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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is David Ian Falconer.  I hold the position of Senior Policy Planner - 

Transport at Christchurch City Council (Council).  I have been employed by the 

Council as Transport Policy Planner since May 2009. 

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Resource Studies (Honours), majoring in Environmental Policy 

and Planning from Lincoln University.  I have over ten years’ experience in resource 

management and transport planning.  I am a full member of the New Zealand 

Planning Institute.   

 

1.3 I have previously worked as a planning consultant, as a resource management 

planner for a local authority and for Transit New Zealand (the predecessor to the 

New Zealand Transport Agency).  I have experience in District Plan development, 

transport planning, plan changes, section 32 reports and the preparation and 

processing of resource consent applications for a wide range of activities. See 

Attachment D to my evidence for more information on my background. 

 
1.4 I have led the development of Proposal (Chapter 7) Transport of the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP). I have been providing the Council with my 

expertise in relation to transport related matters since May 2009.  I have also 

provided evidence on the Strategic Directions Chapter, dated 18 November 2015. 

 

1.5 Over the past four years I have been focused on contributing to earthquake 

recovery related plans, specifically the Council's contributions to the Christchurch 

Central Recovery Plan and the 'An Accessible City' chapter. Over the past two 

years I have overseen and contributed to the Council team developing the 

Transport Proposal of the pRDP. This has included a number of tasks that are 

outlined in Attachment C to my evidence. 

 
 

1.6 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while preparing 

this brief of evidence are the following: 

 

(a) National, Regional and local transport planning documents that form the 

statutory and strategic transport planning context in Christchurch outlined 

in section 5; 
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(b) The evidence of other Council witnesses for the Transport Hearing; 

(c) The Order in Council and in particular the Ministers' Statement of 

expectations; 

(d) The Hearing Panel's decisions on the Strategic Directions Chapter; and 

(e) The notified and revised Transport Proposal of the pRDP. 

 

1.7 The following abbreviations are used in this evidence: 

  
(a) An Accessible City Chapter of the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan 

(AAC) 

(b) Canterbury District Health Board (CDHB) 

(c) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) 

(d) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP) 

(e) Christchurch City Council (Council) 

(f) Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) 

(g) Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan (CTSP) 

(h) Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism (CHRM) 

(i) Crown/CERA/All of Government (Crown)  

(j) Enhanced Development Mechanism (EDM) 

(k) Environment Canterbury/ Canterbury Regional Council (ECan)  

(l) Government Policy Statement on Land Transport Funding (GPS) 

(m) Greater Christchurch Transport Statement (GCTS) 

(n) Gross Floor Area (GFA) 

(o) Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) 

(p) Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) 

(q) Lyttelton Port Company Limited (LPC) 

(r) New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) 

(s) Operative Banks Peninsula District Plan (BPDP) 

(t) Operative Christchurch City District Plan (City Plan) 

(u) Order in Council (Order) 

(v) Proposals or chapters (Proposal) 

(w) Proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) 

(x) Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) 

(y) Regional Land Transport Plan (RLTP)  
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2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in 

the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. I 

confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that might 

alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is within my 

area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another 

person.   

 

3. SCOPE  

 

Scope of the Transport Proposal  
 

3.1 The Transport Proposal covers objectives, policies and rules for transport across 

the whole district (although provisions for the central city will not be notified until 

Stage 3, as outlined below). Rather than having transport provisions separately in 

each of the zone chapters, they are all contained in the transport chapter in order to 

reduce duplication and manage transport as one complete network across the 

Christchurch district.  

 
3.2 The proposal covers a wide range of transport issues, including:  

 

(a) parking for cars, cycles and loading vehicles;  

(b) access design and management; and 

(c) activities that generate high levels of traffic. 

 

3.3 The Transport Proposal (Chapter 7) has been developed in three parts. The first 

part of the proposal was notified as part of Stage 1 of the District Plan Review in 

August 2014 and is the subject of this evidence.  It includes provisions for how 

activities provide for transport (such as car parking, cycle parking, loading, access 

and manoeuvring), including how activities manage effects on the transport network 

(such as effects on safety and effects from high trip generating activities). 

 

3.4 The second part of the Transport Proposal is included in Stage 2 of the District Plan 

Review and provides provisions for activities that occur within transport corridors 

(including road and rail corridors). These corridors are zoned “Transport Zone” in 

Stage 2 of the District Plan Review.  
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3.5 Stage 3 of the Transport Proposal will contain changes as a result of the 

introduction of other proposals in Stage 3, specifically the Coastal Environment 

Proposal, for example additional matters of discretion for the formation of unformed 

roads in the area defined as "coastal environment". In Stage 3, the Council will also 

be notifying the transport provisions for the Central City 

 

Scope of the my evidence 
 

3.6 My evidence addresses the following matters:  

 

(a) Background to the Transport Proposal; 

(b) The approach adopted in the Transport Proposal; 

(c) Results of post-notification consultation, conferencing and mediation; 

(d) Changes to the section 32 report;  

(e) Assessment of the transport proposal against the strategic directions 

decision; and 

(f) Expert evaluation / assessment of issues and submissions. 

 

3.7 I have assessed the issues from conferencing with the technical experts, issues 

arising from pre and post-conferencing (informal) mediations and any remaining relief 

sought by the relevant submissions that has not been covered by conferencing or 

mediation. The following Council witnesses have also provided evidence on certain 

aspects of the Transport Proposal:  

 

Witness Expertise/ Role Evidence Topic 

Richard 
Osborne 

Unit Manager - 
Transport & 
Research 

- Strategic and statutory 
transport planning context  

Chris 
Gregory 

Unit Manager - 
Assets & Network 

- Transport network funding 
process 

Paul Roberts Transport Engineer - Integrated Transport 
Assessments 

- Car Parking 

Jeanette 
Ward 

Transport Engineer - Cycle Parking 

Warren Lloyd Transport Engineer - Access and Manoeuvring 
Standards 

- Loading Requirements 
- Rail level crossings 

Peter Nunns Transport 
Economist 

- Costs and Benefits of the 
transport provisions 

 

3.8 I have read their evidence and where I rely on their evidence I have stated that.  
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3.9 As a result of this assessment I have identified that there are some submission 

points where the relief sought is appropriate under the current strategic and 

statutory transport planning context, as outlined in Mr Richard Osborne’s evidence.1 

These proposed amendments are provided in the revised 'redline’ copy of the 

Transport Proposal dated 14 May (Revised Proposal). As formal mediations are 

due to take place in the week following the exchange of Council's evidence in chief, 

further changes to the proposal are therefore possible, these will be included in a 

further revised version to be circulated with Rebuttal evidence.  

 

3.10 Attached to my evidence are the following documents: 

 

(a) Attachment A: further amendments to the Revised Proposal dated 14 May 

2015. 

(b) Attachment B: the amendments to the section 32 report showing 

justification for the changes in the Revised Proposal. 

(c) Attachment C: outline of my role in the District Plan Review. 

(d) Attachment D: outline of my training and experience. 

(e) Attachment E: Non-statutory Draft ITA guidelines; 

(f) Attachment F: the Accept / Accept in Part / Reject Table.  This sets out 

the submissions on the Transport Proposal and the Council's 

recommendation as to whether they be accepted, accepted in part or 

rejected. 

 

3.11 In this evidence I have generally not commented on: 

 

(a) submissions that I agree with, particularly minor amendments; and  

(b) minor amendments that have been sought that I do not consider to be 

more appropriate, on the basis that they do not better achieve the purpose 

of the RMA or more appropriately achieve the objectives of the pRDP.  

 

However Attachment F includes a recommendation on these submission points. 

 

 

                                                   
1
  Mr Richard Osborne, Transport Evidence, 26 May 2015, Annexure A section 6. 
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4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

4.1 The key issue for transport is the effective functioning of the transport system.  The 

Transport Proposal responds to this issue by requiring activities to be accessible by 

providing transport infrastructure (such as car parking, cycle parking, loading 

spaces, safe access and manoeuvring) in locations where this infrastructure is 

necessary. The Transport Proposal also provides for and protects the transport 

network by requiring activities that can cause effects on the network to be 

integrated with the network (such as high trip generating activities).  

 

4.2 A key way that the transport proposal seeks to provide for the effective functioning 

of the transport system is by reducing dependency on private motor vehicles.  I 

consider that reducing dependency on private motor vehicles is not about forcing 

people to travel in private motor vehicles less, but rather making other travel options 

more viable so that people have greater choices and are less dependent on private 

motor vehicles. Seeking that development and activities are located and designed 

to reduce dependency on private motor vehicles, whether it be through encouraging 

other travel options or reducing the need to travel, will support increasing travel 

choices, as sought by the GCTS, LURP, AAC, and CTSP. 

 

4.3 In response to the matters raised by submissions, I consider that, in summary, the 

following changes are appropriate to the Transport Proposal that was notified: 

 
(a) Changes to the way some objectives and policies are expressed to better 

reflect the directions from the decision on the Strategic Directions proposal. 

(b) Changes to some of the car parking, cycle parking and loading space 

requirements to better reflect the expected needs of activities (i.e. 

functional requirements), based on information provided through 

submissions on the proposal and to reduce the reliance on resource 

consenting processes. 

(c) Changes to the standards for access, manoeuvring and rail level crossings 

based on information received from technical experts in submissions, 

through mediation and conferencing, and to reduce the reliance on 

resource consenting processes. 

(d) Rationalisation and reduction of the matters of discretion for high trip 

generating activities, especially reduction of matters of discretion for high 

trip generating activities that are otherwise permitted under the pRDP. 
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(e) More recognition of existing activities therefore reducing the need to rely 

on existing use rights in some cases where there are not significant 

adverse effects. 

(f) Removal of the requirement for activities to provide lockers for cyclists and 

rationalisation of the number of activities required to provide showers for 

cyclists.  

(g) Providing more certainty as to the application of parking reduction factors 

to enable greater ability for some activities to reduce parking requirements. 

(h) Changes to some definitions to improve clarity. 

 

4.4 Other than these changes, which have been identified and made to the Revised 

Proposal, in my view the Transport Proposal, as notified by the Council, is 

appropriate for achieving the purpose of the RMA.   

 
5. STATUTORY CONTEXT AND STRATEGIC PLANNING DOCUMENTS  

 

5.1 The relevant existing strategic and statutory documents that provide direction to the 

Council in addressing key issues and opportunities for the Transport Proposal are 

as follows (with the relevant RMA legal test from sections 74 and 75 of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 or Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 

(where relevant), noted in [italics]):  

 

(a) Relevant national strategies and plans:  

 

(a) GPS 2015; 

(b) National Infrastructure Plan 2011 [have particular regard to]; and 

(c) Connecting New Zealand 2011 [have particular regard to].  

 

(b) The CRPS, a regional planning document prepared under the RMA [must 

give effect to];  

 

(c) The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan, prepared by the six Papatipu 

Rūnanga between the Hurunui and Hakatere Rivers, and lodged with the 

Council as an iwi management plan under the RMA 1991 [take into 

account];  
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(d) Recovery documents prepared under the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Act 2011:  

(a) Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch [cannot be interpreted 

or applied in a way that is inconsistent with];  

(b) CCRP including the ‘An Accessible City chapter' of the CCRP [not 

be inconsistent with];  

(c) LURP, in particular the Actions that focus on the District Plan 

Review [not be inconsistent with];  

 

(e) Other Regional/ Sub-regional strategies and plans [have regard to]:  

(a) Canterbury Regional Land Transport Plan;   

(b) GCTS;  

(c) Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy;  

(d) Canterbury Regional Public Transport Plan;  

 

(f) Council strategies and community outcomes [have regard to]:  

(a) Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan;  

 

(g) The Statement of Expectations of the Ministers, which is Schedule 4 to the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014 [have particular regard to].  

 

5.2 Many statutory strategic documents contain specific directions as to what should be 

in the pRDP at the strategic level, and therefore incorporated in the Transport 

Proposal. 

 

5.3 The scope of, and direction provided by national, regional and local transport 

planning documents, is outlined in Mr Osborne’s evidence.2  I do not repeat that 

detail here but confirm that I agree with his evidence and his views on the strategic 

documents in particular, and rely on it  

 

5.4 I consider that the key themes for transport derived from the strategic and statutory 

transport planning context that Mr Osborne outlined in his evidence, are:  

 

(a) The need to integrate land use and transport; 

                                                   
2
  Mr Osborne's Transport evidence, section 5.1. 
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(b) Promoting the use of public and active transport modes/modal choice; 

(c) Avoiding reverse sensitivity effects on the strategic transport network and 

arterial roads; 

(d) Avoiding, remedying or mitigating the adverse effects of transport use; 

(e) Providing for freight and access to Lyttelton Port of Christchurch and 

Christchurch International Airport Limited; 

(f) Optimising use of existing capacity within the network; 

(g) Managing network congestion; 

(h) Reducing dependency on private motor vehicles / travel demand 

management; 

(i) Reducing emission of contaminants to air and energy use; and 

(j) Safety. 

 

6. OVERVIEW OF CHRISTCHURCH'S TRANSPORT SYSTEM 

 

6.1 Christchurch's transport network supports, and is a vital component of, New 

Zealand's second largest city. It is a busy network that accommodates over one 

million trips per day. There are over 2,300 km of road and over 2,500 km of 

footpaths managed by Council. The value of Council's transport network is over 

$2.2 billion.. In addition ECan and NZTA also invests public money in the transport 

network (Section 6.2 explains their role in the transport network). The transport 

network is therefore an important asset for the City that needs to be protected to 

promote accessibility and reduce safety and congestion issues. Safety issues and 

congestion can result in significant costs to the economy. 

 

6.2 There are a number of organisations involved in managing Christchurch's transport 

network: 

(a) NZTA is a Crown entity that is responsible for the State Highway network 

and allocating funds from the National Land Transport Fund for roading, 

public transport and cycling. 

(b) Council is responsible for all other public roads and active and public 

transport infrastructure. 

(c) ECan is responsible for public transport services and coordinating the 

Canterbury Regional Transport Committee. 

(d) KiwiRail is a crown entity that is responsible for the rail network. 

(e) Lyttelton Port Company Limited is responsible for the Port of Lyttelton. 
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(f) Christchurch International Airport Limited is responsible for Christchurch 

International Airport. 

 
6.3 Staff from all these organisations meet regularly (along with the other transport 

organisations in Greater Christchurch – Selwyn District Council and Waimakariri 

District Council) to undertake transport planning for Greater Christchurch.3 

 

Travel trends in Christchurch 

 
6.4 Nationally the 2013 census showed that the mode share (i.e. use) for private motor 

vehicles for travel to work has declined. As far as I am aware this is the first time 

since these census records began that mode share for private motor vehicles has 

declined. Conversely in 2013 the mode share for cycling has increased for the first 

time in over 15 years, and nationally the mode share for public transport has 

increased each census between 1996 and 2013. 

 
6.5 Between 1996 and 2006 Christchurch generally followed the national trend. 

However in 2013 Christchurch deviated from the trend and saw an increase in car 

use and a decrease in public transport and walking mode share. Cycling mode 

share followed the national trend and increased (see Figure 1). This increase in car 

use could have been as a result of the changes in the location of many homes and 

workplaces after the 2010/11 earthquakes. Specifically 20,000 people that were 

working in the Central City have shifted to locations that are not as accessible by 

public transport as the Central City was pre-quake. This change has also increased 

travel distances, which has made people more dependent on car use post–

earthquake.  In addition the increase in construction based jobs has meant an 

increase in the number of people using company vehicles. However, public 

transport use is now increasing again (see Figure 2). 

                                                   
3
  The group of staff that meet is  referred to as the Urban Development Strategy/ Greater Christchurch Transport 

Statement Transport Group. 
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Figure 1: Transport mode share for journeys to work from census data 
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 Figure 2: Public Transport patronage in Greater Christchurch. Source: Environment 

Canterbury 

 
6.6 This national trend of declining car use is supported by information from the Ministry 

of Transport‘s Fleet Statistics4 which shows that, after a period of traffic growth in 

the early to mid-2000s, the amount of travel by light passenger vehicles nationwide 

has slightly decreased over the past ten years. This is the first time since records 

began that travel by light passenger vehicles has reduced. When these statistics 

are broken down into age groups it shows an increasing trend of younger people 

traveling less by car. In particular:  

 

(a) The distance driven by 25 to 34 year old drivers annually has been 

trending down since 1997/98. This reduction in distance driven is partially 

offset by an increase in the distance driven by drivers aged over 65. 

(b) The distance driven by the 35 to 64 age group annually has been flat since 

2006. 

. 

                                                   
4
  Curran, M. (2014) Future Demand Peak car: Does it exist and is it evident in New Zealand? Ministry of Transport 
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6.7 These figures are consistent with international trends. For example Goodwin 

(2012)5 highlighted some early research that speculated light vehicle kilometres 

were levelling off. Subsequent observations by Goodwin (2012) have shown a 

levelling off has been occurring in many countries. In his report, observations of 

national passenger kilometres from OECD countries were provided. The figures for 

a number of developed countries were showing a levelling off or, in some cases, a 

decline in passenger kilometres travelled by private car and light trucks. 

 

6.8 So if younger people continue to drive less, as they age, which the trends are 

currently showing that they are, and public transport and cycling use continues to 

increase, which is also the current trend, it is likely that car use will decline as the 

city recovers. The increase in car use that occurred immediately post-earthquake is 

likely just a one-off bucking of a longer term trend of Christchurch following the 

national and international trends in travel choices. Pre-quake travel patterns 

matched the national trend and it is likely that Christchurch will continue to follow 

this trend as the City recovers. 

 
The Transport Planning Process 
 

6.9 In order to ensure Council's investment in the transport network is efficient, effective 

and publicly supported, there is an extensive transport planning process required by 

legislation. In addition there are requirements set out by NZTA on behalf of 

Government, as they contribute to this public investment through funding from the 

National Land Transport Fund (which is predominantly sourced from fuel excise 

duties, road user charges, and motor vehicle registration and licensing fees).  The 

Transport Planning Process is addressed in more detail in Mr Christopher Gregory's 

transport evidence (paragraph 4.11).  I rely on that evidence and reiterate that it can 

take a project a number of years to go through this process from concept stage to 

when funding is approved. 

 

7. AN EXPLANATION OF THE TRANSPORT ISSUES FACING CHRISTCHURCH 

 

7.1 Mr Osborne has outlined the transport issues facing Christchurch in his evidence at 

section 4. I build on that evidence by explaining why the District Plan needs to 

provide an integrated transport system to achieve effective functioning of transport 

in the Christchurch district.  That explanation is set out below. 

                                                   
5
  Goodwin, P. (2012). Peak travel, peak car and the future of mobility. ITF/OECD Discussion paper 2012-13, 6–15. 
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Providing an integrated transport system to achieve effective functioning of the 
transport system 

 
7.2 The Stage 1 Transport Proposal addresses the relationship between land use 

activities and transport. In order for land use activities to support, and not adversely 

affect the effective functioning of the transport system, land use activities must be 

integrated with the transport system. 

 
7.3 As outlined in Section 5 one of the key themes from the strategic and statutory 

transport planning context in Christchurch is the need to integrate transport and 

land use. A transport system that is integrated with land use is: 

 

(a) accessible as a result of development being located in easily accessible 

locations and being designed to be accessible by all modes.  

(b) safe as a result of development being designed to reduce the safety issues 

that can occur, for example, with conflicts between road users and vehicles 

from adjacent properties exiting and entering the transport network.  

(c) sustainable as a result of development being designed to be accessible 

by sustainable modes.  

(d) efficient as a result of development being designed to reduce the 

efficiency issues that can occur with development not being well 

coordinated with the transport network.  

 

7.4 Ensuring the development is integrated with the transport system requires careful 

planning and design with transport organisations working together with developers. 

The District Plan provides an opportunity to provide a framework to ensure that 

integration occurs between development and the transport network.  An integrated 

transport system that provides for the effective functioning of the transport network 

achieves the purpose of the RMA by providing for the transportation needs of 

people which can contribute positively to their well-being. 

 

8. BACKGROUND TO THE TRANSPORT PROPOSAL 

 
8.1 Both the Christchurch City Plan and the Banks Peninsula District Plan that make up 

the Operative Christchurch District Plan currently cover similar transportation issues 

to those proposed in the pRDP. In reviewing those provisions, a number of changes 
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were identified that would assist with Christchurch’s recovery following the 

earthquakes and other changed circumstances. In particular:  

 

(a) remove and reduce some minimum parking requirements to reduce 

consenting requirements to support earthquake recovery and rebuild;  

(b) require ITAs as required by the changes that the LURP made to the CRPS; 

update technical standards to reflect best practice and latest standards; 

(c) remove a number of standards as they are covered by other documents; 

(d) ensure developments are designed with cycle facilities to support the 

significant investment that the Council and the Government are making in 

cycling infrastructure, post-earthquake. 

 
8.2 The Transport Proposal contains provisions to manage effects from the transport 

network and effects on the transport network through integrating land use and 

transport across the District. Overarching objectives seek: 

 

(a) an integrated transport system (Objective 7.1.1); and 

(b) to manage adverse effects from the transport system (Objective 7.1.2).   

 

8.3 Policies in the Proposal include the management of parking, loading, access, 

manoeuvring and transport infrastructure across the district.   

 
8.4 Rules that have been included in the Proposal to implement the policies are 

explained under relevant topics in Sections 13 to 20 of this evidence. 

 
9. RESULTS OF CONSULTATION, CONFERENCING AND MEDIATION 

 

9.1 Notification of the pRDP occurred in August 2014. Drop-in centres were set up 

around the City to respond to questions on the notified plan and further public 

meetings. The “Dial-a-planner” service was set up in the first week of notification 

and was extended until the close of further submissions. Submissions closed on 8 

October 2014 and further submissions closed on 6 November 2014, although I note 

that some late submissions have also been received and accepted by the Panel.  

 

9.2 I offered informal mediation to all submitters. A number of submitters accepted that 

offer and I arranged and attended a number of informal mediation discussions with 

a number of submitters which helped inform the amendments in the Revised 

Proposal.  
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9.3 Technical experts also undertook expert conferencing in respect to the Transport 

Proposal which began on 29 April 2015. These statements have important 

implications for planning and I have considered them.  There was also further follow 

up self-facilitated sessions for some topics.  This covered issues that were flagged 

for follow up in the various caucusing reports. A signed agreed statement has been 

finalised for the Cycle Parking self-facilitated mediation (attached to Ms Ward's 

evidence), however as that was only completed on 26 May 2015 (i.e. the date of 

this evidence), I have not had the opportunity to review that in detail and therefore I 

do not refer to it in my evidence.  At the time of writing this evidence, further self-

facilitated caucusing reports for the other topics had not yet been filed between the 

experts.  

 

10. SECTION 32 EVALUATION REPORT  

 

10.1 Sections 32, 32AA and 32A of the RMA set out a framework for evaluation reports 

for the district plan review. A section 32 evaluation report was notified alongside the 

Transport Proposal. An amendment to the section 32 report can be found in 

Attachment B evaluating the changes to the transport provisions (shown in the 

Revised Proposal) that I now support following my analysis and consideration of the 

submissions lodged on the Transport Proposal. 

 

10.2 The changes to the section 32 report reflect the key changes to the transport 

proposal.  The changes to the section 32 report can be briefly summarised as: 

 

(a) Changes to some of the parking, access, and manoeuvring requirements 

to better reflect the expected needs of activities, based on information 

provided through submissions on the proposal and to reduce the reliance 

on resource consenting processes. 

(b) Reduction of matters of discretion for high trip generating activities that are 

otherwise permitted under the pRDP. 

(c) More recognition of existing activities by reducing the need to rely on 

existing use rights in some cases where there are not significant adverse 

effects. 

(d) Removal of the requirement for activities to provide lockers.  
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11. ASSESSMENT AGAINST THE STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS DECISION 

 
11.1 On 26 February 2015 Decision 1 on the Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes for the Replacement District Plan was released. This decision included 

the following strategic directions in relation to transport for the Replacement District 

Plan: 

 
Objective 3.3.7 – urban growth, form and design: 

 

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a consolidated 

urban form and a high quality urban environment that: 

(h) improves overall accessibility and connectivity for people, transport 

(including opportunities for walking, cycling and public transport) and 

services; and 

(i) promotes the safe, efficient and effective provision and use of 

infrastructure, including the optimisation of the use of existing 

infrastructure; and 

(j) co-ordinates the nature, timing and sequencing of new 

development with the funding, implementation and operation of 

necessary transport and other infrastructure. 

