
Airport Designation Issue Dakota Park 

 

The land that is now referred to as Dakota Park was originally obtained by CIAL 

through a process of applying pressure to existing land owners to sell their land 

under the threat of it being compulsorily taken via a designation process they had 

initiated as a requiring authority by way of servicing a notice of requirement on 

CCC on May 1994. CIAL was approved as a requiring authority by the Minister of 

the Environment on 14 March 1994. 

I intend to outline the designation process CIAL followed as a requiring authority 

and the impact this designation had on then land owners decisions to sell to CIAL.  

Decisions made under what I would describe as real duress for some. 

An important aspect of this matter is that the designation obtained was based on 

CIAL strategic Planning documentation that CCC was privy to and exaggerated 

projections of future air freight and air cargo quantities. 

Taking or the threat of taking land by way of a designation is a very draconian act 

and one that is not entered into lightly. Hence there was a hearing that decided if 

there was sufficient reason to designate the land CIAL required the size of the 

land to be designated and the restrictions to be placed on the designation. 

This hearing sought to determine the validity of CIALs need for the land and to 

weigh this up with the then land owner’s rights to occupy and own the land 

unmolested. Of critical import therefore is the validity of the evidence submitted 

by CIAL at that time. 

A recurring theme arises in this and other evidential submissions made by CIAL 

representatives when seeking development concessions. That is the tendency to 

exaggerate data or to take extreme projection scenarios to further there end. 

In this case the projected quantum of cargo and freight on which the final 

decisions were made in 1991 has proven to be hugely exaggerated. Some 24 



years later the cargo and freight projections that resulted in this designation have 

simply not eventuated and even on the most optimistic projections never will. 

Current land use consent approvals at Dakota Park have relied on a much wider, 

and I submit unintended, definition of “airport purposes” than was envisaged at 

the time this land was designated. The then required aviation linkages to the 

proposed development activities have been significantly watered down. This 

point is addressed in another issue document. 

The land now called Dakota Park was designated for the very specific purpose of 

the development of an air cargo and air freight facility. The use of words such as 

air cargo and air freight firmly made the aviation linkage to the airport purposes 

nature of the proposed activity.   

The Notice of requirement from the Christchurch International Airport to the 

Christchurch City Council also made this linkage very clear. 

At 1(a) of that notice of requirement under the heading  

THE REASONS WHY THE DESIGNAION OR ALTERATION IS NEEDED ARE: 

The following points were made: 

The designation is considered necessary to allow Christchurch Airport to meet the 

projected demand for the increasing movement of air freight. 

The Master Plan for the Christchurch International Airport, which is dated 

October 1985, provided a zone for air freight adjacent to the north side of runway 

11/29 at its eastern end. A total of 12 hectares was set aside for this purpose. 

Current annual throughput of air cargo at Christchurch International Airport totals 

83,200 Tonnes, made up of 22,700 Tonnes International and 60,500 Tonnes 

domestic. 

Recent studies (Freight Facilities Study, September 1993) indicate that during the 

next 20 years, air cargo throughput will increase by between 2.7 and 5 times the 

current volume, based on the low and high forecasts respectively, to between 

220,000 Tonnes ans 413,000 Tonnes.  



This point also indicates  

“the 12 hectares provided in the 1985 Master Plan is therefore unable to 

accommodate this demand and it is estimated that a land reserve of at least 45 

hectares is required for commercial and Antarctic air freight and cargo facilities 

based on the forecast growth to the year 2013 in order to cater for growth 

beyond 2013 a total of 100ha has been included in the designation. 

At point 1(c) of the same document what was being envisaged to be development 

was articulated under the following heading. 

