects
of the application on the integrity of the objectives and policies of the various Plans.

Integrity

Which brings me full circle back to the objectives and policies, and the centres based approach directed by the
RPS, taken up in the Replacement District Plan, and accepted by Plan Change 84 for the Special Purpose Airport
Zone. While I think that this application does run counter to that direction, both the RPS, and Plan Change 84
provide some scope for office developments outside that strategy, and in the case of Plan Change 84, within the
Airport Zone, provided that the development does not “significantly” impact on the centres based approach.
Based on my discussion on the particular characteristics of this particular office development, and the reasonably
limited precedent that it creates, I have reached the conclusion that the granting of this application will not have
a “significant” impact on the centres based approach, and therefore does not unduly impact on the integrity of
the Plans.
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Concluding comment on precedent

I have reached my decision in this application in a reasonably marginal way, and while this decision may produce
some precedent, I do not consider that it can be used as the basis for the wholesale development of office
developments at the Airport.

Decision

That the application be granted pursuant to Sections104, 104D and 108 of the resource management Act 1991,
subject to the following conditions

1. The development shall proceed in accordance with the information and plans submitted with the
application, including the further information submitted on 10 April 2015, 16 April 2015, 27 May 2015, 3
July 2015 and 14 July 2015. The Approved Consent Documentation has been entered into Council
records as RMA92028859 (184 pages) and includes the stamped plans labelled pages 52 and 53.

2. The applicant shall provide to the Council for acceptance a detailed landscape plan for the site within 6
months of the date of issue of this consent.  The landscape plan shall include those elements required
by the operative City Plan to determine compliance with Rule 8-3.2.4(b), (c) and (d).

3. All required landscaping shall be provided on site within 6 months of the date of issues of the Code
Compliance Certificate for the building.

4. All landscaping required for this consent shall be maintained.  Any dead, diseased, or damaged
landscaping is to be replaced immediately with plants of a similar species.

5. Proposed planting of specimen trees and large shrub species must be at least 1.5 metres in height at
the time of planting and once established must be maintained at a height of at least 1.8 metres thereafter.

6. The applicant must mark either the staff or visitor car parking spaces.

7. Loading and accessible parking spaces must be marked.

ADVICE NOTES:

· The Council will require payment of its administrative charges in relation to monitoring, as authorised by the
provisions of section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991.  At present the monitoring charges include:

(i)     A monitoring fee of $112 to cover the cost of setting up a monitoring programme and carrying out a site
inspection to ensure compliance with the conditions of this consent; and

(ii)     Time charged at an hourly rate of $116 (incl. GST) where additional monitoring is required.

Development Contributions

· Please note that a development contribution is likely to be required under the Development Contributions
Policy 2013.  The Council requires Development Contributions to be paid prior to the issue of a Code
Compliance Certificate for a building consent, the commencement of the resource consent activity, the issue
of a section 224 certificate for a subdivision consent, or authorisation of a service connection.

...... The contributions are defined in the Council’s Development Contributions Policy 2013, which has been
established under the Local Government Act 2002 and is included in the Council’s Christchurch City Three
Year Plan.  Full details of the Policy are available at www.ccc.govt.nz/dc. If you have any queries in relation
to this matter, please contact our Development Contributions Assessors on phone (03) 941 8999.

http://www.ccc.govt.nz/dc


P-402, 10.04.15 40

Commissioner:

Name: Ken Lawn

Signature:

Date: 15 July 2015