 
Objective 3.3.12 – Infrastructure 

 

(a) The social, economic, environmental and cultural benefits of infrastructure, 

including strategic infrastructure, are recognised and provided for, and its 

safe, efficient, and effective, upgrade, maintenance and operation is enabled; 

and 

(b) Strategic infrastructure, including its role and function, is protected by 

avoiding adverse effects from incompatible activities, including reverse 

sensitivity effects … 

(c) The adverse effects of infrastructure on the surrounding environment are 

managed, having regard to the economic benefits and technical and 

operational needs of infrastructure. 

 

11.2 Based on this decision the provisions of the transport proposal that were notified 

have been reviewed to ensure they align with the Strategic Directions proposal. 

Based on this review, I consider that the transport provisions in the Revised 
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Proposal are necessary to achieve the following objectives from the strategic 

directions decision that relate to transport: 

 

(a) Improve the overall accessibility and connectivity for people, transport 

(including opportunities for walking, cycling and public transport) and 

services (Objective 3.3.7 (h)); 

(b) Promote safe and efficient use of infrastructure (Objective 3.3.7 (i) - 

paraphrased); 

(c) Co-ordinates the new development with transport infrastructure - through 

ITAs - Section 13 (Objective 3.3.7 (j)); 

(d) Recognise and provide for, protect and manage the effects of infrastructure 

(Objective 3.3.12 - paraphrased). 

 

11.3 The decision also contains the following objectives: 

 

Objective 3.3.1 – Enabling recovery and facilitating the future enhancement of 

the district 

 

The expedited recovery and future enhancement of Christchurch as a dynamic 

prosperous and internationally competitive city, in a manner that: 

(a) Meets the community's immediate and longer term needs for housing, 

economic development, community facilities, infrastructure, transport, and 

social and cultural wellbeing; and 

(b) Foster investment certainty; and 

(c) Sustains the important qualities and values of the natural environment. 

 

Objective 3.3.2 – Clarity of language and efficiency 

 

The District Plan, through its preparation, change, interpretation and 

implementation:  

(a) Minimises: 

(i) transaction costs and reliance on resource consent processes; and 

(ii) the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development controls 

and design standards in the rules, in order to encourage innovation 

and choice; and 

(iii) the requirements for notification and written approval. 

(b) Sets objectives and policies that clearly state the outcomes intended; and 
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(c) Uses clear, concise language so that the District Plan is easy to understand 

and use. 

 

11.4 The decision states that: 

 

For the purpose of preparing, changing, interpreting and implementation this 

District Plan: 

(a) All other objectives within this chapter are to be expressed and achieved in 

a manner consistent with Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2: and 

(b) The objectives and policies in all other Chapters of the District Plan are to 

be expressed and achieved in a manner consistent with the objectives in 

this Chapter. 

 

11.5 Where changes have been identified to better express objectives and policies as 

per Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, these have been made and are identified in the 

Revised Proposal. Thus some changes have also been made to rules to implement 

these revised objectives and policies. 

 

Reduction in regulation 

 

11.6 Objective 3.3.2 (a) is similar to Section (a) of the Statement of Expectations in the 

Order which requires that the Replacement District Plan: 

(a) clearly articulates how decisions about resource use and values will be 

made, which must be in a manner consistent with an intention to reduce 

significantly (compared with the existing district plans)— 

(a) reliance on resource consent processes; and 

(b) the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development controls 

and design standards in the rules, in order to encourage 

innovation and choice; and 

(c) the requirements for notification and written approval. 

 

11.7 In order to assess the extent to which the Transport Proposal meets these 

expectations to reduce regulation, the proposed transport provisions have been 

compared with the transport provisions in the existing district plans. 

 

11.8 Table 1 below shows the average number of consents that the transport provisions 

in the existing district plans have generated annually (for the 10 year period of 2004 
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– 2014). On average 960 consents were generated annually. Analysis shows that 

95% of developments that required resource consent under the transport provisions 

also required consent under other rules in the Plan. So less than 50 developments 

required resource consent solely because of the transport provisions and thus 

would otherwise not have required resource consent. During the 10 year period, on 

average approximately 2000 resource consents a year were processed by the 

Council in total. Therefore consents processed for transport provisions alone 

equated to 2.5% of the total number of consents processed over this timeframe. 
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Rule Topic in City Plan/ (BPDP) 
 
 
 
 
 

Average number of 
resource consents per 
year (2004-2014) 

Under the 
operative 
plan1 

If the PDRP 
had been in 
place 

Car parking requirements (generally) 190 120 

Car parking requirements (for people with disabilities) 40 40 

Cycle parking requirements 64 64 

Loading spaces required 49 49 

Manoeuvring for parking and loading areas 76 76 

Gradient of parking and loading areas 30 30 

Design of parking and loading areas (Illumination) 1 1 

Design of parking and loading areas (Surfacing) 27 27 

Requirement for garageable parking spaces for residential 
activities 

70 0 

Access Design (Access Design and Gradient) 50 50 

Access Design (Queuing spaces) 100 75 

Vehicle Crossing Design (Distances of vehicle crossings 
from intersections) 

16 16 

Vehicle Crossing Design (Maximum number of vehicle 
crossings) 

14 14 

Vehicles Crossing Design (Minimum distance between 
vehicle crossings) 

16 16 

Vehicle Crossing Design (other) 3 3 

Length of vehicle crossing rule 93 0 

High Trip Generators (>250 vehicle trips per day) - 
requirement for ITAs 

56 56 

High Trip Generators trigger for consent for > 25 parking 
spaces 

65 0 

Restriction on access to Business 2 Zone at Edgeware 
from Sherborne St 

0 0 

TOTAL 960 651 

 

Table 1: Average number of consents generated annually by the transport provisions and 
estimated number of resource consents that would have been required if the PRDP transport 
provisions had have been in place over the past ten years 

1 Source: Christchurch City Council Resource Consent records 

 

11.9 It is apparent from Table 1 that the provisions in the Transport Proposal propose to 

remove some of the transport provisions in the existing district plans, for example: 

 

(a) The high trip generators trigger for consent for > 25 parking spaces. 

(b) Requirement for garageable parking spaces for residential activities. 

(c) Length of vehicle crossing rule. 
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(d) Restriction on access to Business 2 Zone at Edgeware from Sherborne 

Street. 

 

11.10 Some of the rules have also been modified which will reduce the number of 

consents required. In particular the two rules that generated the most consents, the 

minimum car parking requirements and the queuing space requirements, have been 

modified in the pRDP. 

 

11.11 Changes to the minimum car parking requirements include: 

 

(a) minimum car parking requirements are proposed to be removed from 

activities in local and neighbourhood centres; 

(b) minimum car parking requirements have been reduced from 2 car parks 

per residential unit to 1 car park per residential unit for many residential 

activities; and  

(c) parking for high trip generators is proposed to be managed through ITAs 

rather than minimum car parking requirements. 

 

11.12 Changes to the queuing space requirements include removing the requirement for 

queuing spaces for activities with less than 10 car parks with a vehicle crossing 

onto a local or collector road.  

 

11.13 Over a third of the consents for breaches of minimum car parking requirements 

were activities in residential zones, so reducing the number of car parks required for 

residential units will reduce the reliance on resource consents.  

 

11.14 Whilst there have been some new rules introduced, such as: 

 

(a) rules requiring level crossings; 

(b) requirements for end of trip facilities associated with cycle parking; and 

(c) visibility splays, 

 

these are not expected to generate as many consents as the rules that have been 

removed (see Table 2). As a result the number of consents generated by the 

Transport Proposal is expected to be less than the existing Operative District Plans.  
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11.15 This is backed up by an audit by Kimberley Rolton of GHD, where 100 

developments were assessed to see whether they triggered the need for more or 

less resource consents under the Operative District Plan rules or the Stage 1 pRDP 

rules. The sample of 100 developments were taken from a Property Information 

Memorandum (PIM) list of building consents which already had a planning 

assessment undertaken against the provisions of the Operative Plan or alternatively 

from a list of recent non-notified and notified (limited and public) consent application 

decisions (which included an assessment against Operative Plan provisions). 

 

11.16 The report concluded that the Transport Proposal had a decreased reliance on the 

resource consent process, reduced number of development controls and design 

standards and reduced requirements for notification and written approvals. Table 2 

shows the number of non-compliances generated by those 100 developments 

under the operative District Plans and pRDP.  
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Rules Number of non-compliances 

Operative 
District 
Plan1 Rule 
number 

Operative District Plan Rule number 
 
 
 

Under the 
operative 

District Plan 
 

Under the 
pRDP 

2.2.1 - 
2.2.5 

7.2.3.1 Minimum number and dimensions of 
car parks required TOTAL = 48 TOTAL = 41 

- Minimum number of car parks not provided 34 25 

- Minimum number of parking spaces for 
people with disabilities not provided 14 3 

 - Parking spaces not marked 21 11 

- Non-compliance with car park dimensions 14 14 

2.2.6 7.2.3.2 Minimum number of cycle parking 
facilities required TOTAL = 20 TOTAL = 28 

- Minimum number of cycle parks not 
provided 20 23 

- Cycle parks not covered 20 3 

- Non-compliance with cycle park design 
standards 0 1 

 - Minimum number of Showers and Lockers 
not provided 0 1 

2.2.7 7.2.3.3 Minimum number of loading spaces TOTAL = 14 TOTAL = 7 

- Minimum number of loading spaces not 
provided 14 7 

- Non-compliance with loading space 
dimensions 0 0 

2.2.8/ 
2.2.13 

7.2.3.4 Manoeuvring for parking and loading 
areas TOTAL = 13 TOTAL = 11 

- Non-compliance with manoeuvring from 
Parking spaces 13 7 

- Non-compliance with manoeuvring off site 4 4 

2.2.11 7.2.3.5 Gradient of parking and loading areas 0 0 

2.2.15-
2.2.16 

7.2.3.6 Design of parking and loading areas TOTAL = 6 TOTAL = 4 

 - Illumination 3 3 

- Surface of Parking and Loading Areas 6 3 

2.2.10, 
2.2.12, 
2.2.14 

7.2.3.7  Access design TOTAL = 27 TOTAL = 25 

- Vehicle Access 8 8 

- Queuing space 27 16 

- Visibility splay/ Pedestrian Warning device 0 1 

2.3.1, 
2.3.4 - 
2.3.7 

7.2.3.8 Vehicle crossings TOTAL = 6 TOTAL = 4 

- Vehicle Crossing construction 0 0 

- Design of rural Vehicle crossings 0 1 

- Access for rural selling points 0 0 

- Minimum distance between vehicle 
crossings 4 0 

- Maximum number of vehicle crossings 2 1 

- Distance of vehicle crossings from 
intersections 4 2 

- Sightlines to rural roads 0 0 

N/A 7.2.3.9 Location of buildings and access in 
relation to road/rail level crossings 0 0 

- Access/road that crosses a rail line 0 0 

- Road Intersection less than 30m from a 0 0 
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Rules Number of non-compliances 

level crossing 

- Access less than 30m from a level crossing 0 0 

-Setback to level crossing 0 0 

2.3.8 7.2.3.10 High trip generators TOTAL = 23 TOTAL = 17 

- Basic Integrated Transport Assessment 
(does not exceed thresholds in Table 7.1) N/A 13 

- Full Integrated Transport Assessment 
(exceeds thresholds in Table 7.1) N/A 4 

Total number of developments with a transport non-
compliance 46 41 

 Number of developments with transport non-compliances 
that needed consent under other chapters 45 35 

Total Number of developments that needed consent  87 84 

 

Table 2: The number of non-compliances with the transport provisions under the Operative 

and Proposed District Plans 

1 Rule number in City Plan Vol 3, Part 13, unless stated otherwise. 

 

11.17 This analysis showed that out of a random sample of 100 developments:  

 

(a) 84 required resource consents under the pRDP, whereas 87 required 

resource consents under the Operative District Plan 

(b) 41 required resource consent under the Transport provisions of the pRDP, 

compared with 46 requiring resource consents under the Transport 

provisions of the Operative District Plan 

(c) Of 41, all but 4 required consent under other chapters of the pRDP. So 

only 4 developments out of the sample of 100 required resource consent 

solely because of the transport chapter. 

(d) The report concluded that the transport chapter had reduced reliance on 

the resource consent process, requirements for notification and consent 

activity status. 
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12. EXPERT EVALUATION / ASSESSMENT OF ISSUES AND SUBMISSIONS 

 

12.1 Where Council witnesses on the Transport Proposal have suggested amendments 

to the Transport Proposal, I have considered those amendments, discussed them in 

this section of my evidence, and where I agree with the recommendation the 

appropriate changes has been incorporated in  the Revised Proposal. 

 

12.2 This section also covers other issues that were not covered by other Council 

witnesses. For the evaluation of the key changes that were agreed through 

mediation refer to the amendment to the section 32 report in Attachment B.  

 

12.3 I have set out the issues listed in the statement of issues dated 13 March 2015 

below.  Under each of those issues I discuss the submissions that are applicable. 

Issues 24 and 25 on objectives and policies have been addressed first, and then 

the remaining issues are addressed in the same order they appear in the statement 

of issues. 
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13. SUBMISSIONS SEEKING CHANGES TO OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

 
Issue 24 Are the objectives and policies appropriate and clearly expressed? 
 
Issue 25  Do the objectives and/or policies require amendment to achieve 
consistency with the objectives in the Strategic Direction decision? 
 
13.1 There are a number of submission points seeking changes to objectives and 

policies. Submissions on objectives and policies that are relevant to the topics 

mentioned later in this evidence have been considered as part of that topic and are 

not repeated here. However the remaining outstanding submission points on 

changes to objectives and policies are addressed in this section.  

 

Focus on active and public transport and reducing car dependency 

 

13.2 Foodstuffs (705) submits generally that the focus of the Transport Proposal on 

reducing reliance on private motor vehicles will have implications for a range of car-

based large format retail activities, is not effects-based, and overlooks the 

destination shopping role of a supermarket. Likewise in their submissions, 

Progressive Enterprises (790), Bunnings (725) and Kiwi Property Trust (761) seek 

changes to the Transport Proposal because they consider that there is little 

recognition that car based transport will be a viable and practical mode for some 

time.  A number of other submissions have also submitted that the pRDP is too 

focused on active travel modes, at the expense of private vehicles.6 

 

13.3 In their submissions Progressive Enterprises, Bunnings and Kiwi Property Trust 

seek changes to Objective 7.1.1. They propose the following amendments: 

 

iv. that reduces where practical dependency on private motor vehicles 
and promotes the use of public and active transport 

 

13.4 As outlined in Mr Osborne's evidence, the CRPS sets a direction in Objective 6.2.4 

(2) (of the CRPS) to reduce dependency on private motor vehicles and the Strategic 

Directions Proposal must give effect to that as required under the RMA.7 I consider 

that the amendments requested by the submissions8 will not give effect to the 

                                                   
6
 Submissions 377 (Maurice Carter), 378 (Marriner Investments), 379 (Avonhead Mall), 380 (Marriner Investments 

No 1), 381 (Oakvale Farm), 385 (Maurice Carter Charitable Trust), 386 (Carter Group) and 814 (AMP Capital Palms) 
7
  Mr Osborne, Transport Evidence, Annexure A, paragraph 5.14. 

8
 Foodstuffs (705) page 20, Progressive Enterprises Limited (790) page 9, Bunnings Limited (725) page 7, submission 

point 3, Kiwi Property Trust (761) page 8, submission point 4, Maurice R Carter (377) page 2, Marriner Investments 
(378) page 3,  Avonhead Mall (379) page 3, Marriner Investments No 1 (380) page 2, Oakvale Farm (381) page 2, 
Maurice Carter Charitable Trust (385) page 3, AMP Capital Palms (814) page 2. 
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CRPS direction to reduce dependency on private motor vehicles and is also 

contrary to the strategic and statutory transport planning context in Christchurch 

outlined in Mr Osborne’s evidence.  

 

13.5 Objective 7.1.1 (iv) as notified by the Council gives effect to the CRPS by seeking 

development and activities to be located and designed to reduce dependency on 

private motor vehicles. The CRPS does not state that dependency on private motor 

vehicles should only be reduced where practical. I consider that increasing the 

uptake of active and public transport is not the only way to reduce private motor 

vehicle dependency. Minimising the need to travel (for example by co-locating 

compatible activities) can also reduce private motor vehicle dependency. So even 

for developments that have difficulties in supporting an increased uptake of active 

and public transport, I consider they can still reduce private motor vehicle 

dependency. 

 

13.6 Policy 6.3.4 (2) of the CRPS, contains a “where possible” qualifier in relation to new 

building projects supporting increased uptake of active and public transport, and 

providing opportunities for modal choice.  The CRPS is a regional document and 

Objective 6.2.4 (2) applies to Greater Christchurch. There are some parts of 

Greater Christchurch where there is not public transport, so I consider that the 

"where possible" qualifier is referring to those areas of Greater Christchurch without 

public transport. However the majority of the Christchurch district has access to 

public transport or are small communities where there are some opportunities for 

walking and cycling. Over 90% of households in Christchurch are within 500m of a 

public transport route. So the "where possible" qualifier is not, in my view, 

necessary or applicable to the majority of Christchurch district.  

 

13.7 Even though some developments may be able to reduce the reliance on private 

motor vehicles to a greater extent than others, including the qualifier would weaken 

the policy direction for all potential development, which I consider would make the 

policy almost worthless.  

 

13.8 Furthermore in my view the CRPS is not the only document that can be relied on to 

support the direction in Objective 7.1.1. As Mr Osborne has outlined in his 
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evidence,9 there are a number of other transport planning documents that support 

this direction. In particular: 

 

(a) Action 2.2.1 on page 52 of the CTSP states that “businesses and services 

should be in the right location to best support transport choice and 

increase opportunities for multi-purpose trips, reducing travel demand and 

distances travelled, especially by car”.  

(b) Action 36(a) of the LURP requires the proposed Replacement District Plan 

to include measures to support the implementation of CTSP.  

(c) the GCTS10 includes the following objective: "Provide more options for 

people to walk, cycle and use public transport"; and  

(d) Action 36(ii) of the LURP requires the Council in the district plan review "to 

provide for land use and transport network integration, including… support 

for transport choice, including walking, cycling and public transport". 

 

13.9 As mentioned earlier, I consider that reducing dependency on private motor 

vehicles is not about forcing people to travel in private motor vehicles less, but 

rather making other travel choices more viable options so that people have greater 

choices and are less dependent on having to use private motor vehicles. Seeking 

that development and activities are located and designed to reduce dependency on 

private motor vehicles, whether it be through encouraging other travel options or 

reducing the need to travel, will support increasing travel choices, as sought by the 

GCTS, LURP and CTSP. Therefore I consider it appropriate that Objective 7.1.1 

has not repeated Objective 6.2.4(2) of the CRPS verbatim, but I consider that 

Objective 7.1.1 reflects the general overall direction in Objective 6.2.4(2) and the 

other strategic and statutory transport planning documents in Christchurch.  

 

 

13.10 The objectives and policies that seek a reduction in dependency on motor vehicles 

and promotion of public and active transport is focusing on the city as a whole. For 

an individual site these objectives and policies can be balanced with other 

objectives and policies. 

 

                                                   
9
  Mr Osborne, Transport Evidence, Annexure A. 

10
  Objective Page 6 of Greater Christchurch Transport Statement   
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13.11  I consider reducing private motor vehicle dependency is achievable and aligned 

with strategic and statutory transport planning documents in Christchurch. 

Therefore I consider that these submission points should be rejected. 

 

Rail Public transport 

 

13.12 A number of submitters have sought that the Transport Proposal should include 

reference to use of rail for public transport. I consider the pRDP does not prevent 

the rail network from being used for public transport. Council is working with other 

transport agencies in Christchurch to investigate the potential for the use of rail for 

Public Transport. The rail corridors are currently designated in the operative District 

Plan. KiwiRail have requested that the rail network continues to be designated 

(through the rolling over of its designations). These designations were subject to the 

hearings on Proposal 10 and no submissions were received against the 

designation. These designations do not prevent the rail network from being used for 

public transport. Therefore, I do not consider that any other amendments are 

required to the pRDP in response to submissions seeking rail to be used for public 

transport. Whether rail is used for public transport is subject to other legislation, 

plans and processes, which are outside the scope of this District Plan.  

 

Reverse sensitivity 

 

13.13 Submissions from Kiwi Rail (897), Lyttelton Port Company (915), Christchurch 

International Airport (863) and the Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (886), 

have sought changes regarding reverse sensitivity. As mentioned in section 13 of 

the Statement of Issues these submissions relate to reverse sensitivity which is 

covered by Proposal 6 (General rules) in the now notified Stage 2 of the District 

Plan Review. Furthermore Objective 3.3.12 (Infrastructure) of the decision version 

of the Strategic Directions Chapter already provides an objective for reverse 

sensitivity by seeking to protect strategic infrastructure by avoiding adverse effects 

and management effects from infrastructure whilst having regards to the benefits of 

infrastructure. I therefore recommend no amendment to the transport proposal as a 

result of these submissions. 

 

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 32 of 448



 

10pm.docx  33 
 

Scope of the Transport Objectives and Policies  

 

13.14 A number of submissions suggest that the notified transport objectives and policies 

placed too much emphasis on 'non-transport matters' and their relationship to the 

transport system and effects of traffic. Through mediation some submitters have 

identified that they have concerns with Ngai Tahu / Manawhenua values being 'non-

transport matters'. Whereas Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd / Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu 

(1145) have sought more emphasis on Ngai Tahu / Manawhenua values.  

 

13.15 In my opinion, in order to achieve a more integrated transport system it is important 

that transport and “non-transport" issues are considered together, so that decisions 

on transport are not made in 'silos' without considering other factors. Recognising 

Iwi values such as Ngai Tahu / Manawhenua values is an important aspect of the 

RMA. For example this is referred to in the following sections of the RMA: 

 
6 Matters of national importance 

 

In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and 

powers under it, in relation to managing the use, development, and protection 

of natural and physical resources, shall recognise and provide for the 

following matters of national importance: … 

(e) the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their 

ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga: 

  

8 Treaty of Waitangi 

In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and 

powers under it, in relation to managing the use, development, and protection 

of natural and physical resources, shall take into account the principles of the 

Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi). 

  
13.16 I therefore consider it is necessary to refer to Ngai Tahu / Manawhenua values in 

the Objectives and Policies of the Transport Proposal to achieve the purpose of the 

RMA. Some suggested changes to the reference to Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua 

values in the Objectives and Policies have been accepted to ensure they focus on 

outcomes rather than methods. Detail of how to recognise Ngai Tahu / 

Manawhenua values has been added to the matters of discretion for full ITAs in 

7.3.19. 
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Increase requirements to address issues for people whose mobility is restricted 

 

13.17 Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd and Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu (1145) and the Blind 

Foundation (1170) have sought that the District Plan provides for people whose 

mobility is restricted.  Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd / Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu have 

suggested changes. However no specific relief has been provided by the Blind 

Foundation. The proposal provides provisions to address some issues for people 

whose mobility is restricted, for example requirements for mobility parking. Changes 

have been made in the Revised Proposal to further improve access for people 

whose mobility is restricted, for example to improve access to mobility parking by 

ensuring the clearance height for access to these car parks that is sufficient to cater 

for larger vehicles that can be used by people whose mobility is restricted. This 

change has been made to Appendix 7.7 of the Revised Proposal. I consider that, 

due to these changes, the submissions are accepted in part.  

 

Emergency services 

 

13.18 The Crown (495) and St Johns (785) have sought recognition of emergency 

services in the Objectives and Policies of the Transport proposal. As mentioned 

before, Objective 3.3.13 of the Strategic Directions chapter decision recognises 

emergency services. There have also been changes to rules in the Transport 

Proposal to provide for emergency services, for example in Appendix 7.7. The 

objectives and policies already recognise and provide for all access for all people 

and activities. In my view, specifically mentioning emergency service vehicles will 

add repetition to the District Plan, as it is already covered by the Strategic 

Directions chapter. Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter seeks that the 

District Plan, uses clear and concise language. I consider repetition should be 

avoided, where possible. I consider that these submissions are accepted in part, 

due to the changes to the rules to provide for emergency services. 