THE NATURE OF THE WORK AND ANY PROPOSED RESTRICTIONS ARE: 

The establishment of an air cargo and freight centre will involve the following 

works: 

The building of cargo terminals 

The building of administrative offices for Government Authorities (eg customs, 

MAF) 

Service and ancillary facilities required to meet the needs of workers on site 

The establishment of an aircraft apron (for aircraft parking) 

A taxiway adjacent to the freight apron edge and a future field taxiway parallel to 

runway 11/29 

An airside road link to passenger terminals 

Vehicle access and parking for trucks and cars 

Quarantine for incoming livestock 

Container and equipment storage 

Landscaping along road boundaries 

The creation of a new road approximately 600 meters south of the existing 

Russley Road/Avonhead Intersection (shown on Plan D4659 attached) 



The closure of Avonhead Road and part of Grays Road (shown on plan D4659 

attached) 

The site will be characterized by large utilitarian buildings for cargo/freight 

storage, handling and distribution, a large area of tarmac for aircraft parking, a 

taxiway and vehicle parking areas above ground fuel tanks. These facilities will be 

well setback from roads as required under the restrictions set out below with 

landscaping to soften the impact of large buildings when viewed from roadways. 

As the provision of cargo and freight facilities by airlines, operators etc. is 

competitive and market driven facilities will be established over time in response 

to individual demands.  

This timing issue was addressed in that CIAL requested that the designation have 

a lifetime of ten years from when it is incorporated in the Plan. This was a 

departure from the then usual lifeline of a designation of 5 years. This is a 

significant point which I will return to later in this paper. (Refer page 9 of the 

Notice of Requirement under the heading s 184A) 

In the same document again at page 9 the following restrictions on this 

designation were proposed. 

Proposed Restrictions 

1 All activities and building development shall comply with the Development and 

Community Standards specified in the Airport Zone rules. 

While the Commissioner recommendation to CCC was to put into effect this 

requirement it seems that CCC decided not to. This is in itself interesting however 

I have had difficulty in establishing what did actually take place.  

This restriction is raised again at point 3 under the heading: 

Noise 

The establishment of the air cargo and freight centre will introduce activities to 

the site which have the potential to generate greater noise than the existing rural 

activities. In particular the arrival and departure of aircraft from the air 



freight/cargo apron. It will be an operational apron and will not be used as an 

area for the ground running of engines. 

All activities on the site will be subject to compliance with the Community 

standards which includes meeting noise levels standards. Compliance with these 

levels should ensure that unacceptable noise levels from activities are not 

created. It is also anticipated that by the time the aircraft apron becomes 

operational and facilities are established that aircraft will be quieter than they are 

at present and will meet the ICAO Chapter 3 noise criteria for example BAE 146 

and B767 aircraft. 

In addition, it is noted that with development of this area there will no longer be 

persons residing on the site who will be affected by noise. There are no existing 

established residences to the immediate south west of the site which is the 

predominate area with the potential to be affected by noise. 

David W. COLLINS was appointed by CCC to hear and report on the matter. In his 

report to CCC at page 2 he states: 

The requiring authority has sought that the designation be provided for a period 

of ten years before it must be implemented or it lapses, rather than the standard 

5 years specified in the Act. 

At page 5 he states: 

The compulsory purchase of land is anticipated as a possible consequence of the 

designation process and it is clearly the intention of the legislation that if it is 

appropriate for private land to be designated then the requiring authority should 

be able to initiate compulsory purchase procedures if necessary. This 

consequence of designation illustrates the importance of ensuring designation 

proposals meet the criteria in section 171 of the Act. 

At Page 6 paragraph 3 under the heading 

Designation reasonably Necessary 

Commissioner COLLINS states the following: 



The term sought for the designation is 10 years. After that time the designation 

over any land not used in terms of the designation would lapse. 

On page 7 in his final paragraph under the above heading he states: 

From the evidence presented I have come to the conclusion (which accords with 

the Council planners recommendation) that it is “reasonably necessary” to 

designate only half of the 100 ha identified in the requirement. This would 

achieve the purpose of the designation set out in the notice and would provide 

sufficient land to meet projected need well beyond the 10 years designation 

sought. 

The even exaggerated growth data submitted to justify 100 ha to be designated 

was rejected by this Commissioner who reduced the requested land size no more 

than 45ha. This is an example of the extreme scenarios that CIAL regularly submit. 