 

Strategic transport links 

 

13.19 Submissions from Christchurch International Airport Limited (863), Lyttelton Port 

Company (915), and Waterloo Park Ltd (920), have sought additions to Objective 

7.1.1. to improve the recognition of transport links to strategic transport 

infrastructure. Objective 1 already provides for a safe and effective transport 

system. In particular the strategic transport network provides links to strategic 
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transport infrastructure such as the port and airport and I consider that the addition 

sought by the Crown (495) to Policy 7.1.1.1 addresses this, and I have therefore 

updated the Revised Proposal. Therefore I consider that the submissions are 

accepted in part. 

 

13.20 Some submissions have raised concerns about the mention of freight in Policy 

7.1.1.1. The reference to freight is not to place greater emphasis on freight than 

active and public transport and other transport modes, but rather to ensure that 

freight is considered. Active and public transport is also considered through other 

policies, such as policy 7.1.1.6. I have not made any amendments to the Proposal 

in response to these submissions. 

 

Increase support for Freight 

 

13.21 The Crown has sought that the District Plan provide more support for freight. 

However no specific relief has been suggested. I consider that the proposal already 

provides provisions to address some issues for freight, for example requirements 

for loading spaces for heavy vehicles in Appendix 7.3. Reference to freight has 

been added to the objectives and policies, which will support freight in Policy 

7.1.1.1. I consider that due to this change the submissions are accepted in part.  
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14. SUBMISSIONS ON THE TOPIC OF CAR PARKING 

 

Background to pRDP provisions for car parking  
 
14.1 The City Plan requires activities to provide car parks where there could be adverse 

effects from increased on-street parking. The provision of off-street car parking for 

each activity minimises the adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the 

adjoining road network from parking and manoeuvring vehicles, and as a related 

matter, inconvenience and loss of amenity to surrounding residents from on street 

parking. However, the parking requirements are set at a level to seek a balance 

between protecting safety and efficiency of the adjoining road network, and 

discouraging the oversupply of parking, which could discourage the use of walking, 

cycling and public transport, and affect economic growth by adding the additional 

costs of providing parking to development. The BPDP has similar rules. 

 

14.2 The City Plan also manages car parking through: 

 

(a) requiring a minimum number of car parks for people with disabilities to be 

provided per activity. The parking provision for people with disabilities reflects 

the need of people with disabilities for accessible and larger car parks, due to 

the more limited range of transport modes that some people with disabilities 

may be able to easily use.  

(b) managing the design and dimensions of parking and associated 

manoeuvring; this includes: 

(i) standards for the gradient of off-street parking surfaces for all non-

residential activities; 

(ii) requiring parking areas for certain activities to be lit when used at 

night, and 

(iii) requiring parking areas for certain activities to be formed, sealed 

and drained. 

 

14.3 The pRDP has continued this approach to managing car parking. However it has 

made several changes, including: 

 

(a) Parking for high trip generating activities is proposed to be managed 

through an ITA rather than minimum parking requirements. 
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(b) No parking required for activities that are not high trip generating activities 

in Local and Neighbourhood Centres. 

(c) Car parking requirements have been reviewed and altered based on 

assessment of research into parking demand and surveys, and 

comparison with other planning documents to reduce inconsistencies.  

(d) The parking reduction adjustment factors in Appendix 7.14 have been 

introduced to provide more guidance and incentives to manage parking 

demand.  These factors are based on Victoria Transport Policy Institute’s 

Parking Management Strategies, Evaluation and Planning report and the 

operative Tauranga City District Plan. 

(e) The parking dimensions have been reviewed and amended where 

necessary to cater for an 85 percentile design motor car (as shown by 

Appendix 7.4 of the proposal).  

(f) Car parking requirements for people with disabilities have been altered to 

align with the New Zealand Standard 4121: 2001. 

(g) A requirement that buildings with a gross floor area greater than 2500m2 

provide car parking for people with disabilities, even if no other parking is 

provided.  This has been introduced to align with the CCRP. 

 

Issue 1 Should car parking be managed by minimum, maximum or no car 
parking requirements? 

 
 
14.4 There are over 350 submission points on car parking11. While some submitters 

wanted to increase the minimum car parking standards, others wanted to reduce 

them. Over 300 of those made the following point or had very similar wording. 

 
“Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot. Remove minimum car 

parking requirements from developments and limit their sprawl. Let's not have 

a city in a car park.” 

 

14.5 One of the key elements of the approach to car parking in the pRDP, compared with 

the City Plan is the reduction in the requirement to provide a minimum number of 

car parks for some activities. As shown by Section 11 of this evidence this approach 

of reducing minimum car parking requirements will reduce reliance on resource 

consent process as sought by Objective 3.3.2(a) of the Strategic Directions Chapter 

and Clause (a) of the Statement of Expectations in the Order. Out of all the 

                                                   
11

  The vast majority are pro forma submissions from the do.good website and Generation Zero forms. 
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transport rules in the City Plan and BPDP, minimum car parking rules generated the 

greatest number of resource consents (see table 1).  

 
14.6 Mr Paul Roberts has addressed the topic of car parking in his evidence.  I have 

read his evidence and rely on his expert opinion. In general, he is recommending 

retention of the approach that was proposed in the notified version of the pRDP with 

some minor changes.  

 

14.7 In response to submissions, Mr Roberts has recommended that for some activities 

the minimum parking requirements be changed from what was in the notified 

version of the proposal. He has also recommended some changes to the parking 

reduction factors to enable the minimum parking requirements to be reduced for 

activities that satisfy some of the factors.  I have read his evidence and rely on his 

expert opinion.  This approach of reducing minimum parking requirements goes 

somewhat to addressing what the submitters are seeking.  

 

14.8 I have also read and rely on Mr Nunn's evidence in terms of minimum parking 

requirements. Minimum parking requirements have therefore been reduced and 

removed in some cases from what was required in the existing Plans. The areas 

where minimum parking requirements have been retained are those where the 

costs of providing the required car parks are low as car parks are typically provided 

anyway (such as in industrial zones and requiring at least one car park for each 

residential unit), or where costs of parking management are higher due to the 

limited supply of on-street parking and public off-street parking (such as District 

Centres).  

 

14.9 I consider the proposed car parking provisions in the pRDP strike a balance to 

achieve the right amount of car parking, neither an undersupply nor oversupply. For 

high trip generating activities, parking will be assessed on a case by case basis 

through an ITA (discussed in more detail in the section of this evidence covering 

Issue 19) to achieve an appropriate supply of car parking for that particular activity 

in that particular location.  

 

14.10 If there are occasions where the minimum parking requirements in the pRDP are 

not sufficient to prevent significant adverse effects from on street parking occurring, 

then there is still the ability to manage on-street parking through road management 

practices such as imposing time limits, restrictions or pricing for on-street parking 
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through other legislation outside of District Plan, and making active and public 

transport more viable transport options. 

 

14.11 This issue of car parking supply was discussed at the expert conferencing. The 

result was that the transport experts agreed that parking supply should be managed 

through minimum parking requirements. 

 

Issue 2  Are there certain activities that should be required to provide more or  

  less car parking? 

 

14.12 A number of submitters12 sought a change to the particular minimum parking 

standards for certain activities, often suggesting a specific alternative minimum 

parking standard for that activity. Submitters sought changes to the specific 

minimum parking standards for development such as EDM/CHRM housing, 

emergency services facilities, student hostels, retirement villages, the Salvation 

Army site in Addington, trade and yard based suppliers, community facilities, drive 

through services, food and beverage outlets, and un-staffed utilities. 

 

14.13 In his evidence Mr Roberts recommends some minor changes to car parking 

requirements and rates for some specific activities to address points raised in 

submissions. These changes have been made to the Revised Proposal at Appendix 

7.1.  

 

Parking for Residential Units 

 

14.14 There were some submitters13 who sought that residential units should provide 

more parking. The Transport Proposal requires one car park per house for 

residential units less than 150m2 GFA. For residential units with a GFA of 150m2 or 

greater, two car parks are required. In many locations the City Plan requires two car 

parks per house. So this change is proposed to contribute to making housing more 

affordable by reducing the amount of land required to provide car parks. Figures 

                                                   
12

  McDonalds (388) pages 5-6, Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association (738) page 4, Ryman (745) page 25, 
Salvation Army (422) page 9, Crown (495) page 125, Deidre Wood (1191) page 4, Hagley - Ferrymead Community 
Board (803) page 3, Chorus (364) page 8, Spark (363) page 8. 

13
  Malcolm Leigh (435) page 7, Akaroa Civic Trust (340) page 2, Alida Fletcher (1091) page 2, Fendalton - Waimairi 

Community Board (818) page 4, Jolene Oldman (851) page 5, Jan Cook (808) page 2. 
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from the 2013 census show that on average in Christchurch there are less than two 

motor vehicles per household.14  

 

14.15 Requiring every house to provide parking for at least two motor vehicles would 

impose costs on the average household greater than what they actually require. It is 

not proposed to impose a maximum on the number of car parks that a residential 

unit can provide, so households that have two or more motor vehicles still have the 

ability to provide enough car parks to accommodate their needs.  

 

Parking for Residential Units in Akaroa 

 
14.16 Akaroa Civic Trust (340) suggested that there should be different parking 

requirements for residential units in Akaroa and more car parks per household 

should be required in Akaroa than the rest of Christchurch District. However 

households in Akaroa have a similar number of cars on average as the rest of 

Christchurch District. On average there was 1.6 motor vehicles per household in 

Akaroa (slightly less than the average for the rest of the Christchurch District). 

Therefore, I consider that Akaroa does not require different parking requirements 

from the rest of Christchurch District.  

 
Issue 3 Does the District Plan need to regulate the number of car parking spaces for 

people with disabilities?  In particular, do residential activities or activities 

providing no other car parking need to provide car parking spaces for people 

with disabilities? 

 

Car parking for people with disabilities 

 

14.17 A number of submissions were received on car parking for people with disabilities15. 

The submissions fell into a number of categories: 

 

(a) Some submissions were in support of the pRDP requirements for car 

parking for people with disabilities; 

(b) Some submissions sought to remove or reduce the requirement for 

residential activities to provide parking spaces with people with disabilities; 

                                                   
14

             The Census recorded that there were 129,078 households in Christchurch and these households had access to 

approximately 220,000 motor vehicles. On average there was 1.7 motor vehicles per household in Christchurch. 
15

 Fredrik Rohs (1051) page 8, Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association (738) page 4, Urbis TPD Limited (1074) page 4, 
Crown (495) page 124, NZIA Canterbury Branch (307) page 8,  Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd and Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu (1145) 
page 24,  Spreydon / Heathcote Community Board (899) page 4, K I Commercial Limited (789) page 7,  Ryman Healthcare 
Limited (745) page 24. 
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(c) Some sought a change to the requirements for activities with no other car 

parks; and 

(d) Some sought a change to assessment matters for car parking for people 

with disabilities.  

 

14.18 The minimum parking spaces required under the pRDP for people with disabilities 

have been updated to align with the latest requirements in the Building Code. 

Through mediation, the Canterbury District Health Board (648) has suggested that 

parking for people with disabilities is more appropriately referred to as mobility 

parking. From here on in this evidence and in the Revised Proposal, parking for 

people with disabilities is referred to as mobility parking. A definition for mobility 

parking has also been included. 

 

14.19 There have been suggestions during informal mediation that there is no need to 

include requirements for mobility parking spaces in the pRDP, as it is covered under 

the Building Code. However the Building Code is based on the provision of 

standard car parks, so where no standard car parks are provided, the Building Code 

is silent on whether mobility parking spaces are required. Since the pRDP has 

removed some of the minimum parking requirements this will mean that mobility 

parking spaces will not necessarily be triggered under the Building Code. However 

since people whose mobility is restricted often rely on these parking spaces, as they 

may have limited transport choices, in my view the pRDP should contain a 

requirement that buildings over 2,500 m2 of GFA are required to provide mobility 

parking spaces even if no other parking is provided. This aligns with a similar 

requirement in the Central City in the CCRP. 

 

14.20 The requirement for residential activities to provide mobility parking spaces was 

proposed as this is one of the lifemark standards. However as the lifemark 

standards are now proposed to be removed from the residential proposal, the 

requirement for private car parks associated with residential activities to provide 

mobility parking has also been removed from Appendix 7.1 in the Revised Proposal. 

 

14.21 Mr Roberts is not proposing any other changes to the requirements for mobility 

parking.  I consider that the requirements for mobility parking as set out in the pRDP 

strike an appropriate balance between providing for people whose mobility is 

restricted and not imposing significant costs on developments to provide these 

spaces. 
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Issue 4  Should car parking be required to be sealed or should permeable  

  surfacing be permitted? 

 

14.22 The Crown (495) supported the requirements regarding sealing of parking and 

loading areas in Rule 7.2.3.6b as notified on the basis it is consistent with the 

operational requirements of the fire stations in relation to the formation of parking 

areas. However the New Zealand Institute of Architects (307) opposed these 

requirements. Mr Lloyd has considered these issues and I rely on his view, that not 

all car parking surfaces should be sealed if permeable surfaces can be shown to be 

suitable, acceptable and appropriate for the intended users and use.16 Thus Rule 

7.2.3.6b has been retained as notified. However an assessment matter has been 

added at 7.3.9 so that permeable surfaces can be specifically considered for a 

development if appropriate.  

 

Issue 5  Are the standards regarding the design and layout of car parking  

  appropriate? 

 

14.23 Standards regarding the design and layout of car parking have been included in the 

pRDP, rather than incorporating external documents by reference. External 

documents can be subject to changes so including the standards directly in the 

pRDP provides certainty as to what the parking design standards will be and avoids 

the need to undertake plan changes every time parking design standards and 

dimensions in an external document change or are updated. 

 
14.24 The Crown sought that note(s) in Appendix 7.1 (Table 7.4.), which requires a 

setback between car parking spaces and columns, be deleted. This has been 

assessed by Mr Lloyd in his evidence and I agree with his conclusion that deletion 

of this note is appropriate.17 This change is set out in Appendix 7.1 of the Revised 

Proposal.  

 
 

                                                   
16

  Mr Lloyd, Transport Evidence, paragraph 6.1. 
17

  Mr Lloyd, Transport Evidence, paragraph 4.11. 
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Issue 6  Are the matters of discretion for car parking appropriate? 

 

14.25 Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd and Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu (1145) have sought an 

additional assessment matter for car parking to consider Ngai Tahu Values. 

 

14.26 This has been assessed and accepted that this additional matter of discretion is 

appropriate as recognition, protection and enhancement of Ngai Tahu Values are 

sought by the objectives and policies of this proposal. This assessment matter has 

been added to the matters of discretion 7.3.1 in the Revised Proposal.  

 

Issue 7  Are the Parking Reduction Factors in Appendix 7.14 appropriate? 

 

14.27 As mentioned, parking reduction factors have been provided in Appendix 7.14 to 

provide more guidance, through providing a framework to assess whether a 

reduction in parking supply from the minimum car parking requirements is 

appropriate, and incentives to manage parking demand. This is a similar approach 

to the Operative Tauranga City District Plan, and provides more certainty than the 

Operative Christchurch District Plans as to what reduction in parking supply may be 

acceptable. The factors are based on Victoria Transport Policy Institute’s Parking 

Management Strategies, Evaluation and Planning report18. 

 

14.28 Submissions wanting changes to the parking reduction factors in Appendix 7.14 fell 

into a number of categories: 

 

(a) a small number wanted to remove uncertainty by making some reductions 

automatic;  

(b) one submission wanted to limit the total reduction in required parking to 

10%; and  

(c) one submission wanted to add an additional disability parking factor.  

 

14.29 Mr Roberts has addressed the topic of parking reduction factors in his evidence. I 

have read his evidence and rely on his expert opinion in recommending that some 

changes should be made to the parking reduction factors. These changes has been 

made to Appendix 7.14 of the Revised Proposal.  

 

                                                   
18

  Litman, T (2013) Parking Management Strategies, Evaluation and Planning report. Victoria Transport Policy Institute. 
http://www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf (Accessed 26 May 2015) 
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15. SUBMISSIONS ON THE TOPIC OF CYCLE PARKING 

 

Background to pRDP provisions for Cycle Parking/ Active Transport 
 
15.1 The City Plan requires a minimum number of cycle parks to be provided per activity. 

The pRDP has continued this approach of managing cycle parking. However it has 

made a number of changes, including: 

 

(a) Introduction of requirements for end of trip facilities. 

(b) Changes to cycle parking requirements as outlined in Ms Ward's evidence.  

(c) Introduction of safety requirements for certain frequently used accesses to 

have visibility splays (i.e. areas adjacent to access that are free of visual 

obstructions) or audio/visual warning methods to improve safety. This is a 

new rule that was introduced for the Central City through the CCRP. It is 

now proposed to extend it to apply to the rest of the city. The requirement 

is based on standards from the NZ Transport Agency’s pedestrian planning 

and design guide. 

 

15.2 There are many benefits that can accrue from the use of cycles; the Council actively 

encourages their use in and around the city. Council is planning to invest $156 

million in building a network of cycle routes segregated from traffic, over the next 

seven years. The provision of cycle parks and end of trip facilities supports that 

public investment as another means of encouraging people to use cycles. The more 

secure and easily accessible the cycle parking facilities, the more likely it is these 

facilities will have a more significant positive effect on the increase in cycling as a 

mode of transport, and a reduction of private motor vehicle dependency and thus 

traffic volumes and the associated effects of traffic. Christchurch has higher rates of 

cycling than most other areas in New Zealand, so it is important to provide for 

cycling in Christchurch. 

 

15.3 The provision at vehicle access points of safety features, to slow vehicles and to 

ensure drivers, cyclists and pedestrians are aware of each other when vehicles 

exiting from an access are crossing over a footpath, will help to improve safety. 

 

Issue 8 Are the requirements regarding cycle parking appropriate?  

 
15.4 There were over 30 submission points on cycle parking.  Ten submissions were in 

support of the cycle parking requirements in the Transport Proposal and some 
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submissions sought that the cycle parking requirements are reduced or removed.  

Eliot Sinclair (928) sought that breaches of cycle parking requirements should not 

be publically or limited notified.  

 
15.5 Ms Jeanette Ward has addressed the topic of cycle parking in her evidence. I have 

read her evidence and rely on her expert opinion in recommending retention of the 

requirement for cycle parks to be provided.19   

 
15.6 One of the key elements of the approach to cycle parking in the pRDP, compared 

with the Operative District Plan is the addition of requirements for the location and 

design of cycle parking.  

 

15.7 Ms Ward has explained that specific requirements for the design and location of 

cycle parks is considered necessary to avoid substandard outcomes, are best 

practice, and are not considered onerous. Promotion of cycling is supported by the 

statutory and strategic transport planning context in Christchurch (mentioned in 

Section 5 of this evidence).  Ms Ward20 has also said that cycle parking is important 

to support this vision of the promotion of cycling. Clause (c) of the Statement of 

Expectations in the Order also requires that the District Plan: 

 
"provides for the effective functioning of the urban environment of the 

Christchurch district, reflecting the changes resulting from the Canterbury 

earthquakes, including changes to population, land suitability, infrastructure, 

and transport". 

 
15.8 I consider that these additional requirements are necessary to support the 

functioning of the city, as cycling in Christchurch is a key transport option and there 

is significant investment in and support for cycling (as mentioned in the statutory 

and strategic transport planning context in Section 5 of this evidence) as an option 

to keep people moving around the Christchurch as the City grows and recovers 

from the earthquakes. Mr Peter Nunns' evidence has outlined the economic effects 

of cycle parking requirements. In his expert opinion, there are economic benefits to 

increasing cycle parking requirements. I have read his evidence and rely on his 

expert opinion. 

 

                                                   
19

  Ms Jeanette Ward, Transport Evidence, paragraph 7.4. 
20

  Ms Jeanette Ward, Transport Evidence, paragraph 10.15. 
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Minimum cycle parking standards  

 

15.9 A number of submitters have sought a change to the cycle parking requirements 

and in particular, minimum cycle parking standards for particular activities (often 

suggesting a specific alternative minimum cycle parking standard for that activity)21. 

Submitters have sought changes to the specific minimum parking standards for 

EDM/CHRM housing, fire and ambulance stations, schools, residential units, 

student hostels, retirement villages, and staff cycle parking requirements. Some 

submitters have sought greater requirements for cycle parking to be covered and 

some submitters opposed the requirement to cover cycle parks.  Ms Ward is 

recommending some minor changes to cycle parking requirements to address 

points raised in submissions. These changes are set out at Appendix 7.2 of the 

Revised Proposal.  

 

Matters of discretion for cycle parking 

 

15.10 Some submitters have sought changes to the matters of discretion for cycle 

parking. This has been assessed by Ms Ward at section 9 of her evidence. She has 

proposed an additional assessment matter relating to cycle parking demand in 

response to the submissions. This change is set out in the matters of discretion 

7.3.4 of the Revised Proposal. 

 

Issue 9 Should the District Plan regulate the number of showers and lockers for 

activities that provide cycle parking? 

 

15.11 There are a number of submissions that seek changes to requirements for showers 

and lockers22. In consideration of the submissions on the requirements for showers 

and lockers, Ms Ward has recommended the removal of the requirements to 

provide lockers, but retention of the requirement for showers. I rely on her expert 

opinion.23  This change has been made to the copy of the Revised Proposal at 

Appendix 7.2. 

 

                                                   
21

 Urbis TPD Limited (1074) page 5, Crown (495) page 128, Ryman Healthcare Limited (745) page 6, University of Canterbury (797) 
pages 10-11, Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of Technology (756) pages 11-12 

22
 Crown (495) pages 129-130, Bunnings Limited (725) page 19, Scentre New Zealand Limited (742) page 15, Kiwi Property 

Holdings Ltd Kiwi Property Trust (761) page 20,   University of Canterbury (797) page 11, Environ Projects Ltd and Luney 
Developments Ltd (810) page 8, Urbis (1074) page 5, Papanui Properties Limited (1188) page 9, NZIA Canterbury Branch (307) 
page 8, Andrew Evans (1181) page 4. 

23
  Ms Ward, Transport Evidence, paragraph 10.4. 
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15.12 I consider that provision of showers can encourage cycling and the promotion of 

cycling which is supported by the statutory and strategic transport planning context 

in Christchurch (mentioned in Section 5 of this evidence). 

 

15.13 Mr Nunns has outlined the costs and benefits of showers as an end of trip facility at 

Section 7 of his evidence.  I rely on that evidence in forming my view.  
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16. SUBMISSIONS ON THE TOPIC OF LOADING PROVISIONS 

 

Background to pRDP provisions for loading  
 
16.1 The City Plan manages loading through: 

 

(a) requiring a minimum number of loading spaces to be provided per activity. 

The provision of loading spaces for each activity minimises the adverse 

effects on the safety and efficiency of the adjoining road network, if 

vehicles need to off-load and on-load goods on site. Vehicles loading on-

street can also have adverse effects on the amenity of an area and 

pedestrian accessibility, if the footpath is used to store goods whilst they 

are being loading onto or off vehicles. 

(b) managing the design and dimensions of loading and associated 

manoeuvring; this includes: 

(i) standards for the gradient of off-street loading surfaces for all non-

residential activities; 

(ii) requiring loading areas for certain activities to be lit when used at night; 

and 

(iii) requiring on-site loading areas for certain activities to be formed, sealed 

and drained. 

 

16.2 The pRDP has continued this approach to managing loading. However it has made 

several changes, including on-site loading not being required if on-site car parks are 

not provided. 

  

Issue 10 Are there certain activities that should be required to provide more  
or less loading spaces? 

 
16.3 There are over 10 submission points on loading. There were no submissions that 

specifically sought the removal of loading requirements in general. A number of 

submitters sought a change to the particular loading space requirements for 

particular activities, often suggesting a specific alternative minimum loading space 

requirement for that activity24. A number of submitters also sought changes to the 

specific minimum loading space standards for large format retail, fire and 

                                                   
24

 Crown (495),  Bunnings Limited (725), Mobil Oil NZ, Z Energy Ltd and BP Oil NZ Ltd (723), Mobil Oil New Zealand 
Ltd (988),  Urbis (1074), Papanui Properties Limited (1188/1189), Harvey Norman (288), Foodstuffs (705), Ilam 
and Upper Riccarton Residents Association (738 
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ambulance stations, warehousing and distribution activities, service stations, and 

student hostels. 

 
16.4 Mr Warren Lloyd has addressed the topic of loading in his evidence. I have read his 

evidence and rely on his expert opinion. My Lloyd generally recommends retention 

of the approach to loading that was proposed in the pRDP, but has recommended 

some minor changes to loading requirements and rates for some specific activities 

to address these points raised in submissions.25 These changes have been made to 

the Revised Proposal at Appendix 7.3.  

 

16.5 The expert conferencing report states that the experts agree that Appendix 7.3 

‘loading areas’, Clause 1E should be amended to read, “any space required for 

loading other than for a residential activity shall be available and conveniently 

located in relation to the buildings for staff and visitors…”. The experts consider 

that the absence of a provision specifying the location of loading bays within a site 

can create imbalances in the provision between activities.  From a planning 

perspective, I consider that this additional wording is not specific enough and is 

subjective, which could create enforcement issues, as a debate could arise as to 

what does "conveniently located" mean. Also I do not consider that is necessary for 

Council to manage the internal location of an on-site loading area in relation to the 

buildings on a private site. Thus this change has not been made to the Revised 

Proposal. 

 
Issue 11 Do loading spaces need to be on-site or can off-site / on-street  

  loading be used to meet the loading needs of an activity? 

 

16.6 The Crown sought that the loading space requirements enable the consideration of 

on-street or off-site loading space requirements. I have considered Mr Lloyd's 

evidence on this topic and rely on this opinion. I accept that what the Crown is 

suggesting is a relevant consideration and therefore an assessment matter has 

been added to enable the consideration of whether on-street loading facilities are 

appropriate. This change has been made to the matters of discretion at 7.3.5 of the 

Revised Proposal.  

 

                                                   
25

  Mr Lloyd, Transport Evidence, paragraphs 7.1 and 7.2. 
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17. SUBMISSIONS ON THE TOPIC OF ACCESS, MANOEUVRING AND OTHER 

TECHNICAL STANDARDS 

 

Issue 12 Are the access and manoeuvring standards appropriate?  

 

Background to pRDP provisions for access management? 
 
17.1 The existing plans have a number of provisions to manage access and 

manoeuvring to prevent safety and traffic efficiency issues, for example reducing 

vehicles reversing onto busy roads (including key freight routes). The pRDP has 

continued this approach of managing access and manoeuvring. However it has 

made changes, including: 

 

(a) Introducing rules about accesses and activities near road / rail level 

crossings. 

(b) Narrower maximum formed widths to reduce the speed that vehicles cross 

the footpath thus improving safety for pedestrians. 

(c) Wider minimum legal widths to allow for landscaping. 

(d) Updating maximum access gradients to align with latest standards. 

(e) Reducing queuing space requirements in cases where consents were 

typically granted for these breaches anyway. 

 

17.2 There were over 20 submission points on access and manoeuvring standards. A 

number of submissions have been lodged on access design rule 7.2.3.726. These 

submissions fall into the following categories: 

 

(a) Some of these submissions seek the removal of the maximum formed 

width standard; and 

(b) Others have sought changes to queuing space and visibility splay 

requirements.  

 
17.3 Mr Warren Lloyd has addressed the topic of access and manoeuvring standards in 

his evidence. I have read his evidence and rely on his expert opinion.27 Generally, 

he is recommending retention of the approach to access and manoeuvring 

standards that was proposed in the pRDP. The provisions in the pRDP were put in 

                                                   
26

 Urbis TPD Limited (1074); Crown (495). Calder Stewart Industries Ltd (741); Kennaway Park Joint Venture 
Partnership (787); Davie Lovell-Smith Ltd (969); Calder Stewart Industries Ltd (985); The Order of St John,  South 
Island Region Trust Board (785) 

27
  Mr Lloyd, Transport Evidence, paragraphs 4.12 to 4.22. 
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place to protect the safety and efficiency of the transport network and similar 

requirements were contained in the Operative Christchurch City Plan. Compared to 

the parking provisions, the access and manoeuvring standards are likely to 

generate fewer resource consents, as shown by Section 11 of this evidence. Mr 

Lloyd has recommended some minor changes to access and manoeuvring 

standards for some specific activities to address these points raised in 

submissions.28 These changes have been made to the Appendices in the Revised 

Proposal.  

 

17.4 In particular Mr Lloyd is recommending that there are some changes to access 

standards for emergency service facilities and that some changes to enable 

improved access for fire appliances.29 I rely on Mr Lloyd's evidence and from a 

planning perspective consider those changes to be appropriate to give effect to 

Objective 3.3.13 of the Strategic Directions chapter decision: 

 

3.3.13 Objective - Emergency services and public safety 

Recovery of, and provision for, comprehensive emergency services through 

the city, including for their necessary access to properties and water required 

for firefighting. 

 

 

Issue 13 Is the requirement to design certain activities to prevent vehicles 

reversing onto the transport network too onerous? 

 
17.5 The submissions of New Zealand Institute of Architects (307) and Andrew Evans 

(1181) opposed requirements for certain sites to be required to be designed to 

prevent vehicles reversing onto roads. Mr Lloyd has considered these submissions 

and I rely on his view.30 I consider the provisions controlling access and 

manoeuvring are necessary due to the road safety issue that Mr Lloyd has 

expressed in his evidence. 

 

Issue 14 Are the standards relating to rail level crossings appropriate?  

 

17.6 The pRDP has introduced new standards in relation to rail level crossings at the 

request of KiwiRail. Similar requests have been made to other Councils and a 

                                                   
28

  Mr Lloyd, Transport Evidence, paragraphs 4.14-4.16, 4.18, and 4.19. 
29

  Mr Lloyd, Transport Evidence, paragraphs 8.3 and 8.4. 
30

  Mr Lloyd, Transport Evidence, paragraphs 4.20 to 4.22. 
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number of recent District Plan reviews across New Zealand have introduced similar 

rail level crossing requirements. As shown by an internal audit of 100 developments 

against the proposed district plan rules in Section 11, it is unlikely that these rules 

will generate many consents. No submissions have been received in opposition to 

the rail level crossing standards. KiwiRail did however seek a number of changes to 

Rule 8, 9 and Appendices 9, 11 and Policy 7 in regard to Rail level crossings. There 

has been informal mediation with KiwiRail and they have indicated that they are no 

longer seeking those changes. 
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18. SUBMISSIONS ON THE TOPIC OF REQUIREMENTS FOR HIGH TRIP 

GENERATORS/INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS  

 
Background to pRDP provisions for high trip generators 
 
18.1 High trip generators (activities that generate more than 250 trips per day) can have 

major effects on the transport network.  The trips generated by these activities can 

cause adverse effects such as safety and efficiency effects on the transport 

network, and noise and amenity effects on the surrounding environment. The 

adverse effects on the transport network and surrounding environment can be 

significant if these developments are not well integrated with the transport network.  

 

18.2 Due to the high number of people that generally use these high trip generating 

activities it is also important to ensure that activities are designed and located to be 

accessible by a range of transport modes. This will give greater choice and reduce 

the amount of traffic generated by the activity. 

 
18.3 The City Plan requires resource consent for activities that generate more than 250 

vehicle trips a day and/or activities that provide 25 or more car parking spaces. The 

proposed pRDP has removed the requirement for resource consent on the basis of 

25 or more car parking spaces and now focuses on managing activities that 

generate more than 250 trips a day. This will reduce the number of resource 

consents required (see Section 11 of this evidence for more detail) and focus the 

rule on its purpose which is to manage activities that are high trip generators.  

 
18.4 The pRDP provides more certainty than the City Plan as to what is required for a 

consent application under this rule by stating that an ITA is required for consent 

applications under this rule. An ITA will assess the adverse effects and accessibility 

of the activity and enable these to be managed. There are two types of ITAs: 

 

• A basic Integrated Transport Assessment 

A basic ITA is required for smaller scale proposals that are expected to have a 

noticeable impact on the transport network. The scale of these developments are 

not significant enough to justify the same level of assessment as that required for 

larger developments. As a result the requirements for a basic ITA are less than that 

of a full ITA.  In the Revised Proposal, the threshold for a basic ITA is based on 250 

or more vehicle trips a day (Rule 7.2.3.10).  Only some of the matters of discretion 

at 7.3.19 apply. 
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• A full Integrated Transport Assessment 

A full ITA applies to larger developments that could possibly have considerable 

transport effects and where a more thorough assessment is needed. The 

assessment will focus on how the development complies with relevant transport 

policies, what the transport effects of the development are, and how these effects 

can be mitigated.  The threshold for full ITAs (greater than 1000 vehicle trips per 

day) is contained in the matters of discretion 7.3.19.   

 

Issue 15 How should the District Plan give effect to Policy 6.3.4 of the Canterbury 
Regional Policy Statement, which requires Integrated Transport 
Assessments for substantial developments?  

 
18.5 Policy 6.3.4 (iv) of the CRPS requires ITAs for substantial developments. Under the 

RMA, the District Plan must give effect to the CRPS. The approach in the pRDP of 

requiring ITAs for high trip generating activities gives effect to Policy 6.3.4 of the 

CRPS. 

 

Submissions on the High Trip Generator Rule 

 

18.6 Over 125 submissions points were received on the high trip generator rule and 

associated ITA requirements. In the pRDP ITAs are required for developments that 

are classed as high trip generators under rule 7.2.3.10. 

 

18.7 Submissions fell into a number of categories: 

 

(a) Those supporting the high trip generator rule; 

(b) Those seeking removal of the high generator rule; 

(c) Those seeking exemption of the high generator rule for certain activities. 

 

18.8 Exemptions sought included activities that are otherwise permitted in the pRDP, 

schools, activities located within commercial centres, EDM and CHRM housing, and 

rebuild and redevelopment of earthquake damaged facilities. 

 
18.9 Mr Paul Roberts has addressed the topic of high trip generators in his evidence. I 

have read his evidence and rely on his expert opinion. Generally, he recommends 

that the pRDP should have a high trip generator rule with a requirement for an ITA.  
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The role of ITAs to achieve strategic directions to integrate transport and land use 

 
18.10 As mentioned earlier, high trip generators can have a major impact on the transport 

network. The trip generation and potential associated adverse effects on the 

transport network and surrounding land uses can be major if these developments 

are not well integrated with the transport network. Due to the high number of people 

that generally use these high trip generating activities it is also important to ensure 

that these activities are designed and located to be accessible by a range of 

transport modes. This will provide greater transport choice and reduce the amount 

of traffic generated from the activity.  

 
18.11 One of the key elements of the approach to high trip generators in the pRDP, 

compared with the City Plan, is requiring an ITA. As shown by Section 11 of this 

evidence, requiring ITAs will not increase the number of resource consents 

required. ITAs are necessary to promote integration between transport and land 

use. Transport and land use integration is a key outcome sought by the statutory 

and strategic transport planning context in Christchurch (mentioned in Section 5 of 

this evidence). Clause (c) of the Statement of Expectations in the Order also 

requires that the District Plan: 

 
provides for the effective functioning of the urban environment of the 
Christchurch district, reflecting the changes resulting from the Canterbury 
earthquakes, including changes to population, land suitability, infrastructure, 
and transport 

 
18.12 I consider that transport and land use integration is necessary to support the 

functioning of the city, as an integrated transport system can produce a number of 

benefits as outlined in Section 7 of this evidence. There are many submission 

points supporting the promotion of land use and transport integration, so this 

approach of requiring ITAs helps to address what they are seeking.  

 

18.13 Objective 3.3.7 of the Strategic Directions decision states: 

 

Objective 3.3.7 – urban growth, form and design: 

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a consolidated 

urban form and a high quality urban environment that: 
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(j) co-ordinates the nature, timing and sequencing of new development 

with the funding, implementation and operation of necessary transport and 

other infrastructure. 

 

18.14 An ITA provides the ability to co-ordinate development with transport infrastructure. 

ITAs can assess whether any changes are required to transport infrastructure 

and/or development to ensure that there is integration between transport 

infrastructure and new development. Requirements for ITAs provide the ability for 

Objective 3.3.7 to be implemented for transport infrastructure. 

 

18.15 ITAs also enable a greater degree of focus on multi-modal transport provision, 

thereby promoting greater accessibility and reducing dependency on private motor 

vehicles, which in turn can reduce the need to create additional roading 

infrastructure for motorists. Reducing dependency on private motor vehicles can 

also ‘free up’ road space for freight, which is vital for the city’s recovery and is 

supported by the Strategic and Statutory Transport planning context. 

 

Changes to the high trip generator rule from the operative plan to reduce regulation 

 

18.16 Some submissions sought to remove the high trip generator rule and/or ITA 

requirements. Mr Peter Nunns' evidence has outlined the economic effects of 

retaining these requirements. In his expert opinion, there are economic benefits to 

these requirements. I have read his evidence and rely on his expert opinion. 

 

18.17 Based on the size of the existing retail premises in Christchurch's Suburban District 

and Neighbourhood Commercial Centres and Commercial Retail Parks31, over 80% 

of these existing retail premises are of a size that they do not exceed the ITA 

thresholds in Rule 7.2.3.10. So if a similar size of development continues to be 

provided, this gives an indication that it is possible that less than 20% of new retail 

premises in these centres could be required to provide ITAs.  

 
18.18 Another key change to the approach to high trip generators in the pRDP, compared 

with the City Plans is the reduction in the requirement for developments with 25 or 

more car parks to automatically need resource consent as high trip generators. The 

identification of high trip generators in the pRDP is based on the trip generation of 

                                                   
31

  Sourced from Property Economics (2013) Proposed Christchurch City District Plan - Commercial and Industrial 
chapters economic analysis. Christchurch City Council. (Section 32 analysis for the Commercial and Industrial 
proposals) 
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the activity, rather than the number of car parking spaces, because car parking can 

generate a varying number of trips depending on whether short or long stay parking 

is provided by the car park. As shown by Section 11 of this evidence this approach 

of removing the requirement that developments with 25 or more car parks 

automatically need resource consent as high trip generators will reduce reliance on 

resource consent processes, as sought by Objective 3.3.2 (a) of the Strategic 

Directions Chapter and Clause (a) of the Statement of Expectations in the Order. 

 
The approach to managing trip generation in other New Zealand cities 

 

18.19 Requiring ITAs is becoming an increasingly more common and accepted way of 

managing transport effects of developments. A number of recent District Plans from 

other metropolitan cities in New Zealand (such as Hamilton, Auckland and 

Tauranga) have requirements for ITAs (see table 3 below). 

 

Table 3: Controls on traffic generation in New Zealand Metropolitan cities 

 

 Proposed 
Christchurch 
Replacement 
District Plan 
(Revised 
Proposal) 

Proposed Auckland 
Unitary Plan 

Proposed            
Hamilton 
District Plan 
(Decisions 
Version) 

Operati
ve 
Tauran
ga 
District 
Plan 
2013 

Operative 
Wellingto
n City 
District 
Plan 2005 

Thresholds 
Basic 
ITA 

Full 
ITA 

Restricted 
discretion
ary traffic 
generatio
n 
consent32 ITA33 

Simpl
e 
ITA34 

Broad 
ITA35 ITA36 

Restricted 
discretion
ary traffic 
generatio
n 
consent37 

Residential 
Units 25 100 30 120  25 150 

25 car 
parks 

70 car 
parks 

Retail 
500m2 
GFA 

1000m
2 GFA 

500m2 
GFA 

1000m
2 GFA 

101m2 
GFA 

1500
m2 
GFA 

25 car 
parks 

70 car 
parks 

                                                   
32

  Applies to activities that are outside the Central City, Metropolitan Centre, Town Centre  or Terrace Housing/ 
Apartment Building zones 

33
  Applies to Plan changes, notices of requirements, structure plans, and non-complying resource consents. 

34
  Applies to activities that are outside the Central City and are otherwise restricted discretionary activities. Activities 

that are otherwise permitted activities require a simple integrated transport assessment if they generate 250 vehicle 
trips per day and are located on the sensitive transport network or generate 500 vehicle trips per day and are not 
located on the sensitive transport network. 

35
  Applies to activities in the Central City and/or are otherwise permitted activities. Activities outside the Central City that 

are otherwise restricted discretionary activities require a broad integrated transport assessment if they generate 250 
vehicle trips per day and are located on the sensitive transport network or generate 500 vehicle trips per day and are 
not located on the sensitive transport network. 

36
  Except Central City 

37
  In Suburban Centres 
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 Proposed 
Christchurch 
Replacement 
District Plan 
(Revised 
Proposal) 

Proposed Auckland 
Unitary Plan 

Proposed            
Hamilton 
District Plan 
(Decisions 
Version) 

Operati
ve 
Tauran
ga 
District 
Plan 
2013 

Operative 
Wellingto
n City 
District 
Plan 2005 

Industrial 
(not 
(warehousi
ng) 

1250m
2 GFA 

5000m
2 GFA 

2500m2 
GFA 

10000
m2 
GFA 

3751
m2 
GFA 

7500
m2 
GFA 

25 car 
parks 

70 car 
parks 

Office 
100m2 
GFA 

4000m
2 GFA 

1250m2 
GFA 

5000m
2 GFA 

1250
m2 
GFA 

7500
m2 
GFA 

25 car 
parks 

70 car 
parks 

Education 

150 
studen
ts 

600 
studen
ts 

100 
students 

100 
studen
ts 

All 
Schoo
ls 

All 
Schoo
ls 
 

25 car 
parks 

70 car 
parks 

Vehicles 
trips 

1000 
per 
day 

1000 
per 
day -  

 100 
per 
peak 
hour 

100 
per 
day 

500 
per 
day 

25 car 
parks 

70 car 
parks 

 
18.20 As shown by Table 3, every metropolitan city in New Zealand controls the traffic 

generation of activities either through ITAs, a consent requirement for traffic 

generation or maximum parking standards. So, in my view, the proposed high trip 

generator rule in the pRDP will not put Christchurch at a disadvantage to other 

metropolitan cities in New Zealand and is in aligned with best planning practice. 

 

The approach to managing trip generation in Auckland 

 
18.21 Auckland does not require consent for traffic generation for permitted activities 

within the Central City, Metropolitan Centres, Town Centres, Local centres and 

Terrace Housing/ Apartment Building zones. However these zones generally have 

maximum parking standards which restrict the amount of traffic the activities can 

generate. Maximum parking standards are not proposed for the pRDP, so ITAs in 

my view are required to control traffic generation.  

 
Economic benefits of ITAs 
 

18.22 Mr Nunns has stated in his evidence (paragraph 2.12 and 8.18) that only a very 

modest level of design change / behavioural change would be required for the 

economic benefits of ITAs to be greater than the costs of providing an ITA. I rely on 

Mr Nunns' evidence in that respect. 
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Change to specific ITA thresholds 

 

18.23 Some submitters want a change to the thresholds for the high trip generator rule. 

Submissions fell into a number of categories: 

 

(a) Those seeking changes to the specific thresholds for specific activities, 

such as EDM/CHRM housing, warehousing, quarries, and student hostels;  

(b) Those wanting to just apply a 250 vehicle per day threshold;  

(c) Those wanting to reinstate the 25 car parks threshold for high trip 

generators. 

 

18.24 As mentioned before, a basic ITA is required for an activity that generates more 

than 250 vehicle trips a day. A full ITA is required for an activity that generates more 

than 1000 vehicle trips a day. Trips rates are based on research on ITAs such as 

the New Zealand Transport Agency’s Research Report 422 Integrated transport 

assessment guidelines, Research Report 453 Trips and parking related to land use, 

and comparing with other planning documents to reduce inconsistencies. For some 

common activities the 250/1000 vehicle per day trip rates have been translated into 

floor area and other easily measurable sums (see table 7.2.3.10). ITAs will be 

‘bespoke’ and thus specific measures may still be requested as part of the ITA 

process, such as intersection capacity analysis. The 250 vehicle per day threshold 

has been set at the same level as the high traffic generator rule in the City Plan.  

 

18.25 In his evidence, Mr Paul Roberts has recommended some minor changes to the 

thresholds for high trip generators and ITAs to address points raised in 

submissions. These changes have been made to rule 7.3.2.10, and the matters of 

discretion 7.3.19.   I note that he has also recommended further changes to the 

HTG Thesholds in his evidence, however these changes came about through at a 

very late stage in informal conferencing, I was not able to be incorporated into my 

evidence in time for filing. 

 

Issue 16  Are the trigger thresholds in the pRDP for requiring an Integrated 

Transport Assessment appropriate, including: 

(a) What trigger thresholds should apply for expansion of existing 

developments? 

(b) Should developments that are permitted activities be required to 

provide an ITA? 
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(c) How are developments with existing ITAs to be approached? 

 

(a) What trigger thresholds should apply for expansion of existing developments? 

 

18.26 Concerns have been raised by submitters about how the high trip generator rule 

applies to existing activities. For extensions to existing developments, whether the 

whole site or just the extension triggers the high trip generator rule will depend on 

whether the existing development has existing use rights under Section 10 of the 

RMA. An applicant is entitled to rely on existing use rights for the existing activity 

(assuming it was lawfully established), provided that the effects of the use will be 

the same or similar in character, intensity and scale to those which existed before 

the proposed plan is notified (i.e. the effects from the part that was lawfully 

established, must remain the same or be similar in character, intensity and scale). If 

the activity has existing use rights then it effectively 'resets the clock to zero' in 

terms of Rule 7.2.3.10 and thus if the extension component in itself then triggers the 

need for an ITA, the applicant would need to obtain a consent under Rule 7.2.3.10 

for the extension only.   

 

18.27 Concerns have also been expressed by some submitters that due to the time and 

cost required to prove existing use rights, and in some case lack of record to 

establish whether an activity has been legally established, some applicants would 

be forced to get resource consent rather than be able to rely on existing use rights. 

This would increase the reliance on the resource consent process. I have therefore 

recommended adding a clause to Rule 7.2.3.10 in the Revised Proposal to provide 

more recognition of existing activities by reducing the need to rely on existing use 

rights, in some cases, where there are not significant adverse effects. Like an 

activity that has existing use rights, if the existing activity satisfies this clause then it 

effectively 'resets the clock to zero' in terms of Rule 7.2.3.10. If the extension 

component in itself then triggers the need for an ITA, the applicant would need to 

obtain a consent under Rule 7.2.3.10 for the extension only.   

 

18.28 This reduction in the need to rely on existing use rights has not been extended to 

activities that do not have access to urban roads. Instead the existing use rights 

provisions in the Resource Management Act will apply in these cases. It is 

important that these existing activities were legally established, due to the high 

speed and narrow width nature of many non-urban roads in Christchurch district 

and the safety issues that can arise from high volumes of traffic using these roads if 
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these activities were not legally established, and thus these effects may have not 

been mitigated at that time when they were established.   

 

(b) Should developments that are permitted activities be required to provide an 

Integrated Transport Assessment?  

 

18.29 Some submissions have suggested that an ITA is not necessary for activities that 

are otherwise permitted in the zone where they are proposed. This is generally 

based on the submitters' view that the Council should have anticipated that these 

activities will occur and thus anticipated their effects on the transport network, given 

Council zoned the land and identified the activity as permitted. I do not accept this 

view because there are many possible different scenarios of development that 

could occur as permitted activities, each with varying effects on the transport 

network. The exact size, timing, number and location of access points, parking 

demand, and hours of operation etc. of each possible development scenario could 

vary greatly and could have wide ranging different effects on the transport network. 

It is not always possible to accurately predict the effects on the transport network at 

the time of zoning. So therefore an ITA is, in my view, required to assess these 

effects.  

 

18.30 Even if the effects could be accurately predicted when the land is zoned, the 

transport network cannot be built with sufficient capacity to accommodate these 

effects at this stage. If the transport network was built with sufficient capacity and 

the development did not proceed then it would have excess capacity. This is not 

'good value for money' for the use of ratepayer's money. Excess capacity is costly 

to maintain and operate without the demand/rating base to fund it, and has the risk 

of creating induced demand (which is when additional people who otherwise would 

not have travelled by private motor vehicles are encouraged to do so to take 

advantage of the excess capacity). This outcome adds even greater demands and 

effects on the transport network. Council cannot be certain that just because a 

piece of land is zoned for an activity that those activities will take place.  There are 

vacant properties in the city that have been zoned for an activity for a number of 

years but are still vacant, for example the Addington Salesyard Site on Deans Ave 

and the former Orion site on Madras Street in St Albans.  

 

18.31 The alternative is that Council invests in changes to the transport network as soon it 

is made aware that the development is occurring. As shown in section 4 of Mr 
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Gregory's Transport Evidence there is an extensive transport planning process that 

transport projects pass through before public funding is approved to ensure this 

public investment in the transport network is efficient, effective and publicly 

supported. This process means that Council cannot automatically upgrade the 

transport network as soon as it becomes aware of an activity being proposed. 