At page 8 under the heading  

Recommendation: 

Collins states: 

Having considered all the evidence I have come to the view that the Christchurch 

City Council should recommend, pursuant to section 171 of the Resource 

management Act 1991, that the requirement issued by Christchurch International 

Airport Limited for the designation of land for “Airport Purposes,” more 

specifically for the developments set out in clause 1(c) of the Notice of 

Requirement, in the vicinity of Russley Road, Avonhead Road and Grays Road 

Christchurch be confirmed for the period of 10 years sought subject to the area 

designated being reduced to no more than 45 hectares plus any additional area 

needed for access and that a new plan showing the area to be designated should 

be prepared accordingly. 

This was signed 24 November 1997.   

This recommendation was eventually accepted by CIAL and incorporated into the 

Christchurch District plan in 2000 following Council recommendation No 202. 



These then are the facts relating to the designation of the land now known as 

Dakota Park. The designation was not for the very wide “Airport Purposes” but 

was made very specifically for the air freight and air cargo facility that was 

outlined in clause 19 (c) of the Notice of Requirement.  

Some fifteen years later the development outlined in that Notice of requirement 

has not eventuated in even the slightest manner that resembles what was 

envisaged. Most of the land is in fact still vacant albeit with CIAL trying to find 

people desiring to lease it and in an environment where they submit that “Airport 

Purposes” means anything they decide regardless of any linkage to aviation. 

This being the case it is very clear that the designation over the land not used 

specifically for the purposes outlined has lapsed.  

The information relating to projected air cargo and air freight and air cargo 

growth has proven to have been grossly exaggerated. The designation while 

lawfully made relied on data CIAL provided based on a study it commissioned 

refer (Freight Facilities Study 1993).  

The point of learning is that there is a clear need to closely check CIAL growth 

assertions or in fact any submissions they make. A clear process pattern emerges. 

CIAL develop their strategic plan, engage “experts” to generate reports 

supporting that plan and then present the matter as critical to their business 

outcomes to CCC for desired changes. 

These change requests  range from core planning definition changes carried out 

at a one on one level with CCC planners to lobbying as to what should or should 

not be notified and what planning process should be utilized to full on legal 

battles with CCC its owner. Hundreds of Thousands of dollars have been wasted in 

this circus.  

As in this example and others identified close inspection of these reports and 

subsequent recommendations for action shows that extreme scenarios are often 

presented which simply fail to eventuate with the test of time. Further that while 

CIAL are strategically important and do pay large dividends to CCC reasonableness 

in the balancing of CIAL stated needs and the needs of private neighboring land 



owners has been very poor.  There has been scant balancing of CIAL requirements 

and those of its neighbours. 

The duress put on private land owners to sell their property under threat of 

compulsory acquisition, in this case as a direct result of such exaggerated data 

being accepted, is simply outrageous.  CIAL have even rented out properties for 

residential purposes that the private land owners were pushed from in the 

following years. Legally fine as CIAL now owned the properties. Morally corrupt 

given the process used to obtain those properties. 

What was envisaged at the time the designation was made operative was an area 

where planes would roll up directly from the main runway to a side area and be 

loaded and unloaded in a freight and cargo specific complex. Having acquired the 

land this simply never eventuates. 

The mere existence of the designation completely altered the position of the 

private land owner’s ability to retain their land making CIALs bargaining position 

one of extreme power. 

Moving to the present day then CIAL assert that the designation still stands and in 

fact uses the “Airport Purposes” wider definition it supports to gain consents for 

commercial enterprises with absolutely no linkage to air freight or air cargo.  

This is simply wrong and is unethical. The designation was not for “Airport 

Purposes” the hearing commissioner made this very clear in his recommendation 

it was specific to the air freight and air cargo development. 

As identified the designation over the land not used for the very specific purpose 

it was designated has lapsed. This outcome was also made clear by the hearing 

commissioner should the development not occur in the allotted time frame on 

the land designated. 

CIAL purposely avoids seeking the Environment Court to make a declaration as to 

what “Airport Purposes” actually means in terms of the strength the aviation 

linkage is required to have with regards to the desired commercial activity. Its 



owner CCC remains mute in requiring CIAL to clarify this critical issue in what is 

clearly the appropriate forum. 

 

David LAWRY 
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