Especially with the current financial challenges that the Council is facing, there is 

limited funding available so upgrades of the transport network need to be carefully 

planned and prioritised against other transport projects, which is what the transport 

planning process provides. An ITA provides the ability to assess whether upgrades 

to the transport network are required for an activity and to be able to coordinate 

these with Council transport funding or consider alternative funding options.  

 

18.32 Decisions about transport systems, the form of urban development and how land is 

used all impact each other. An ITA, that takes account of and connects all these 

considerations, helps ensure that development of land use is coordinated with the 

transport network. In this way, it ensures the most efficient use of public funds, and 

avoids creating unintended adverse effects. 

 

Alternative options to requiring that otherwise permitted activities provide ITAs 

 

18.33 An alternative option to requiring ITAs is to limit the number of permitted activities in 

the pRDP to only those that can definitely be accommodated by the existing 

capacity of the transport network. However that would significantly constrain 

development (which would not achieve the Statement of Expectations in the Order).  

Further a consent for the development would need to consider other non-transport 

matters, rather than focusing on the transport effects 

 

Controlled activities status for otherwise permitted high trip generators 

 

18.34 The Canterbury District Health Board (#648) has suggested that the high trip 

generators that would otherwise be permitted could have a controlled activity status. 

I consider that there is a risk that controlled activity status for the high trip generator 

rule could lead to potential “stalemates”.  Controlled activity status can also add 

complexity to the plan by having to specify detailed matters of control. Therefore I 

consider that a controlled activity status is not appropriate. The activity status for the 

similar rule in the Operative City Plan is restricted discretionary which is the same 

activity status as the pRDP.  
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Matters of discretion for otherwise permitted activities 

 

18.35 As mentioned under issue 18, the Revised Proposal contains fewer matters of 

discretion for high trip generating activities that are otherwise permitted, compared 

with high trip generating activities that require consent under other parts of the 

pRDP. This will reduce regulation for high trip generating activities that are 

otherwise permitted. 

 

(c) How are developments with existing Integrated Transport Assessments to be 

approached? 

 

18.36 If developments already have an ITA, which has been approved as part of a 

resource consent, then there is an exemption within the high trip generator rule that 

states that additional ITAs will not be required for parts of the developments that 

were covered by the ITA.  This enables developments to be undertaken in stages, 

without an ITA being required for each stage. Instead just one ITA needs to be 

provided that covers the whole development. 

 

18.37 It is also worth noting that since the RMA does not require resource consents for 

activities that comply with a designation, Rule 7.3.2.10 cannot require that 

designated activities, such as designated schools and the airport, provide an ITA for 

activities that comply with those designations.  

 

Issue 17  How should the District Plan identify where basic and full Integrated 
Transport Assessments are required and what should each type of 
assessment consider?  

 
18.38 It is Council’s intention that the ITA process is not an overly onerous process, but 

rather is appropriate for the scale of the development. It is recommended that ITAs 

focus on the most significant effects of a development, therefore avoiding 

unnecessary over-assessment or under-assessment. The requirements of each ITA 

will be considered on a case by case basis depending on the size and scale of the 

development and the associated transport effects.  
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18.39 As mentioned earlier, in order to help ensure that ITAs are appropriate for the size 

of the development there are two types of ITA (a basic ITA and full ITA) that can be 

prepared 

 
18.40 This is a similar approach to other District Plans in New Zealand. Hamilton and 

Auckland also distinguish between different types of assessment based on the size 

of the development (see Table 3).  Table 4 shows what each ITA should consider 

under the pRDP. 

 

 
Issue 18 Are the assessment matters for High Trip Generators and Integrated 

Transport Assessments appropriate and clearly expressed?  

 

18.41 The matters of discretion at 7.3.19 determine what basic and full ITAs should 

consider. There were 21 assessment matters proposed for ITAs in the notified 

Transport Proposal. There are a number of submissions seeking to reduce the 

assessment matters. However, some submitters suggest additional assessment 

matters. Through informal mediation discussions with submitters the 21 assessment 

matters have been reduced to 8 assessment matters, as shown in Table 4. This has 

been done to align with Objective 3.2.2 of the Strategic Directions Chapter to use 

clear and concise language. These eight assessment matters are in Section 7.3.19 

of the Revised Proposal. 

 

Table 4: Summary of which ITA Assessment Matters apply to specific activities 

 ITA Assessment Matters 

Activities that are 
otherwise permitted in 
the Zone's Activity 
Status Table 

Activities that are 
not permitted in the 
Zone's Activity 
Status Table 

  Basic ITA Full ITA Basic ITA Full ITA 

1 
Effects from Access and 
Manoeuvring Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2 Design and Layout Yes Yes Yes Yes 

3 
Adequate Parking supply/ Effects of 
Parking Yes Yes Yes Yes 

4 
Transport effects of high volumes of 
heavy vehicles Yes Yes Yes Yes 

5 Accessibility of the site for all modes   Yes Yes 

6 
Cumulative Network Trip generation 
effects 

 
Yes  Yes 

7 Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values  Yes  Yes 

8 
Consistent with transport policy 
framework? 

 
  Yes 
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18.42 As mentioned before, high trip generators that are listed as permitted activities in 

the permitted activity table in the chapter for the zone where they are located, have 

fewer assessment matters to recognise that they are appropriately located. The ITA 

does not need to consider an assessment of the location, but rather the assessment 

matters that apply to these activities focus on ensuring that the design and layout of 

the activity, including provision for access, manoeuvring and parking is appropriate. 

Full ITAs also need to assess effects of trip generation on the transport network. 

 

ITA Guidelines 

 

18.43 In order to assist applicants to prepare ITAs in a way that considers the assessment 

matters, non-statutory ITA guidelines have been developed - see Attachment E. 

The guidelines are on Council's website and have been developed through 

workshops and feedback from the transport consultancy industry. The guidelines 

are based on other guidelines throughout the world. In particular guidance from 

Auckland, the UK and NZ Transport Agency Research Report 422 ITA guidelines 

have helped inform Christchurch's ITA guidelines. 

 

18.44 External documents can be incorporated into a plan via reference under clause 

30(1) of Schedule 1 of the RMA. However as the ITA guidelines are intended to be 

a living document that could be updated as assessment techniques and tools 

change during the lifetime of this plan, it is proposed to keep these guidelines as a 

non-statutory guide that is not incorporated by reference to the District Plan. This is 

a similar approach to the ITA guidelines in Auckland.  

 

Appendix 7.15 

 

18.45 Appendix 7.15 in the Transport Proposal was proposed to provide guidance by 

summarising the ITA requirements (as described above) rather than include the 

assessment techniques and tools which are listed in the ITA guidelines.  

 

18.46 A number of submissions have been received on Appendix 7.15. Submissions fell 

into a number of categories: 

 

(a) Those seeking to remove the reference to travel plans;  
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(b) Those seeking to remove reference to modelling;  

(c) Those seeking to add additional ITA requirements in Appendix 7.15.  

 

Through consideration of the submissions it has become apparent that Appendix 

7.15 is causing more confusion than providing guidance.  

 

18.47 Mr Paul Roberts has addressed Appendix 7.15 in his evidence. He recommends 

that to provide a more concise plan Appendix 7.15 should be removed, as it is not 

needed as the matters of discretion for the high trip generator rule set out the 

matters that should be covered by an ITA and further guidance for producing ITAs 

can be found in the non-statutory ITA guidelines.38 I have accepted Mr Robert's 

evidence on this point.  

 

Issue 19 Should car parking for high trip generators be managed through 

Integrated Transport Assessments?  

 

18.48 Some submitters have suggested that high trip generating activities should be 

subject to the minimum car parking requirements. In the current City Plan all 

activities are required to comply with the minimum car parking requirements, 

regardless of whether they also need resource consent as a high traffic generator 

activity. In order to better achieve Objective 3.2.2 of the Strategic Directions 

Chapter, by reducing the number of resources consents that a development may 

need, under the pRDP high trip generating activities also do not need resource 

consent if they do not comply with the minimum parking requirements. This is 

because parking can be assessed through the ITA that they are providing as part of 

a resource consent under the high trip generator rule. Mr Roberts has considered 

this issue and I rely on this expert opinion. 

 

18.49 In November 2010 Steve Abley and Paul Durdin of Abley Transportation 

Consultants Limited, and Malcolm Douglass of Douglass Consulting Services 

Limited produced a NZ Transport Agency research report on Integrated Transport 

Assessment guidelines. This report recommended that ITAs should consider car 

parking. I agree with this research report and I consider that in order for an ITA to 

be a truly integrated assessment, car parking needs to be considered. Thus a 

matter of discretion for ITAs relating to car parking has been included in 7.3.19 in 

the Revised Chapter. 

                                                   
38

  Paragraph 7.3(c). 
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Issues with the minimum car parking requirements applying to high trip generators 

 

18.50 Removing minimum car parking requirements from high trip generators addresses 

the issue that the minimum car parking requirements are a 'one size fits all' 

approach that does not recognise the complexities and differences of developments 

across the city. In the current City Plan the minimum car parking requirements set 

the minimum number of car parks for each activity (based on the size of the 

activity), regardless of the location of the activity. Even though some activities are 

located in areas that are more accessible by public transport or cycling than other 

parts of the city (and thus  fewer people traveling by car to those locations), the 

minimum parking requirements do not recognise this. This situation can result in 

activities being required to provide an oversupply of parking (more parking than is 

needed for the activity) or an undersupply of parking (less parking than is needed 

for the activity).  

 

18.51 An undersupply or an oversupply of parking can cause adverse effects. An 

undersupply of parking could increase the use of on-street parking, which could 

cause safety, efficiency and amenity effects on the transport network, e.g. parked 

cars obscuring the visibility of drivers and creating visual pollution. Where an 

oversupply occurs, car dependency can potentially increase, thereby potentially 

reducing the uptake of active or public transport. Reduced uptake of active or public 

transport can result in reduced funding for these transport modes, which can reduce 

accessibility for communities if reduced funding results in cuts to investment in 

services for these modes, for example cuts in public transport services. 

 

18.52 The issue with the 'one size fits all' approach to minimum carparking is particularly 

an issue for high trip generating activities, due to the large number of car parks that 

high trip generators are usually required to provide under the Operative District 

Plans under the minimum car parking requirements. Instead the ITA process in the 

pRDP will control the amount of parking that is provided by larger activities. This 

seeks to ensure that parking supply is adequate for the demand of the activity and 

its location to avoid an undersupply and oversupply of parking. 

 

18.53 Mr Peter Nunns has explained in his evidence why he recommends from an 

economic point of view, why parking requirements for High Trip Generating 
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activities should be managed through ITAs, rather than through minimum parking 

requirements. I rely on his expert opinion. 

 

Minimum car parking requirements can provide a 'false' certainty 

 

18.54 Some submitters are concerned that removing the minimum car parking 

requirements from high trip generating activities removes certainty about the 

amount of car parks to provide. However due to the issues mentioned above the 

minimum car parking requirements should not be the only figures used to determine 

the exact number of car parking spaces that a high trip generating activity should 

provide. In my view there is a risk that minimum car parking requirements could 

provide a 'false' certainty, because if they are used and this results in an 

undersupply or oversupply of parking then that could cause negative implications 

for the business/activity. An ITA provides the ability for a more thorough 

assessment of parking demand to ensure that the parking supply does not cause 

adverse effects and caters for the parking needs of the business/activity.  

 

18.55 The minimum car parking requirements in Table 7.1 of the proposal can still be 

used as guidance for parking supply and the parking reduction factors in Appendix 

7.14 provide a framework for how parking supply could be reduced to reflect the 

location and design of the activity. The operative Plans do not provide such a 

framework, so this framework assists to improve certainty. However Table 7.1 and 

Appendix 7.14 do not eliminate the need for a more thorough assessment to ensure 

the parking supply does not cause adverse effects and caters for the parking needs 

of the business/activity. If businesses want to ensure that car parking meets the 

needs of their customers then it is important that a thorough assessment of car 

parking is undertaken and that the minimum parking requirements are not just used 

without specific consideration of the parking needs of the specific activity proposed, 

the accessibility of the location, and the viability of other travel choices. Council 

encourages that developers engage with Council early in the design process to 

discuss parking supply to help provide certainty. There are also a number of tools 

and information available to help assist with determining appropriate parking supply, 

such as NZ Transport Agency research report 453, and the Trips Database Bureau 

(http://www.tdbonline.org/).  
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Minimum parking requirements for HTG activities provide less certainty for 

neighbouring businesses and the community 

 

18.56 Some submitters are suggesting that applying the minimum car parking 

requirements to high trip generating activities would provide more certainty as to 

how much parking to provide. Due to the issues mentioned above with the 'one size 

fits all' approach of the minimum car parking requirements, applying these 

requirements to high trip generating activities will provide less certainty for 

neighbouring businesses, the community and Council that the amount of car 

parking provided will be sufficient to avoid adverse effects. As Mr Roberts has 

mentioned in his evidence (paragraph 6.27)  there are a variety of different 

provisions relating to car parking that could have been selected.  So I consider that 

a site-specific analysis of the amount of parking that is needed for a particular 

activity, considering its location and accessibility, to avoid adverse effects, would 

provide greater certainty that there will not be adverse effects from parking.  

 

Issue 20 To what extent should the role that roads can have in connecting or 
dividing communities be recognised in the proposal? 

 

18.57 Some submitters39 seek that the reference in Policy 7.1.1.1 that roads provide 

space for people to interact and spend time is removed or reduced. Other 

submitters have submitted that the District Plan needs to recognise the role that 

large roads have in destroying communities40. 

 

18.58 I am not proposing a change as I consider that the policy in its current form strikes 

an appropriate balance between these two issues. 

 

                                                   
39

 Progressive Enterprises (790) page 12, Kiwi (761) page 17, 
40

  Canterbury Sustainable Homes Working (1160) page 5, Beacon Pathway (1183) page 4 
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19. SUBMISSIONS ON THE TOPIC OF ROAD CLASSIFICATION 

 
Issue 21 Should there be changes to the Road Classification system? 
 
19.1 There were five submissions on road classification. There were no submissions that 

specifically sought the removal of the road classification system in general. Rather 

the submissions were seeking specific amendments to the road classification 

system, discussed below (and under Issue 22). 

 
Include a Limited mobility network to the road classification 

 

19.2 Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd and Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu (1145) have sought to add a 

new matter to Appendix 7.12(1b) 'vi. Limited mobility access network'. 

 

19.3 Appendix 7.12(1b) refers to the modal networks in the CTSP. The CTSP does not 

list a specific limited mobility network, because all transport networks are designed 

to cater for people of all abilities without having people whose mobility is restricted 

being segregated and having to use a separate network from other people.  I 

therefore recommend no amendment to the road classification system in the pRDP 

as a result of this submission. 

 

Classification of Cashmere and Centaurus Roads 

 

19.4 The Spreydon – Heathcote Community Board (899) have submitted that it is 

inconsistent for Cashmere and Centaurus Roads to remain as Minor Arterials 

without heavy traffic restrictions being imposed. 

 

19.5 Currently these roads are minor arterials in the Operative City Plan. These roads 

carry approximately 15,000 vehicles per day, which is equivalent to other minor 

arterials. I consider that it is not inconsistent for these roads to remain minor 

arterials. Heavy traffic restrictions on public roads are controlled by other legislation 

and are out of scope for the District Plan. This has been discussed through informal 

mediation with representatives of Community boards. I therefore recommend no 

amendment to the Road Classification system in the pRDP as a result of this 

submission. 
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Issue 22 Should the District Plan identify key routes for freight movement 

and/or public transport and cycling? 

 

19.6 The Crown (495) has sought to amend road classification maps to identify core 

public transport and freight routes. KiwiRail (897) have sought to add the rail 

network to the road classification maps. I have been involved in informal mediation 

on this topic with both the Crown and KiwiRail. There are transport plans, such as 

the CTSP, outside of the District Plan, that show the key routes for the five main 

transport modes (walking, cycling, public transport, freight and general traffic). We 

have considered whether these exact routes could be shown in the District Plan. 

The risk of showing these routes in the District Plan is that they are subject to 

change during the lifetime of the District Plan. Thus any routes that are shown could 

quickly become out of date, for example: 

 

(a) the exact routes of the major cycle network is still being decided as routes 

are designed and built;  

(b) public transport routes are regularly reviewed and changed; and  

(c) freight routes will change with the building of the Southern Motorway stage 

2 extension (State Highway 76), Western Belfast Bypass (State Highway 

1), and Northern Arterial (State Highway 74).  

 

19.7 I therefore recommend no amendment to the Road Classification system in the 

pRDP as a result of these submissions. Instead references to freight have been 

provided in the Objective 7.1.2 and Policy 7.1.1.1 Furthermore the matters of 

discretion for high trip generators enable the effects on freight, cycling, public 

transport and rail to be considered. 
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20. REMAINING SUBMISSIONS  

 

Submissions seeking site specific transport provisions  

 
Issue 23 Are there parts of the Christchurch District where is it appropriate to 

have site specific transport provisions, that are different from the rest of 
the District, such as the port and quarry zone? 

 
20.1 There are a number of submission points seeking site specific transport provisions. 

The Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (886) has sought an exemption for 

activities occurring in Rural Q (Quarry Zone) from Rules 1 - 6. Lyttelton Port 

Company (915) has sought an exemption for activities occurring in Port Zone from 

transport rules. Humphry Rolleston (906) has raised issues regarding the Central 

City.   

 

20.2 I have been involved in informal mediation with the Canterbury Aggregate 

Producers Group (886). Specific parking and loading requirements for quarrying 

activities and ancillary aggregates-processing activities have been added to the 

Proposal in Appendices 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3 to make it clearer what the parking and 

loading requirements for these activities are. The definitions of these terms 

'quarrying activity' and 'ancillary aggregates-processing activity' have been notified 

in Stage 2 of the pRDP. 

 
20.3 The transport provisions for the Central City are out of scope for this proposal and 

will be consider in stage 3. Like the Central City, Lyttelton Port is also subject to a 

Recovery Plan. The Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan (LPRP) is currently being 

developed. Transport provisions are contained in the draft LPRP Thus the transport 

provisions for Lyttelton Port are already being considered under the draft LPRP 

process and it would be duplication to consider it under stage 1 of the District Plan 

Review as well. I consider that transport provisions for the Port are best dealt with 

through the Recovery Plan process, rather than the District Plan Review process. 

This will help address what Lyttelton Port Company is seeking. Thus I would 

suggest that a decision on the transport provisions as they apply to the Port land 

subject to the draft Recovery Plan, is not required. 
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Submissions on definitions  
 
20.4 Submissions on the core definitions listed in the Transport Statement of Issues 

have been considered. Changes to the definition of public floor area and yard based 

supplier/ yard based supplier parking have been accepted and those changes are 

shown in the Revised Proposal.  I consider the changes will provide more clarity for 

how to apply these definitions to the parking and loading requirements in the 

transport proposal. 

  

20.5 The expert conferencing on cycle parking suggested a change to the definition of 

GFA to provide clarity for how to apply this definition to the cycle parking 

requirement. A similar change is required to provide clarity for how to apply this 

definition to the loading requirement. Likewise similar changes are required to the 

definitions of gross leasable floor area (GLFA), pool area and 

student hostel accommodation. The expert conferencing also suggested a new 

definition be added for private car parks. These changes have been made to the 

Revised Proposal to address these submissions. 

 

20.6 As mentioned earlier a definition for mobility parking has also been added. 

 

20.7 Catholic Diocese of Christchurch (656) and Rangi Ruru Girls' School (837) have 

proposed changes to the education activity definition. I am mostly supportive of the 

changes that they are seeking.  I have not made this amendment to the Revised 

Proposal, but seek to add it through this evidence.  The version of the definition I 

support is: 

 

Education activity 

means the use of land and/or buildings for the provision of regular teaching or 

training, or out of school care, including the use of ancillary administrative, 

spiritual, recreation, health and cultural facilities (all of which may be shared), 

and boarding/residential accommodation ancillary to education activity on that 

site. It also includes the use of trade and industry training facilities and pre-

school facilities. 

 

20.8 I note that similar changes to the definition for education activity have been notified 

as part of Stage 2 of the District Plan Review.  
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20.9 A definition for 'Fast Food outlets' has been added and a sub-sequential change to 

the definition of 'Food and beverage outlets' has been made. This is necessary for a 

change to the thresholds for ITAs. 

 

20.10 Other than the definitions listed above I do not consider that the Transport Proposal 

requires any other changes to the core definitions listed in the statement of issues 

on the transport proposal. 

 

20.11 The expert conferencing report on ITAs from the expert conferencing on April 29th 

suggested that there should be a definition of ITAs in the definition section of the 

pRDP. The report also states this definition should make reference to the 

Christchurch City Council Integrated Transport Assessment guidelines and explicitly 

note sample contents and guidelines to be considered for potential relevant matters. 

I consider that is it not the role of the definitions section to provide this detail. The 

definitions section does not contain matters of assessment and raises issues about 

incorporation of reference, as already discussed in my evidence. The assessment 

matters for the high trip generator rule in 7.3.19 provide the matters of discretion for 

an ITA and the Council has already provided guidelines on ITAs. 

 

Formatting change 

 

20.12 The Crown (495) sought that the size of the diagrams in the appendix of the 

Transport Proposal were increased so they were more readable. This change has 

been made in the e-plan version of the chapter that is on-line. 

 

20.13 A number of submissions have suggested changes to formatting.  The formatting of 

the chapter is a result of the e-plan software which includes hyperlinks to make it 

easier to navigate the plan. Some changes to formatting have been made in the 

Revised Proposal (where it does not result in the formatting of the Transport 

Proposal being inconsistent with the other proposals), such as removing the 

reference to 'Rule 1, Rule 2 etc.', to keep the proposal consistent with the way rules 

are referred to in other proposals. The Full ITA thresholds have been added to the 

table in 7.2.3.10 to make it clearer what the thresholds are.  
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21. CONCLUSION 

 

21.1 A number of submitters have sought specific relief on the transport aspects of the 

Transport Proposal of the pRDP. I have assessed the specific relief sought by the 

submitters, against Christchurch’s strategic and statutory transport planning 

context.  Based on those submissions, I have agreed to amendments to the pRDP 

where I consider the relief sought is consistent with the higher order strategic 

documents and are more appropriate than the proposal as notified by the Council.  

 

21.2 I support the changes sought by submissions that I consider are consistent with 

Christchurch's strategic and statutory transport planning context.  The changes I 

recommend are set out in the Revised Proposal dated 14 May 2015. 

 

 

 

 

David Ian Falconer 

26 May 2015 
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ATTACHMENT A: Additional amendments to the Revised Proposal of 14 May 2015 
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Key: 
 
The following text is extracts from the Revised Transport Proposal dated 14 May 2015.  It has been 
amended as a result of Mr Falconer's evidence in chief – additions are underlined in red text and 
deletions are struck through in red text (the black underlining and strike through from the Revised 
Proposal dated 14 May 2015 still appears).   

 

For completeness, note that this document also contains dark blue text and underlined green text.  
This text is as it appears in the notified proposals and indicates links to key documents and links to 
definitions respectively (ie it does not represent amendments). 
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7.2.3.10 Rule 10 [#495 Crown p.27; Strategic Directions Decision Objective 3.3.2(c)] – 

High trip generators 

 

 Applicable to Rule – Resource 
Consent under this rule 
is required for activities 
with: 

Matters of discretion 

a. Education Activities (unless 
specified below) 

≥ 150 FTE Students Matters specified in 7.3.19 

b. Education Activities (Pre-
School 

≥ 60 Children  

c. Guest Accommodation 
Activities 

≥ 40 bedrooms [#385 
Maurice Carter 
Charitable Trust pp.4-
5; #724 Scentre  p.14; 
#814 AMP Capital 
Palms Pty Ltd  pp.5-6] 

 

dc. Health Care Facilities ≥ 250 300m² GFA [#648 
CDHB p.6] 

 

ed. Industrial Activities (unless 
specified below excluding 
Warehousing and 
Distribution Activities) 

≥ 830 2,500 m² GFA 
[#787 Kennaway Park 
p,5; #977 Goodman 
Property Trust] 

 

fe. Industrial Activities 
(Warehousing and 
Distribution Activities) 

≥ 10,400m ² GFA   

gf. Office ≥ 960 1000 m² GFA 
[#742 Scentre p.14] 

 

hg. Residential Activities ≥ 23 25 Residential 
units [#377 Maurice R 
Carter pt.26; #381 
Oakvale Farm Ltd 
pt.26] 

 

ih. Retail Activities (unless 
specified below) 

≥ 250 m² GLFA   

ji. Retail Activities (Food and 
Beverage Fast Food Outlet) 

≥ 70 m² PFA  

kj. Any other activities (not 
covered by the thresholds 
above) 

≥ 250 vehicle trips per 
day1  [#495 Crown 
p.27; Strategic 
Directions Decision 
Objective 3.3.2(c)] 
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7.3 Matters of discretion 

7.3.19 High Trip Generators 

Table 7.1 – Thresholds for full Integrated Transport Assessments 

 Activity Thresholds 

a. Education Activities (unless specified below) ≥ 600  FTE students 

b. Education Activities (PreSchool) ≥ 240 children 

c. Guest Accommodation Activities ≥ 160 bedrooms [#385 Maurice 

Carter Charitable Trust pp.4-5; 

#742 Scentre p.14; #814 AMP 

Capital Palms Pty Ltd pp.5-6] 

dc. Health Care Facilities ≥ 1000 1200m² GFA [#648 

Canterbury District Health 

Board p.6] 

ed. Industrial Activities (unless specified below 

excluding Warehousing and Distribution 

Activities) 

≥ 3320 10,000 m² GFA [#787 

Kennaway Park p.5; #977 

Goodman Property Trust]  

fe. Industrial Activities (Warehousing and 

Distribution Activities) 

≥ 41,600  m²  GFA  

gf. Offices ≥ 3840 4000 m² GFA [#742 

Scentre p.14] 

hg. Residential Activities ≥ 92 100 Residential Units [#377 

Maurice R Carter pt.26; #381 

Oakvale Farm Ltd pt.25] 

ih. Retail Activities (unless specified below) ≥ 1000 m² GLFA 

ji. Retail Activities (Food and Beverage Outlet 

Fast Food Outlet) 

≥ 280 m² PFA 

lj. 
All other activities (not covered by the 

thresholds above) [#495 Crown p.27; 

Strategic Directions Decision Objective 

3.3.2(c)] 

 

≥ 1000 vehicle trips per day² 
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Appendix 7.3 – Loading areas 

Table 7.7 – Minimum numbers of loading spaces required 

 Activity 

Number of heavy 

vehicle bays to be 

provided 

Number of 99 

percentile vehicle 

bays to be 

provided 

EDUCATION ACTIVITIES: 

i. Schools and Pre-Schools 

With 100 or more 

pupils students: 1 

bay 

With 20 pupils or 

more, but less than 

100: 1 bay  

With 100 or more 

pupils students: 1 

bay/100 pupils 

students 

ii. 
Tertiary Education and Research 

Activities 
1 bay per site 

1 bay/100 FTE 

students 

iii. Student Hostel Accommodation 1 bay per hostel 

1 bay/100 beds 

[#756 CPIT p.7; 

#797 University of 

Canterbury; moved 

to residential 

activities] 

ENTERTAINMENT FACILITIES: 

iv.iii. Cinemas 
1 bay per cinema 

complex 
Nil 

v. iv. Theatres 1 bay per theatre Nil 

vi.v. 
Gymnasium (for public, or private 

use), Dance Studios 
1/8,000 m² GFA Nil 

vii.vi. 
Sports Courts (for public, or 

private use) 
Nil Nil 

viii. 

vii. 

Sports fields (for public, or private 

use) 
Nil Nil 

ix.viii. 
Swimming Pools (for public, or 

private use) 

1 bay/ 2000m2 pool 

area 
Nil 

x.iv. Other Entertainment Nil 1 bay/2000m² PFA 
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 Activity 

Number of heavy 

vehicle bays to be 

provided 

Number of 99 

percentile vehicle 

bays to be 

provided 

Facilities, if not 

specified above 

x. 
FIRE STATIONS and 

AMBULANCE STATIONS 
1 bay per site 

Nil [495 Crown 

p.132] 

GUEST ACCOMMODATION ACTIVITIES: 

xi. Hotels 

1 bay/ 100 bedrooms 

(for the first 300 

bedrooms, nil 

thereafter) 

1 bay /50 bedrooms 

xii. 
Other Guest Accommodation 

Activities, if not specified above 

1 bay/ 100 units or 

100 bedrooms, 

whichever is the 

greater (for the first 

200 units or 200 nil 

thereafter) 

1 bay/50 units or 50 

bedrooms, 

whichever is the 

greater 

HEALTH CARE FACILITIES: 

xiii. Hospitals 1/ bay 8,000m2 GFA Nil 

xiv.  
Other Health Care Facilities, if not 

specified above 
Nil Nil 

xv. 

 
INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES 

1 bay/ 1,000m2 GFA 

or part thereof 

[#1074 Urbis TPD 

Ltd p.5] 

Nil 

xv. 
Warehousing and Distribution 
Activities 

1 bay/ 1,000m2 GFA 

(up to 2,000m2 

GFA); 1 bay/ 

2,000m2 GFA (for 

2,000m2 - 10,000m2 

GFA); 1 bay/ 

2,750m2 GFA (after 

10,000m2 GFA) 

[#705 Foodstuffs] 

Nil 

xvi 
Other Industrial activities, if not 

specified above 

1 bay/ 1,000m2 GFA 

or part thereof 
Nil 
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 Activity 

Number of heavy 

vehicle bays to be 

provided 

Number of 99 

percentile vehicle 

bays to be 

provided 

[#1074 Urbis TPD 

Ltd p.5] 

xvi 

xvii.  
OFFICES 

1 bay/ 8,000m2 GFA 

(up to 16,000m2 

GFA); 1 bay/ 

20,000m2 GFA (after 

16,000m2 GFA) 

1 bay/ 8,000m2 GFA 

or part thereof 

[#1074 Urbis TPD 

Ltd p.5] 

xvxvi. 

 

PUBLIC TRANSPORT 
INTERCHANGES 

Nil Nil 

xix. 

QUARRYING ACTIVITY AND 
ANCILLARY AGGREGATE 
PROCESSING ACTIVITY 
 

 

1 bay/ 1,000m2 GFA 

Nil  [#886 

Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers Group 

p.8] 

xviii. 

xx. 

RESERVES (if there is not a 

specified loading requirement in 

this table for the activity on the 

reserve) 

Nil Nil 

RESIDENCESTIAL ACTIVITIES  

xix. 

xxi. 
Care Facilities Nil 

One for care 

facilities with more 

than 20 clients 

iii.  

xxii. 
Student Hostel Accommodation 1 bay per hostel 

1 bay/100 beds 

[#756 CPIT p.7; 

#797 University of 

Canterbury; moved 

from education 

activities] 

xx. 

xxiii. 

Other Residential Activities, if not 

specified above 
Nil Nil 

RETAIL ACTIVITIES and COMMERCIAL SERVICES: 

xxi. 

xxiv. 
Food and Beverage Outlets 1 bay/1000m² PFA Nil 
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 Activity 

Number of heavy 

vehicle bays to be 

provided 

Number of 99 

percentile vehicle 

bays to be 

provided 

xxii. 

xxv. 

Other Retail Activities or 

Commercial Services, if not 

specified above 

1 bay/ 1600m2 GLFA 

for the first 6,400m2 

GLFA, 1/ 5,000m2 

GLFA thereafter 

Nil 

xxiii. 

xxvi. 
SERVICE STATIONS 

1 unmarked bay for 

fuel deliveries  

1 bay/ 1600m2 

GLFA for the first 

6,400m2 GLFA, 1/ 

5,000m2 GLFA 

thereafter [#723 

Mobil Oil NZ, Z 

Energy Ltd and BP 

Oil NZ Ltd p.15; 

#988 Mobil p.19] 

Nil 

xxiv. 

xxvii. 
SPIRITUAL FACILITIES Nil 

1 bay/200m² PFA   

1 loading space/ 

site [#752 Alpine 

Presbytery; #763 

Methodist Church 

of New Zealand; 

#793 Church 

Property Trustees] 

 

xxv. 

xxviii. 

TRADE SUPPLIERS 

1 bay/ 1600m2 GLFA 

for the first 6,400m2 

GLFA, 1/ 5,000m2 

GLFA thereafter 

Nil 

xxix. 
UTILITIES (that have no 

permanent staff) 
Nil 

Nil  [#363 Spark NZ 

Ltd; #364 Chorus 

NZ Ltd; #922 Orion 

NZ] 

xxvi.  

xxx 
YARD BASED SUPPLIERS 

1 bay/ 1600m2 GLFA 

for the first 

6,400m2 GLFA, 1/ 

5,000m2 GLFA 

thereafter 

Nil 
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DEFINITIONS 
 
Education activity 
 
means the use of land and/or buildings for the provision of regular instruction or training, or out of school care, by 
suitably qualified instructors, and includinges ancillary administrative, boarding/residential accommodation, 
spiritual, recreation, health and cultural and shared facilities, (all of which may be shared), and 
Bboarding/residential accommodation shall be ancillary to education activity on that site. For the purpose of 
calculating the parking requirement, education activity shall also be deemed to include any auditorium used, 
at least in part, for the education activity. Educational facility has the same meaning. Education activity It also 

includes the use of trade and industry training facilities and pre-school facilities.  [#656 Catholic Diocese of 
Christchurch; and #837 Rangi Ruru Girls' School] 
 
Food and beverage outlet 
 
means the use of land or buildings primarily for the sale of food and/or beverages prepared for immediate 
consumption on or off the site to the general public. It includes restaurants, taverns, cafés, fast food outlets, and 

takeaway bars, and any ancillary services, and excludes supermarkets, except that within industrial zones it also 

excludes restaurants and taverns. [Strategic Directions Decision, Objective 3.3.2(c) and incorporating 
changes from the revised industrial proposal] 
 
 
New Definitions: 
 

Fast Food outlet 
 
means a food and beverage outlet where it is common-practice to sell ready-to-eat meals that can be taken 
away for off-site consumption. The outlet may also include some dine-in facilities for on-site consumption of 

meals. [Strategic Directions Decision, Objective 3.3.2(c)] 
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SECTION 32 
TRANSPORT CHAPTER 

 
 

Amendments have been made to this section 32 report in light of the evidence of Mr David 
Falconer dated 26 May 2015.  Additonal text is shown in underlined red text, while deleted text is 
shown in strikethrough red text. 
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1. STRATEGIC CONTEXT 
 
1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE TRANSPORT CHAPTER 
 
1. The purpose of the Transport chapter is: 

a. to provide a streamlined, focused and updated framework and process for the 
management and direction of transport for Christchurch; 

b. to provide for an integrated and resilient transport network that supports sustainable 
development and growth; and 

c. to provide certainty and clarity around the rules and standards that apply to transport 
activities. 

 
2. Both the Christchurch City Plan and the Banks Peninsula District Plan (BPDP) currently provide 

a very large and broad suite of objectives and policies in relation to Transport. In reviewing 
those provisions, a number of changes were identified that would assist with Canterbury’s 
recovery. In particular there is a need to: 

a. re-focus the objectives and policies so they specifically recognise and respond to 
recovery issues and identify opportunities to remove unnecessary regulatory controls 
(i.e. reduce consent and notification requirements); and 

b. update the provisions (some being nearly twenty years old) to reflect the direction of 
relevant statutory documents, in particular the Greater Christchurch Land Use 
Recovery Plan and Canterbury Regional Policy Statement.  

 
3. The Transport chapter is wholly in the first phase of the review.  
 
4. In Phase 2 the Transport chapter may need to be updated to address changes that are needed 

to align with the Phase 2 chapters. 
 
5. The District Plan provides a regulatory mechanism to manage land use activities and their 

relationship with transport, rather than to actively ensure that certain transport projects are 
achieved; that is, the Plan does not control or decide where bus shelters or traffic calming are 
installed as this is a function undertaken through the implementation of the Council’s Long-
term Plan. However, the District Plan provides a regulatory framework to manage activities 
that may generate effects that will, for example, compromise traffic or cycle safety. In many 
cases these effects are managed by the provision of a suite of permitted activity standards that 
will allow many activities and developments, particularly developments that have minimal 
effects, to proceed without unnecessary regulation or control. Such permitted activity 
standards include design and location criteria for vehicle accesses, minimum parking provision 
and design standards, and trip generation limits. However, specific assessment is required for 
activities that are likely to generate high levels of traffic and potentially significant effects.  

 
6. Managing the effects of the use and development of land through a regulatory framework is 

consistent with a territorial authority’s function under section 31(1)(a) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 (RMA) to achieve integrated management of the effects of the use, 
development or protection of land and associated natural and physical resources of the 
district. 
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1.2 PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN: OVERVIEW AND SYNOPSIS 
 
1. Appendix 2 sets out an overview of the Transport Chapter, by showing the linkages between 

all provisions. 
 
2. In order to develop the provisions for the Transport chapter the following four policy options 

have been considered: 
a. Not managing transport through the District Plan (i.e. having no provisions for 

transport in the District Plan). 
b. Focussing on managing traffic effects only (i.e. having the only transport provisions in 

District Plan focus on private motor vehicles and traffic and having no provisions on 
public and active transport in the District Plan). 

c. Having a suite of provisions in the District Plan that cover all modes and focus on 
providing transport choice. 

d. Forcing a mode shift from private motor vehicles to public and active transport 
through regulation in the District Plan that restricts private motor vehicle use. 

 
3. These options have been assessed against the strategic and statutory framework within which 

the District Plan is being developed (such as the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and 
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS)) as summarised below: 

 
a. Option 1 is not consistent with LURP because Action 36 of LURP requires that the 

District Plan does address transport, and specifically provide for land use and transport 
network integration, including: 

i. measures to support the implementation of the Greater Christchurch Transport 
Statement, Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan and the Christchurch Central 
Recovery Plan; 

ii. support for transport choice, including walking, cycling and public transport; and 
iii. management of conflicts between property access, streetscape and transport 

efficiency. 
 

Also Option 1 is not consistent with Chapter 6 of the CRPS, which requires the District 
Plan to require Integrated Transport Assessments (ITAs) for substantial developments. 

 
So both the LURP and CRPS require the District Plan to have provisions for transport. 

 
b. Option 2 focuses on managing the effects of private motor vehicle use and traffic 

because the vast majority of transport trips are undertaken in private motor vehicles. 
However, Option 2 is also not consistent with LURP because it does not support 
transport choice, as it would not have any provisions for walking, cycling and public 
transport as required by Action 36 of LURP. 

 
c. Option 3 covers all modes and focuses on providing transport choice, which is 

consistent with both the LURP and RPS.  
 

d. Option 4 forces a mode shift through regulation and thus does not enable equal 
transport choice, but rather restricts one transport choice (the use of private motor 
vehicle use). This option is not consistent with LURP, which requires the District Plan to 
support transport choice. 
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4. It is considered that Option 3 is the preferred policy direction as it is consistent with LURP and 

CRPS.   

 
1.3 RESEARCH 
 
1. The Council has commissioned technical advice and assistance from transport engineers and 

has used this, along with internal expertise, workshops and community feedback, to assist with 
setting the Plan framework for the proposed Transport chapter provisions. This advice includes 
the following (see table 1): 

 
Table 1: Summary of Research undertaken 
Title Author Description of Report 

Technical Reports on Access 
and Cycle Parking 

Abley Transport Engineers Analysis of current Plan provisions 
that relate to access management 
and cycle parking 

Strategic Report on the Future 
Direction for Parking 

MRCagney Pty Limited Additional analysis on a strategic 
direction for parking in 
Christchurch 

Section 35 Report Response Planning Report on the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the provisions of 
both operative City and Banks 
Peninsula District Plans 

Technical Standards Review Christchurch City Council 
Asset and Network Planning 
Unit 

Review of the access, network and 
parking management rules not 
covered by the above reports 

Proposed Integrated 
Transport Assessment 
Thresholds for Christchurch 
City Council 

Urbanista  Analysis of ITA thresholds from 
other cities and guidance 
documents and recommendations 
of thresholds for Christchurch 

 
2. In addition to the above reports and advice, the Council has compiled, reviewed and 

developed a collection of material on transport issues (refer to Bibliography). This information 
has been used to inform the District Plan Review (DPR) and this Section 32 report.  
 

1.4 CONSULTATION 
 
1. The development of the Transport chapter has built on previous public consultation that was 

undertaken to develop the transport strategies mentioned above.  
 
2. During the pre-notification stage of drafting the Transport chapter of the DPR, a number of 

consultation meetings were held.   
 
3. Several meetings were held with staff from transport agencies in Greater Christchurch, 

primarily the partners to the Greater Christchurch Transport Statement (i.e. Canterbury 
Earthquake Recovery Authority, Christchurch International Airport Limited, Environment 
Canterbury, KiwiRail, Lyttelton Port of Christchurch, New Zealand Transport Agency, Selwyn 
District Council, and Waimakariri District Council).   
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4. The issues raised during these meetings included providing for public transport growth, port 

access, freight movements, network efficiency and safety, and ensuring cross-boundary 
alignment with the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, and also the Selwyn and Waimakariri 
District Plans. The issues raised have made a valuable contribution during the drafting of the 
Chapter. Some agencies supplied specific provisions that have been included in the Chapter; 
for example, the New Zealand Transport Agency suggested rules regarding access to State 
Highways and KiwiRail suggested rules regarding road level crossings.  

 
5. Consultation has also occurred, as part of the wider consultation, with the Collaborative 

Agency Group comprising representatives of the Canterbury Regional Council (Environment 
Canterbury), Selwyn District Council, Waimakariri District Council, Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority, New Zealand Transport Agency, Ngāi Tahu and the Ministry for the 
Environment (in an advisory role). There was also consultation with the Canterbury District 
Health Board and the general public. 

 
6. Additional information on consultation can be found in section 6 of this report. 
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2. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ISSUES 
 
2.1 STRATEGIC PLANNING DOCUMENTS 
 
1. Those strategic matters and provisions that have been specifically given effect or had regard to 

in this chapter are summarised in the table 2 below and are set out in full in Appendix 1. These 
documents already broadly identify the resource management issues for the District and 
provide the higher-level policy direction to resolve these issues. The strategic matters and 
provisions that have been specifically given effect or had regard to in this chapter are 
summarised in Table 2: Summary of Strategic Research undertaken 

 
 

2. The Strategic Directions chapter also contains higher-order objectives and policies to reflect 
the outcomes sought in a number of strategic planning documents. An assessment of these 
objectives and policies is contained within the Section 32 Strategic Directions report. Those 
objectives and policies within the Strategic Directions chapter that are relied on in this chapter 
are discussed in section 5 (Evaluation of Objectives).   

 
Table 2: Summary of Strategic Research undertaken 
Document Relevant provisions How the Transport chapter will take into 

account/give effect to the relevant 
provisions  

Resource Management 
Act (RMA) 

Part 2, s 5 Promotes sustainable management of the 
transport network 

Resource Management 
Act 

Part 2, s 6 There are no specific matters of national 
importance that are particularly relevant to 
the transport provisions of the Plan. Rather, 
the Transport chapter will recognise and 
provide for the matters of national 
importance in an indirect way 

Resource Management 
Act 

Part 2, s 7 Has particular regard to the other matters 
lost in s 7, e.g. efficient use and development 
of natural and physical resources 

Resource Management 
Act 

Part 2, s 8 Takes into account principles of the Treaty of 
Waitangi 

Canterbury Regional 
Policy Statement (CPRS) 

Chapters 5 and 6 
Objectives 5.2.3 and 6.2.4 
Policies 5.3.7, 5.3.8 and 
6.3.4 

Has regard to the CRPS, e.g. consideration of 
effective, efficient transport network that 
promotes sustainability and resilience 

Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Strategy 

Six components of 
recovery 

Is not inconsistent with all six components of 
recovery in the recovery strategy: economic, 
social, cultural, built, natural, leadership and 
integration 

Land Use Recovery Plan 
(LURP) 

Action 36 Is not inconsistent with LURP by achieving 
Action 36 

Mahaanui Iwi Issue P16 Takes account of the IMP, e.g. provisions to 
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Management Plan (IMP) encourage greater use of Public and Active 
transport, as per policy P16.8 of the IMP 

Greater Christchurch 
Transport Statement 
2012 (GCTS) 

Five priorities for growth 
and land use, airport and 
port access, linkages to 
central city 

Has regard to the GCTS, e.g. consideration of 
integrated approach to transport network to 
address five priorities of GCTS 

Christchurch Transport 
Strategic Plan (CTSP) 

Four key goals to meet 
transport challenges 

Has regard to the CTSP, e.g. providing for 
Transport and land-use integration 

An Accessible City – 
Christchurch Central 
Recovery Plan (CCRP) 

New suite of transport 
objectives, policies and 
rules specific to the 
Central City 

Is not inconsistent with the CCRP, by ensuring 
the transport provisions outside the Central 
City in the District Plan are compatible with 
the provisions inside the Central City in the 
An Accessible City chapter 

Regional Land Transport 
Strategy 2012–2042 
(RLTS) 

Five objectives for meeting 
regional transport needs 

Has regard to the RLTS, e.g. providing for 
Transport and land-use integration 

 
2.2 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ISSUE: TRANSPORT SYSTEM 
 
Table 3: Resource Management Issue 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ISSUE – Effective functioning of the transport system 

The Strategic Directions chapter of the Plan has identified the following issue as being the main 
transport issue at a strategic level: 

3.4.2 - Strategic Issue 2 - Effective functioning of the transport system  
The earthquakes caused significant disruption to the transport system within the district. 
There was substantial damage to roads in urban areas and repairs to underground 
infrastructure within the transport corridor are affecting the efficiency and capacity of 
the existing transport network. The relocation of households, commerce and industry has 
changed traffic patterns and concentrated demands on the network in localised areas, 
particularly west of the central city. Accelerated development of greenfield areas to 
address housing needs poses additional challenges for the timely and efficient provision 
of transport infrastructure and services. Delays to the movement of people and freight 
reduce productivity and increase costs for commerce and industry. While this issue is 
largely localised at present, transport demand predictions and trends suggest that 
congestion will become a significant issue for urban Christchurch in the future. There is 
an opportunity to enhance provision for walking, cycling and public transport, improving 
both public health and the efficiency of the network. 

 
The above issue has been identified primarily through internal workshops taking into account 
the effectiveness of the existing Plan provisions and the direction provided by the Canterbury 
Regional Policy Statement, Land Use Recovery Plan, Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan, 
Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan and Regional Land Transport Strategy.  
 
The Transport chapter has addressed this issue with key relationships to four topic areas: 

i. Integrated transport planning;  
ii. Access and Network management; 

iii. Public and Active transport; and  
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iv. Parking management. 
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3. SCALE AND SIGNIFICANCE EVALUATION 

 
1. The level of detail undertaken for the evaluation of the proposed District Plan provisions has 

been determined by an assessment of the scale and significance of the implementation of the 
proposed District Plan provisions. The scale and significance assessment considers the 
environmental, economic, social and cultural effects of the provisions and in making this 
assessment regard has been had to the following, namely whether: 

a. the provision is of regional or city-wide significance and predetermined by a higher-
order document;  

b. the provision is important to resolve an issue or problem particularly to protect life and 
property; and/or 

c. there are a wide range of policy options or only variations of a theme;  
d. the policy direction will radically change from current provisions; and/or 
e. the provision will affect reasonable use of land; and/or 
f. the provision will adversely affect those most directly affected or those with particular 

interests including Māori (consideration needs to be given to whether there is certainty 
of effects based on the availability of information to assess benefits and costs); and  

g. the provision will directly assist in the City’s recovery. 
 
2. A broad assessment relating to scale and significance of each policy area has been undertaken 

below. More detailed assessments of the scale and significance of the specific provisions that 
have been implemented are provided in the relevant sections. 

 
3.1 OBJECTIVES  
 

1. Objectives 1 and 2 of the Transport chapter flow from the objectives and policies in the 
proposed Strategic Directions chapter. The strategic directions that have particular relevance 
to the Transport chapter are listed in the table below: 

 

Table 4: Relevant Strategic Direction Objectives and Policies 
Provision Policy Direction 

3.6.1 OBJECTIVE - RECOVERY AND 
LONG-TERM FUTURE OF THE DISTRICT 
 

3.6.1.3 Policy - Development design and quality 

3.6.2 OBJECTIVE - DEVELOPMENT 
FORM AND FUNCTION 
 

3.6.2.1 Policy - Accessible development 
3.6.2.4 Policy - Timing of urban development 
3.6.2.8 Policy - Infrastructure 

 
2. The scale and significance of the transport objectives are discussed within the Section 32 

Report in the Strategic Directions Chapter. 
 

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 95 of 448



Mr David Falconer – Evidence in Chief dated 26 May 2015 – Attachment B 

MAY 2015  VERSION   11 
 

3.2 POLICIES AND RULES 
 
1. Policies and rules have been bundled into the four policy areas discussed below. 

 
3.2.1 Integrated Transport Planning 
 
a. The scale and significance of the introduction of Integrated Transport Assessments (ITAs) is 

considered to be of low to moderate significance, as there is a statutory requirement to 
introduce ITAs through the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS). An assessment of the 
transport effects of developments is generally accepted planning practice in New Zealand; 
therefore, any policy shift towards ITAs will not be a radical change from the current situation.  
Ensuring that the requirements for ITAs distinguish between new and existing activities will 
ensure that the scale and significance of the ITA requirement is commensurate with the scale 
of the proposed development.  

 
3.2.2 Access and Network Management 
 
a. The scale and significance of the policy shift to update access provisions in line with latest 

standards is considered to be of low to moderate significance. Having access standards in a 
District Plan is generally accepted planning practice. The access provisions are required by 
Action 36 of the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP), which requires the District Plan to provide for 
the management of conflicts between property access, streetscape and transport efficiency. 
Any updates are likely to be in keeping with industry best practice and will not result in a major 
change to the current situation. 

 
3.2.3 Public and Active Transport 
 
a. The scale and significance of the policy shift to update the cycle parking rates, incorporate 

location and design rules for cycle parking, require visibility splays and require public transport 
interchanges in new District Centres is considered to be of low to moderate significance, 
because containing standards for cycle parking, visibility splays and public transport 
interchanges in a District Plan is becoming an increasingly more accepted type of planning 
practice. The provisions for walking, cycling and public transport are required by Action 36 of 
the LURP, which requires the District Plan to provide support for transport choice, including 
walking, cycling and public transport. 

 
3.2.4 Parking Management 

 
a. The scale and significance of the policy relating to parking standards will be of moderate 

significance. There are a variety of different provisions relating to parking that could be 
selected; the differing options will have different implications. There is potential for provision 
options such as applying maximum parking levels to have a moderate impact on the current 
situation. Resource consent data indicates that the current parking minimums trigger a 
relatively large number of resource consents. This suggests that the current standards are not 
reflective of the demands of the development industry. Any potential change in provision is 
likely to greater reflect the development industry. Removing minimum parking standards from 
commercial centres is becoming an increasingly more accepted type of planning practice in 
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large metropolitan cities in New Zealand, provided the safe and efficient function of the 
transport system is not compromised within these centres. 

 
 
 

4. EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 

 
a. Section 32(i)(a) of the Resource Management Act (RMA) requires the Council to evaluate the 

extent to which the objectives are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose (s 5) of 
the Act. This section provides an evaluation of several alternative approaches (‘objective 
options’).   

 
b. Key elements of s 5 of the Act relevant to transport are have been identified in the previous 

section of this report as a framework for this evaluation. The principles of the Act (s 6, 7 and 8) 
also provide guidance as to how s 5 should be applied; they have been incorporated 
accordingly.  

 
c. The two proposed objectives and their alternatives are evaluated below, the first under the 

heading ‘Integrated Transport System’, the second under the heading ‘Adverse Effects from 
the Transport Network’.  

 
4.1 EVALUATION OF PROPOSED OBJECTIVE 1: INTEGRATED TRANSPORT SYSTEM 
 

GENERAL POLICY DIRECTION OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
The following three options were considered in response to the key strategic resource 
management issue identified in the section above. An evaluation of the proposed Objective 1 
and alternative options/approaches considered is provided below summarising how each:  

1. relates to an identified resource management issue that must be resolved to 
promote the purpose of the RMA; 

2. is relevant to other sections of the RMA in terms of Part 2, statutory functions and 
powers, giving effect to another policy or plan or some other RMA-related purpose; 
and 

3. meets the tests of usefulness, reasonableness and achievability. 
 
Option 1 – (Proposed Objective 1) Integrated Transport System 

 
Option 1 (Proposed Objective 1) approaches the resource management issues identified 
earlier, as follows: 
1. Infrastructure - Supports a single integrated transport system that promotes 

development, in particular where co-ordinated with the transport network to 
provide for efficiencies in the use and development of existing infrastructure. 

2. Effective functioning of the transport system - Seeks a sustainable and efficient 
approach to new land-use development to support effective functioning of the 
transport system and minimise adverse effects on the transport system and reduce 
delays to the movement of people and freight. 

3. Protecting key resources - Seeks integration of land-use activities and strategic 
infrastructure to reduce incompatibility between activities and therefore better 
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protect existing transport infrastructure and provide for more efficient levels of use.  
 
Option 1 (Proposed Objective 1) would in the context of RMA Part 2 matters: 
1. support sustainable management by providing for development that seeks to 

manage and integrate with the transport network so that it can provide for the 
social, economic and cultural well-being of people and communities, whilst avoiding, 
remedying or mitigating any adverse effects on the network; and  

2. support land-use integration by requiring integrated land use assessments for 
substantial developments as required by Objective 6.2.4 and Policy 5.3.8 of the 
CRPS. 

 
Option 2 – (Status quo) Existing City Plan objectives 
 

1. Transport objective: An efficient, safe and sustainable transport system in the city 
that provides for ease of accessibility for people and goods.  

2. Objective 7.1: A safe, efficient and sustainable transport system. 
3. Objective 7.2: An efficient and effective road network that allows the city to function 

and develop with minimal conflict between land uses, traffic and people.   
4. Objective 7.3: Recognition of the public transport needs of people throughout the 

city and provision for meeting those needs.  
5. Objective 7.4: Provision for the safe movement of cyclists and actively encouraging 

cycling as a means of transport.  
6. Objective 7.5: The safe movement of pedestrians in a pleasant environment.  
7. Objective 7.6: Sufficient and accessible off-street parking and loading facilities 

meeting the normal anticipated demands for each activity, while minimising the 
adverse effects of such facilities on the safety and efficiency of the transport system.  

8. Objective 7.7: The maintenance and improvement of transport safety throughout 
the city.  

9. Objective 7.8: Recognition of the need for regional, national and international links 
with the city and provision for those links.  

 
Option 2 (status quo) approaches the resource management issues identified earlier, as follows: 

1. Infrastructure - Supports (albeit with reduced emphasis to Option 1) a single 
integrated transport system that promotes development, in particular where co-
ordinated with the transport network to provide for efficiencies in the use and 
development of existing infrastructure. 

2. Effective functioning of the transport system - Seeks a safe and efficient approach to 
new land-use development to support effective functioning of the transport system. 
There is also recognition of and provision for opportunities for public transport, 
cycling and pedestrian safety. There is, however, a reduced emphasis on actively 
enhancing and encouraging (rather, it is a meeting of current needs) the provision of 
these facilities within an environment of recovery. 

3. Protecting key resources - Seeks protection of the road function through achieving 
compatibility between activities. 

 
In terms of achieving the Purpose of the Act, Option 2 would have both positive and negative 
implications including: 

1. Supports sustainable management by directing towards development that provides 
for the social, economic and cultural well-being of people and communities, whilst 
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avoiding, remedying or mitigating any adverse effects on the network. 
2. Does not require ITAs for substantial developments as required by Objective 6.2.4 

and Policy 5.3.8 of the CRPS. 
 
Option 3 – No specific requirement for transport and land-use integration 
 
Draft Objective - A transport network that responds to and accommodates effects from land-use 
development. 
 
Option 3 would approach the resource management issues identified earlier, in the following 
manner: 

1. Infrastructure - Would result in a substantially reduced emphasis (from both the 
existing Plan provisions and the direction proposed in the LURP on providing for a 
single integrated transport system. Would not promote development in areas where 
it can be co-ordinated with the transport network; therefore, there will be greater 
risk of reduced efficiencies in the use and development of existing infrastructure as 
the transport network would essentially follow development where and when it 
occurred. The ability to address this issue would therefore be considerable 
diminished. 

2. Effective functioning of the transport system - Would not promote a sustainable and 
efficient approach to new land-use development. Would therefore create greater 
risk to the effective functioning of the transport system due to the potential for 
greater adverse effects on the transport system to occur including increased delays 
to the movement of people and freight. 

3. Protecting key resources - A lack of land-use integration direction would increase the 
potential for incompatible activities to occur, which in turn could progressively 
constrain the effective and efficient function of the transport network including key 
infrastructure such as the sea and air ports and major transport routes as identified 
within this issue. 

 
In terms of achieving the purpose of the Act, Option 3 would have negative implications 
including: 

1. Does not require ITAs for substantial developments as required by Objective 6.2.4 
and Policy 5.3.8 of the CRPS. 

ADOPTED GENERAL POLICY DIRECTION 

Option 1. This is considered to be the best policy option because it maximises integration 
between Land Use and Transport as required by Objective 6.2.4 and Policy 5.3.8 of the CRPS. 

OBJECTIVE MOST APPROPRIATE WAY TO ACHIEVE THE PURPOSE OF THE RMA 

Objective Summary of Evaluation 

OBJECTIVE 1 – INTEGRATED 
TRANSPORT SYSTEM 
 
 

Relation to Resource Management Issue 
 
Objective 1 approaches the resource management 
issue identified earlier, as follows: 
 Seeks a sustainable and efficient approach to new 

land-use development to support effective 
functioning of the transport system and minimise 
adverse effects on the transport system and 
reduce delays to the movement of people and 
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freight. 
 
Objective 1 would in the context of Part 2 matters: 
 support sustainable management by providing for 

development that seeks to manage and integrate 
with the transport network so that it can provide 
for the social, economic and cultural well-being of 
people and communities, whilst avoiding, 
remedying or mitigating any adverse effects on 
the network; and  

 support land-use integration by requiring 
integrated land use assessments for substantial 
developments as required by Objective 6.2.4 and 
Policy 5.3.8 of the CRPS. 

 
Overall Assessment of the Appropriateness of 
Objective 1 
 
Objective 1 has been written to recognise the primary 
overarching direction of providing for cohesive 
integration between a range of land uses and their 
various adjoining transport network functions. 
Ultimately, this integration is linked to recovery and 
economic development through the safe and efficient 
use of the transport network including the protection 
of key transport hubs and promotion of alternative 
modes of transport across the city, the provision for 
access and network management, and efficient 
parking supply and management.  
 
In accordance with emerging best practice guidance1, 
relevancy and usefulness criteria have been used to 
assess the appropriateness of the proposed and other 
considered (alternative) objectives.   
 
Objective 2 is consistent with objectives in other 
chapters that mention transport, such as: 
 Chapter 8, 8.1.3 Objective 3 - Infrastructure and 

transport, which provides for a legible, well-
connected, highly walkable and comprehensive 
movement network for all transport modes; 

 Chapter 8, 8.1.2 Objective 2 - Design and amenity, 
which requires an integrated pattern of 
development and urban form through subdivision 
and comprehensive development that improves 
people’s connectivity and accessibility to 

                                                 
1
 Ministry for the Environment (2013), “An interim guide to section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991: 

Incorporating changes as a result of the Resource Management Amendment Act 2003”. 
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employment, transport, services and community 
facilities; 

 Chapter 14, 14.1.3 Objective 3 - Housing 
distribution and density, which provides for 
increased density of residential development in 
and around commercial centres where there is 
ready access to public transport;  

 Chapter 14, 14.1.4 Objective 4 - Strategic 
infrastructure, which requires that residential 
development does not adversely affect the 
efficient operation, use, development, 
appropriate upgrade and future provision of the 
strategic transport network and freight hubs; and 

 Chapter 15, 15.1.1 Objective 1 - Recovery of 
commercial activity in centres, which provides for 
commercial activity in a way that is highly 
accessible by a range of modes of transport, 
manages adverse effects on the transport 
network, and is integrated with the delivery of 
infrastructure.  

 
Overall it is considered that Objective 1 presents the 
appropriate means of achieving the sustainable 
management of natural and physical resources. The 
transport network is a finite resource (RMA s7(g)) in 
the district both in terms of the overall quantum of 
available land (having regard to competing land-use 
activities) and having regard to the presence of natural 
and physical constraints.  
 
Objective 1 responds to the issue, recognising that the 
transport network should be efficiently managed as an 
existing resource in a way that ensures it is available to 
provide for the immediate recovery and economic 
well-being of people and communities and the future 
growth demands of the district over the Plan period 
(s7(b)). 
 
Objective 1 is considered to be the most appropriate 
objective to achieve the purpose of the RMA because 
it maximises integration between land use and 
transport as required by Objective 6.2.4 and Policy 
5.3.8 of the CRPS. 

 
4.2 EVALUATION OF PROPOSED OBJECTIVE 2: ADVERSE EFFECTS FROM THE 

TRANSPORT NETWORK 
 
GENERAL POLICY DIRECTION OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
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The following three options were considered in response to the key strategic resource 
management issues.  
 
Option 1 (Proposed Objective 2) Minimise Adverse Effects from the Transport Network  

Option 1 (Proposed Objective 2) approaches the resource management issues identified 
earlier as follows:  
 Effective functioning of the transport system - While the transport network is 

commonly considered to be the road carriageway itself, it also includes access, 
footpaths, public transport, parking and loading areas, which are required as part 
of its overall function. Where the effects of the transport network are not managed 
appropriately, for example, parking areas providing a large oversupply of spaces, 
this can impact upon the ability to manage adverse effects. This can compromise 
the environment in a number of ways, for example, emissions, contaminated 
stormwater runoff from roads and parking areas, and reduced areas available for 
amenity planting and treatments. Therefore, the potential for adverse effects from 
the transport network to be considered via this objective is important to ensure 
that the Plan can address this issue. 

 Protecting key resources - Seeks integration of land-use activities and strategic 
infrastructure to reduce incompatibility between activities and, therefore, better 
protect existing activities from the adverse effects from the transport network. 
Where the transport network is designed and located adjacent to potentially 
sensitive activities, any changes, such as increased levels of congestion, higher 
dependency of cars and reduced ability to provide for public and active transport, 
can result in increased emissions, increased fuel consumption, contaminated 
stormwater runoff from roads and parking areas, and reduced areas available for 
amenity planting and treatments. Therefore, the proposed objective recognises the 
need to minimise adverse effects in response to this issue. 

 
Option 1 (Proposed Objective 2) would in the context of RMA Part 2 matters: 
 support sustainable development by enabling the Plan to provide for the social, 

economic and cultural well-being of people and communities, whilst avoiding, 
remedying or mitigating any adverse effects from the transport network.  

 fulfil Objective 5.2.3(2) of the RPS to avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects 
of transport use and its provisions. 

 
 
Option 2 (Status quo – existing City Plan objective) 

 Transport objective: An efficient, safe and sustainable transport system in the city 
that provides for ease of accessibility for people and goods.  

 Objective 7.1: A safe, efficient and sustainable transport system. 
 Objective 7.2: An efficient and effective road network that allows the city to 

function and develop with minimal conflict between land uses, traffic and people.  
 Objective 7.3: Recognition of the public transport needs of people throughout the 

city and provision for meeting those needs.  
 Objective 7.4: Provision for the safe movement of cyclists and actively encouraging 

cycling as a means of transport.  
 Objective 7.5: The safe movement of pedestrians in a pleasant environment.  
 Objective 7.6: Sufficient and accessible off-street parking and loading facilities 

meeting the normal anticipated demands for each activity, while minimising the 
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adverse effects of such facilities on the safety and efficiency of the transport 
system.  

 Objective 7.7: The maintenance and improvement of transport safety throughout 
the city.  

 Objective 7.8: Recognition of the need for regional, national and international links 
with the city and provision for those links.  

  
Option 2 approaches the resource management issues identified earlier as follows:  
 Effective functioning of the transport system - This Option would see the retention 

of the existing City Plan transport objectives. Whilst some of the existing objectives 
mention the need to minimise adverse effects, such as Objective 7.6 ‘adverse 
effects of such [parking and loading] facilities on the safety and efficiency of the 
transport system’, it does not mention other adverse effects such as air quality, 
water quality, noise, glare, vibration and amenity. Policy 5.3.8(3)(a) of the CRPS 
mentions adverse effects on significant natural and physical resources. Therefore, it 
can be considered that the existing City Plan transport objectives only consider 
some adverse effects and do not adequately address all the adverse effects as 
required by the CRPS or identified by this issue. 

 Protecting key resources - As discussed above, the existing objectives within the 
Plan do not focus on all effects from the transport network on the receiving 
environment. Where the transport network is designed and located adjacent to 
potentially sensitive activities, any changes, such as increased levels of congestion, 
widening of roads, higher dependency of cars and reduced ability to provide for 
public and active transport, can result in increased emissions, increased fuel 
consumption, contaminated stormwater runoff from roads and parking areas, and 
reduced areas available for amenity planting and treatments. Therefore, the 
proposed objectives do not sufficiently encompass the direction to minimise 
adverse effects in response to this issue. 

 
In terms of achieving the purpose of the Act, Option 2 would have a number of positive 
and negative implications including: 
 Does not explicitly provide for the minimisation of the range of adverse effects as 

required by the CRPS Objective 5.2.3(2). 
 Does not enable the Plan to completely provide for the social, economic and 

cultural well-being of people and communities, due to the limited scope to address 
the wider range of adverse effects that can occur from the transport network. 

 
Option 3 No specific requirement to minimise adverse effects from transport 

 Draft objective - The continued development and operation of the transport 
network as required. 

 
Option 3 would see the continued operation and development of transport without any 
consideration of the adverse effects caused.  

 
Option 3 would approach the resource management issues identified earlier (that is, 
issues 2 and 3), in the following manner: 
 Effective functioning of the transport system - Would not promote a sustainable 

and efficient approach to the development of the transport network and its 
relation to surrounding land use. Would therefore create potential for greater 
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adverse effects from the transport system, for example, congestion, to occur 
including potential reduction in the safety of users and the surrounding amenity, 
for example, poor design and location of access or parking facilities adjacent to 
sensitive activities may compromise the safety of pedestrians. 

 Protecting key resources - A lack of direction as to the relationship of the transport 
network to its surroundings can increase the level of effects or level of 
incompatibility from present. An example of this is the construction of new roads 
or an increase in traffic flows (particularly heavy vehicles such as trucks and buses) 
on an existing road with little consideration to their surrounds can compromise 
residential amenity in terms of noise and air quality and increase the level of 
conflict. This conflict can ultimately lead to constraints upon the transport network, 
which in turn can compromise recovery. 

 
In terms of achieving the purpose of the Act, Option 3 would: 
 fail to achieve sustainable management of the physical transport resource by not 

minimising adverse effects from the construction and operation of the transport 
network. 

 
In terms of its appropriateness in achieving the purpose of the Act, Option 3 would: 
 provide for people’s and communities’ social, economic and cultural well-being 

through the continued operation and development of the transport network as and 
where required. However, it would ensure that the effects from the network, for 
example, noise, vibration and emissions, will be avoided, mitigated and remedied. 

 

ADOPTED GENERAL POLICY DIRECTION 

Option 1. This is considered to be best policy option because it fulfils Objective 5.2.3(2) of the 
CRPS, to avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of transport use. 

OBJECTIVE MOST APPROPRIATE WAY TO ACHIEVE THE PURPOSE OF THE RMA 

Objective Summary of Evaluation 

OBJECTIVE 2 – MINIMISE ADVERSE 
EFFECTS FROM THE TRANSPORT 
NETWORK 
Adverse effects from the construction 
and operation of the transport network, 
including air quality, water quality, noise, 
glare, vibration, amenity and safety of 
users, are managed to minimise effects 
on people, natural and physical 
resources, and the wider environment of 
the district. 

Relation to Resource Management Issue 
 
Objective 2 approaches the resource management 
issue identified earlier as follows:  
 While the transport network is commonly 

considered to be the road carriageway itself, it 
also includes access, footpaths, public transport, 
parking and loading areas, which are required as 
part of its overall function. Where the effects of 
the transport network are not managed 
appropriately, e.g. parking areas providing a 
large oversupply of spaces, this can impact upon 
the ability to manage adverse effects. This can 
compromise the environment in a number of 
ways, e.g. emissions, contaminated stormwater 
runoff from roads and parking areas, and 
reduced areas available for amenity planting 
and treatments. Therefore, the potential for 
adverse effects from the transport network to 
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be considered via this objective is important to 
ensure that the Plan can address this issue. 

 
Objective 2 would in the context of Part 2 matters: 
 support sustainable development by enabling 

the Plan to provide for the social, economic and 
cultural well-being of people and communities, 
whilst avoiding, remedying or mitigating any 
adverse effects from the transport network  

 fulfil Objective 5.2.3(2) of the CRPS to avoid, 
remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of 
transport use and its provisions. 

 
Overall Assessment of the Appropriateness of 
Objective 
 
Objective 2 has been written to ensure that adverse 
effects from the transport network itself are 
minimised to protect the receiving environment. 
Where development is not well integrated or 
compatible with the transport network, it can 
reduce efficiency, safety and accessibility, which 
ultimately can result in increased levels of 
congestion, higher dependency of cars, a reduction 
in safety due to extra traffic conflict, and reduced 
ability to provide for public and active transport. The 
subsequent effects from this on the environment 
can include increased emissions, increased fuel 
consumption, contaminated stormwater runoff from 
roads and parking areas, and reduced areas available 
for amenity planting and treatments.  
 
Objective 2 is considered to be the most appropriate 
objective to achieve the purpose of the RMA 
because it fulfils Objective 5.2.3(2) of the CRPS to 
avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of 
transport use. 
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5. EVALUATION OF PROPOSED POLICIES, RULES AND METHODS 
 
a. The proposed policies and methods topics have been grouped as follows for the purposes of 

Section 32 analysis: 
i Integrated Transport Planning 
ii Access and Network Management 
iii Public and Active Transport 
iv Parking Management. 

 
b. Further analysis of the proposed rules is in Appendix 3. 
 
5.1 TOPIC 1: Integrated Transport Planning 
  
1. The following three options were considered for Topic 1: 
 

a. OPTION 1 – Maintain Status Quo 
This option would result in the retention of the same suite of transport-related 
objectives, policies and rules as are currently in the City Plan and BPDP. Current 
provisions will continue to provide a degree of control via the high traffic generator 
rule threshold, thereby maintaining scope to primarily consider the impact of private 
motor vehicle traffic on the network. 

 
b. OPTION 2 – Require ITAs for High Trip Generators  

This option would require alterations to the existing provisions of the Plans to provide a 
specific requirement to prepare an ITA for activities that breach a trip-based threshold. 
This option will utilise a high trip generator trigger threshold. The type of trigger would 
differ from the existing Plan in that the trigger is based on ‘trips’ rather than ‘traffic’ (so 
that it considers all transport modes and not just traffic) and the trigger will also 
provide two threshold levels, with different measures depending on the activity; for 
example, Gross Floor Area (GFA), Gross Leasable Floor Area (GLFA) and Public Floor 
Area (PFA), number of students, number of professional staff, number of vehicle trips. 
The level of threshold breached will determine whether a ‘basic’ or ‘full’ ITA is required. 
Whilst the proposed type of threshold measure is to differ from the existing plans, the 
level at which the threshold is set would be similar to the existing Plan (albeit that the 
trigger now is based on ‘trips’ rather than just ‘traffic’), so that the number of consents 
required is likely to be no greater than what is required under the existing plans.  
Provision is also made to exempt the rebuild of existing activities from ITA 
requirements unless the rebuild increases the scale of the activity such that the 
increase breaches the stated thresholds (or there is a change in access arrangement 
which breaches the stated threshold), which will ensure that unnecessary consents 
are not required. 

 

c. If an ITA is provided, it would need to be prepared in accordance with a number of 
assessment matters, rather than just limiting discretion to traffic effects or vehicular access, 
with activities that would otherwise be permitted activities subject to fewer assessment 
matters in 7.3.19. This option would also seek changes to the objective and policy 
framework to ensure sufficient emphasis to reflect the strategic direction set by the LURP, 
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CRPS, Greater Christchurch Transport Statement 2012 (GCTS), Christchurch Transport 
Strategic Plan (CTSP) and other relevant overarching documents. 

 

d. As the consent threshold has changed from ‘traffic’ to ‘trips’, the activities that exceed the 
threshold will be called ‘high trip generators’ rather than ‘high traffic generators’. This 
change, and subsequent change to the name of the rule to ‘High Trip Generator Rule’, will 
help to make it clear that the new assessments under this rule are to be integrated and 
consider all transport modes, not just traffic. 

 
e. OPTION 3 – Require ITAs for High Trip Generators – Centres’ Location Triggers 

This option is similar to Option 2 in that it would seek alterations to the existing 
provisions of the Plan to provide a specific requirement to prepare an ITA for activities. 
However, it would utilise different high trip generator threshold triggers, dependent on 
whether or not a development is located within a commercial centre. ‘Basic’ and ‘full’ 
ITA thresholds would continue to be utilised. 

 

2. An evaluation of the proposed option (Option 2) is outlined in the table below. It is considered 
that the most appropriate balance of benefits and costs to most effectively achieve the intent 
of the overarching strategic direction are provided by the chosen option. It has been 
concluded that the chosen option provides a superior solution as it directly achieves the 
strategic objectives concerning integration, particularly for more substantial developments, 
while providing sufficient flexibility in the preparation of ITAs to enable the level of assessment 
and information to match that appropriate to the scale or intensity of the proposal in all 
locations. 
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INTEGRATED TRANSPORT PLANNING PROVISIONS MOST APPROPRIATE WAY TO ACHIEVE THE 
OBJECTIVES 

Relevant objective: 
1 INTEGRATED TRANSPORT NETWORK 
2 ADVERSE EFFECTS FROM THE TRANSPORT NETWORK 
 
The following objectives in other chapters are also relevant: 

 Chapter 8, 8.1.3 - Objective 3 - Infrastructure and transport 

 Chapter 8, 8.1.2 - Objective 2 - Design and amenity 

 Chapter 14, 14.1.3 - Objective 3 - Housing distribution and density  

 Chapter 14, 14.1.4 - Objective 4 - Strategic infrastructure  

 Chapter 15, 15.1.1 - Objective 1 - Recovery of commercial activity in centres 
 

Provision(s) most appropriate  Effectiveness and efficiency  

Proposed Option 
Require ITAs For High Trip Generators  
 

EFFICIENCY  
 
Benefits 
Environmental: 
 ITA requirement enables a greater degree of 

focus on multi-modal transport provision and 
transport choice with land uses and its 
integration. This can encourage greater use of 
sustainable modes and thus reduce the 
environmental effects of transport use. 

 Requirement enables the achievement of the 
strategic objectives concerning integration, 
which can reduce the adverse effects on the 
transport network and effects from the 
transport network. 

 Flexibility in the preparation of ITAs to enable 
the level of assessment and information to 
match that appropriate to the scale or intensity 
of the proposal, so that there is appropriate 
analysis of the environmental effects to ensure 
adverse effects are appropriately avoided, 
mitigated or remedied. 

 
Social and cultural: 
 Enables a greater degree of focus on multi-

modal transport provision and choice with land 
uses and its integration with the network, 
thereby promoting greater accessibility across 
the city and within communities, as it will 
encourage development to provide for all 
modes. 
 

Economic: 
 Enables a greater degree of focus on multi-

modal transport provision, thereby promoting 
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greater accessibility and reducing dependency 
on private motor vehicles, which in turn can 
reduce the need to create additional roading 
infrastructure for motorists. Reducing 
dependency on private motor vehicles can also 
‘free up’ road space for freight, which is vital for 
the city’s recovery. 

 Distinguishing between the threshold 
requirement to provide a basic or full ITA 
enables developments with a lesser impact to 
either avoid the need for consent (through 
being less than the threshold) or be subject to a 
less onerous process (basic ITA) while those with 
greater potential for impact are required to 
provide a higher level of detail (full ITA).  

 Use of GFA etc. for listed activities provides a 
greater level of clarity for determining whether 
certain activities will breach this rule. This is 
beneficial for activities where there can be 
uncertainty in accurately predicting the number 
of trips, thereby reducing the need to estimate 
trip rates which can involve a degree of 
uncertainty and, ultimately, cost. The GFA (etc.) 
basic ITA thresholds are based on research that 
shows the amount of floor area that generally 
generates 250 vehicle trips a day for each 
activity (see Appendix 4 for more details), whilst 
the GFA (etc.) full ITA thresholds are based on 
research that shows the amount of floor area 
that generally generates 1000 vehicle trips a day 
for each activity (see Appendix 3 for more 
details). The ITA thresholds are set at a similar 
level of traffic generation for all activities. 

 Requiring ITAs is becoming an increasingly more 
common and accepted way of managing 
transport effects of developments. A number of 
recent District Plans from other metropolitan 
cities in New Zealand (such as Hamilton, 
Auckland and Tauranga) have requirements for 
ITAs. 

 The ITA thresholds are set at a similar level to 
those in the recent District Plans of other 
metropolitan cities in New Zealand (such as 
Hamilton, Auckland and Tauranga). The 
thresholds should not cause costs for 
development through consenting that are more 
onerous than in other metropolitan cities in 
New Zealand. Thus the ITA requirements should 
not affect the attractiveness and relative 
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competitiveness of development in 
Christchurch, compared to other cities.  

 Non-statutory ITA guidelines will provide greater 
certainty as to what must be provided for the 
assessment of activities. 

 
Costs 
Environmental, social and cultural: 
 Could involve an increased level of assessment 

and analysis compared to the status quo. The 
additional time, costs and general uncertainty 
associated with this aspect of the process may 
therefore deter the viability of some 
developments that may otherwise have 
contributed positively to economic, 
environmental, social or cultural outcomes. 
However, ITA guidelines have been provided 
and pre-application meetings are encouraged to 
remove uncertainty and reduce costs by 
ensuring that there is clarity early in the process 
about the amount of assessment required and 
that the assessment is in scale with the 
development so that it does not impose costs 
that are out of scale with the development 
proposed. 

 Some developments may separate their 
activities into a number of smaller 
tenancies/outlets to individually avoid non-
compliance with the high trip generator 
thresholds. This has the potential to 
cumulatively generate adverse effects through a 
failure to ensure that the development is well 
integrated with the transport network. Since 
smaller developments are not required to 
provide ITAs, some smaller developments may 
not be as well integrated as if they were 
required to provide an ITA. 

 
Economic: 
 Requires an increased level of assessment and 

potential analysis, thereby increasing the 
potential for costs associated with the 
preparation of an ITA and its review/audit by the 
Council. 
Consent costs and uncertainty, though, may be 
limited where consents are required anyway by 
other rules in the Plan. Having a lesser 
requirement for ITAs for the rebuild of existing 
activities, and reducing the assessment matters 
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in 7.3.19 for otherwise permitted activities, will 
avoid unnecessary costs  

 
 
 
 
 
Policy 1 – Establishment of a Road 
Classification System 
 
Linked to Objectives: 
1 Integrated Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport Network 
 

EFFECTIVENESS 
 
Effectiveness of Provision to Achieve Objective  
 
Policy 1 provides specific emphasis on the road 
classification and its role. This will assist with 
providing an appropriate level of context to the 
nature and use of various roads when considering 
resource consents for any level of activity, but will 
particularly inform the preparation of ITAs. To 
remove the context of a road classification would 
remove the priority of all roads, making it harder to 
ensure integration with the movement function of 
roads. It would also remove certainty as to the 
function of the transport system for the wider 
community including freight routes and key public 
transport routes. Therefore, this policy provides key 
support to the overarching objectives. 
 

For the sake of simplicity and consistency the 
Council has opted to continue to use the existing 
road classification terminology within the City Plan 
(i.e. Major Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector and 
Local). However, the new road classification system 
also reflects the concepts in the CTSP (such as the 
place functions, e.g. urban residential), and reflects 
changes to various roads which have decreased or 
intensified in use, to ensure consistency throughout 
all chapters that use road classification provisions. 
In addition, it is understood that the New Zealand 
Transport Agency is in the process of preparing a 
national road classification (called the One Network 
Road Classification). Once this is formalised, the 
intention is to consider whether there is a need to 
adopt these national classifications throughout the 
Plan via either a specific Plan Change or the second 
stage of the Plan Review as necessary. The term 
‘collector’ has been used rather than the term 
‘distributor’, which is used in the Christchurch 
Central Recovery Plan (CCRP), as the One Network 
Road Classification uses the term ‘collector’. 
However, collector roads have a similar function to 
the distributor roads in the Central City. It is 
anticipated that in due course the term ‘distributor’ 
used in the Central City will need to be updated to 
‘collector’ to align with the new  One Network Road 
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Classification terminology. 
 

Policy 2 – High trip generating activities 
 
Link to relevant Objectives:1 Integrated 
Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport Network 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Key Rules and Methods: 

 High Trip Generator Rule with triggers for 
various activities to require either a Basic 
or Full ITA 

 Exemptions or fewer assessment matters 
in 7.3.19 for otherwise permitted 
activities 

 ITA guidelines 

 Assessment Matters for rule 
 

Policy 2 provides a specific focus on the 
requirement to provide ITAs for higher trip 
generating activities, which will allow assessment of 
how well a development or activity integrates with 
the transport network. This includes the ability to 
consider whether a proposal will achieve a range of 
matters that are directed by this policy, e.g. 
encourage transport choice, provide an accessible 
development, and consider initiatives to contribute 
towards more efficient transport and land-use 
outcomes.  
 

These two policies are clear and directive and will 
each ensure consistency with the CRPS policy in 
some form. Consequently, they will be effective 
tools to direct how the objective will be achieved 
with regard to integrated transport planning.  
 

Economic Analysis 
For an economic analysis for the High Trip Generator 
Rule refer to Appendix 4. 
 

Options less or not as appropriate to achieve the Objectives and policies:  

Option 1 – Status Quo (current policies and 
rules)  
 
Refer to Appendix 3 for information about 
the current rules.  

Appropriateness  
 Continues with a large suite of objectives and 

policies within the Transport Chapter. Many of 
these provisions are still relevant in a general 
context, but there is a lack of methods to 
achieve integration, particularly now that they 
are sought by the CRPS, which requires ITAs for 
substantial developments. This option would 
not, therefore, give effect to the CRPS.  

 The ‘number of car parking spaces’ trigger has 
been found to be a relatively inaccurate 
indication of likely trip generation and has 
resulted in a number of resource consents that 
in practice have little effect on the transport 
system. For example, spiritual activities generate 
a very low turnover throughout the day and yet 
can require a high number of car parking spaces.  

 The discretion of the High Traffic Generator Rule 
is limited to matters associated with vehicular 
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access or traffic effects. Current assessments 
tend to focus on private vehicle trips and 
therefore do not always provide emphasis on 
other transport modes to encourage cycling and 
the use of public transport. 

 The current prioritisation of private motor 
vehicles does not promote accessibility to a 
range of transport modes, which can result in 
the oversupply of car parking at the expense of 
otherwise using this land for activities and 
building floor area. 

 

Option 3 – Require ITAs for High Trip 
Generators - Centres’ Location Triggers  
 

Appropriateness 
 Adopts a generic approach to the requirement 

for ITAs and does not reflect that many centres 
are different sizes, and have different existing 
parking issues such as their level of parking 
oversupply or undersupply, and different levels 
of public and active transport provision; 
therefore, the same trigger for all centres may 
not achieve the policy direction sought.  

 The reduction in requirement for centres 
generally to trigger the trip generator threshold 
may result in incompatible levels of traffic, 
which will compromise the efficiency of the 
transport network in some centres. This may in 
turn require remedial measures by the Council 
to address these situations, e.g. installation of 
parking restrictions or traffic controls. 

 Since centres generally have high levels of public 
transport accessibility, it is even more important 
that development within the centre is designed 
to be well integrated with public transport (i.e. 
have safe and easy access between bus stops 
and the development, the position and amount 
of car parking provided supports public 
transport use) to support the public investment 
in public transport. A reduction in requirements 
for centres to trigger the ITA thresholds may 
make it more difficult to ensure development 
within a centre is designed to be well integrated 
with the adjacent public transport services.  

Risk of acting or not acting 

The direction to provide for integrated transport using ITAs within the Plan has been clearly directed 
by the CRPS provisions. In addition, the guidance for what is to be included within an ITA has been 
produced using comprehensive information sources.  
 
Overall, the risk of acting based on the information available on this topic is considered to be low. 
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The risk of not acting is not complying with the CRPS requirements for ITAs. This could adversely 
affect the integration, safety, efficiency, accessibility and sustainability of the transport network, and 
result in Plan provisions that fail to give effect to the higher order documents. 
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5.2 TOPIC 2: Access and Network Management 
 

1. The following three options were considered for Topic 2:   
 

a. Option 1 – Maintain Status Quo 
This option would result in the retention of the same suite of access-related objectives, 
policies and rules as presently within the City Plan and BPDP, such as queuing space 
requirements, access separation spacing requirements etc.  

 
b. Option 2 – Rely upon ITAs Only to Control Access 

These changes would set a highly permissive Plan framework to provide strong 
emphasis on permitting almost all activities with little control over access and network 
management with the exception of high trip generating activities only, that is, those 
that require ITAs. This would mean few if any rule triggers related to access for smaller 
activities.  

 
c. Option 3 – Update Access Provisions in line with Latest Standards 

This option would seek alterations to the existing provisions of the Plan with regard to 
access management. The proposal would primarily seek changes to the objectives, 
policies and rules to remove those that are ambiguous, repetitive and/or ineffective, 
and update many of the remaining relevant provisions to align with the latest best 
practice and standards, including the provision of a standard for road or rail crossings, 
and requiring space for pedestrian and cycling access along vehicle accesses serving 
nine or more residential units and/or parking spaces. Some standards (such as rule 13-
2.3.2 in the City Plan) that can be controlled more effectively by other Council 
documents (such as the Infrastructure Design Standards or Construction Standard 
Specifications) will be removed from the District Plan and moved to those other 
documents. This option will also make clear what rules apply to vehicle crossings (the 
space within the legal road reserve between the property boundary and road 
carriageway where vehicles get access (usually by crossing over the footpath) between 
the road and the property), and what rules apply to access (the part of the vehicle 
access (e.g. driveway) within the property). It would also be proposed to provide 
emphasis on the strategic direction set by the LURP, CRPS, GCTS, CTSP and other recent 
overarching documents, particularly around integration and accessibility. 

 

2. An evaluation of the proposed option (Option 3) is outlined in the table below. It is considered 
that the chosen option represents an appropriate balance between providing for a wide range 
of development through straightforward permitted standards with substantially improved 
clarity, thereby enabling recovery, while providing an element of control for activities that 
have greater potential to generate significant adverse effects (for example, access locations 
close to intersections, reversing onto busy roads, and activities with multiple accesses). The 
chosen approach will also provide greater emphasis on the compatibility of access with 
different road functions and the ability for access design to promote other modes of transport. 
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ACCESS AND NETWORK MANAGEMENT PROVISIONS MOST APPROPRIATE WAY TO ACHIEVE THE 
OBJECTIVES 

Relevant objective: 
1 INTEGRATED TRANSPORT NETWORK 
2 ADVERSE EFFECTS FROM THE TRANSPORT NETWORK 

Provision(s) most appropriate  Effectiveness and efficiency  

Proposed Option 
Update Access Provisions in line with Latest 
Standards 
 

EFFICIENCY 
 
Benefits 
Environmental: 
 Achieves an appropriate balance between 

providing for a wide range of development 
through straightforward permitted standards 
and substantially improved clarity, e.g. new 
accesses over railways, while providing an 
element of control where needed to protect 
network efficiency, safety and promote 
integration and accessibility for all as per the 
strategic direction sought by LURP, CTSP, GCTS 
and the CRPS. 

 The use of the proposed framework would not 
compromise the streamlining of the Plan 
content and therefore a reduction in the Plan 
size and improved clarity will aid Plan users.  

 
Social: 
 Provides sufficient regulatory intervention to 

encourage good accessibility to developments 
and activities, particularly where it would 
benefit communities’, e.g. requiring space for 
pedestrian and cycling access along busy vehicle 
accesses.  

 
Cultural: 
 Provides sufficient regulatory intervention to 

encourage the use of cycles and pedestrian 
safety, e.g. requiring space for pedestrian and 
cycling access along busy vehicle accesses, in 
accordance with the direction sought within the 
Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan (IMP). 

 
Economic: 
 Provides for small to medium development to 

proceed as a permitted activity subject to 
meeting straightforward design and location 
access controls, which would assist the recovery 
of activities that are more likely to have limited 
adverse access/traffic effects without delay or 
unnecessary impediment.  
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 Would not result in the need for a greater 
volume of resource consent applications than 
are currently generated and should result in a 
reduction of unnecessary consents following the 
removal of onerous or superfluous access-
related rules that exist at present.  

 Would be relatively permissive with improved 
clarity and conciseness. Therefore, there would 
be less cost and time required for Plan users to 
locate and identify the applicable Plan 
provisions concerning access and transport to 
clearly ascertain compliance with applicable 
rules and the strategic policy direction for 
transport. 

 Reduction in safety costs where a new access is 
proposed to cross a railway due to improved 
clarity and recognition of sightline requirements, 
which are not included with the current Plan 
provisions. 

 
Costs 
Environmental:  
 The use of access standards will ensure access 

ways are designed to provide for vehicle access, 
which will still enable people to use cars as a 
form of transport. Thus there will still be some 
emissions and fuel consumption from car use. 

  
Social and cultural: 
 The use of access standards will ensure access 

ways are designed to provide for vehicle access, 
which will still enable people to use cars as a 
form of transport. Thus there will still be some 
safety risk from car use. Whilst changes to the 
access standards are designed to reduce the 
safety risk, it will not be able to eliminate the 
safety risk completely. 

 
Economic: 
 Continuing to have provisions regarding access 

will require assessment and compliance. 
However, this is likely to be at a level not greater 
than is required at present under the existing 
Plan.  

 
EFFECTIVENESS 
Effectiveness of Provision to Achieve Objective  

Policy 1 – Establishment of a Road 
Classification System 

Policy 1 focuses on the recognition of the road 
classification and the different functions for the 
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Link linked to Objectives: 
1 Integrated Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport Network 
 

range of roads. This relates directly to the 
provision, design and location of access to ensure 
that there is an appropriate access response to the 
context of the road frontage, i.e. the ability of 
roads to perform their movement or place function 
is not significantly compromised by the provision 
of access. For more information on the background 
to the Road Classification refer to Appendix 6. 
 

Policy 3 – Vehicle Access and Manoeuvring 
Linked to Objectives: 
1 Integrated Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport Network 
 

Policy 3 provides specific emphasis on the 
management of access to ensure that it focuses on 
compatibility, function, promotion of transport 
choice, and safety and efficiency. This will 
ultimately enable the  achievement of integration 
and reinforce the thrust of the objectives. 
 

Policy 7 – Rail Level Crossings 
Linked to Objectives: 
1 Integrated Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport Network 
 

Policy 7 provides a direct correlation to the 
associated rules concerning the management of 
road/rail level crossings that are not controlled by 
alarms and/or barriers. Rail level crossings require 
a good level of access and network management 
that is not presently required with the City Plan or 
BPDP, particularly with regard to safety. Therefore, 
the direction provided by this policy links 
cohesively into the overarching Objectives in that it 
will promote the safe and efficient function of 
transport particularly where new buildings may 
compromise this function. 

Policy 10 – Effects from transport 
infrastructure 

 
Linked to Objectives: 
1 Integrated Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport 
Network 
 
Policy 2. – High trip Generator 
 
Linked to Objectives: 
1 Integrated Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport Network 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Methods: 

 Access Management Rules including a 

Policy 10 provides emphasis on minimising the 
adverse effect of transport infrastructure on the 
environment. Access and network management 
forms a key component of transport infrastructure 
and has the ability to generate a range of effects 
on the immediate and wider environment if poorly 
implemented. 
 

This policy therefore provides important direction 
to tie into the overarching Objectives. 
 

Overall, the proposed policies are clear and 
directive and will be effective tools in directing 
how the Objectives will be achieved with regard to 
access and network management. They will also 
provide support to the consideration of access as 
part of an ITA, where required for higher trip 
generating developments, which will also utilise 
the direction of Policy 2. 
 

The revised definitions and rules will provide 
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suite of rules to manage the number, 
location, design and gradient of access 
ways 

 Access Management Rule Assessment 
Matters 

 Integrated Transport Assessment 
Guidelines 

 

effective tools to provide for a suitable level of 
access management as a permitted activity, i.e. 
without triggering the need for resource consent, 
while continuing to provide sufficient control over 
areas that require a greater level of assessment, 
e.g. higher trip generators and activities proposing 
high numbers of access points. 
 
Economic Analysis 
For an economic analysis for the Vehicle Access 
rule refer to Appendix 4. 
 

Options less or not as appropriate to achieve the Objectives and policies  

Option 1 – Maintain Status Quo 
Refer to Appendix 3 for information about 
the current rules. 

Appropriateness  
 
Option 1 – Maintain Status Quo 
 Many of the transport-related provisions have 

not been altered or updated for around 20 
years. Many no longer reflect latest standards, 
best practice and the environmental direction 
now sought. 

 Continues with a larger suite of rules and 
provisions, some of which are no longer 
particularly relevant or helpful but which may 
still trigger the need for unnecessary resource 
consent, e.g. rule 13-2.3.2 standard of crossing 
design, which requires consent if crossings are 
not constructed with standards that are already 
controlled by standards in the Infrastructure 
Design Standards. 

 The retention of the current provisions would 
not aid the streamlining of the Plan or 
improvement of the clarity of its contents. 
Therefore, it would not benefit the ease, 
efficiency or understanding of its use by 
applicants, the Council and other interested 
members of the public beyond the present 
situation and ultimately would result in 
additional time and cost to implement. 

Option 2 – Rely upon ITAs Only to Control 
Access 
 

Appropriateness 
 
 This option effectively removes a very large 

amount of control and leaves limited recourse 
available in situations where an outcome is 
created that compromises the ability to protect 
network efficiency, safety and promote 
integration and accessibility for all as per the 
strategic direction sought by LURP, CTSP, GCTS 
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and the CRPS. 
 Given the higher risk Plan environment that 

would be created, there may be situations that 
would require remedial work to correct adverse 
situations that were permitted under the Plan, 
e.g. the location of an access close to an 
intersection may result in the need for the 
Council to undertake works to the intersection 
to address any significant effects that may have 
been created. Similarly, an unlimited number of 
access points in close proximity could 
compromise the ability to provide safe 
pedestrian and cycling access, which would 
require additional works to address areas where 
safety is compromised. Such works typically 
involve considerable cost that would likely 
exceed any cost efficiencies gained via the 
reduction of up-front regulation costs. 

 An unlimited number of accesses could 
adversely affect the transport network’s 
efficiency, which could add delays to freight and 
affect the economy, which is especially 
important during the earthquake recovery 
period.  

 An unlimited number of accesses could 
adversely affect safety with increased vehicle 
conflict points, which could increase the costs of 
safety. 

Risk of acting or not acting 

The provisions related to access and network management have been prepared using technical 
advice, assistance from various transport engineers and analysis on the effectiveness and efficiency of 
the existing Plan provisions. Therefore, the level of information used in the preparation of proposed 
access management provisions is considered to be well founded. Consequently, the risk of acting 
based on the information available on this topic is considered to be low. 
 
The risk of not acting is that conflicts between property access, streetscape and transport efficiency 
are not managed through the District Plan as required by the LURP. This could affect the safety and 
efficiency of the network. 
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5.3 TOPIC 3: Public and Active Transport 
 

1. The following three options were considered for Topic 3:   
 

a. Option 1 – Status Quo (current policies and rules)  
The existing City Plan and BPDP objectives, policies and rules would remain unchanged. 
This option would continue with the current minimum standard to provide for cycle 
provision in area covered by the operative Christchurch City Plan. 

 
b. Option 2 – Use Non-regulatory Methods 

This option seeks to utilise non-regulatory methods to provide for public and active 
transport, that is, non-Plan methods would be used to provide for, incentivise and 
manage public and active transport. Examples of how this could be undertaken include 
the Council providing purpose-built facilities throughout the City, reducing 
development contributions if developers provide particular facilities such as 
showersand lockers, and provision of subsidised public transport fees for persons 
commuting between home and work. 

 
c. Option 3 – Update Cycle Parking Rates, Incorporate Location and Design Rules for Cycle 

Parking, Require Visibility Splays and Require Public Transport Interchanges in New 
District Centres 
This option would seek to update cycle parking rates to simplify and distinguish 
between staff and visitor parking where necessary for different activities within their 
locational context. In addition, the same rules as proposed under the CCRP in respect 
to location, type of facility, security and weather protection would also be utilised while 
a rule requiring pedestrian visibility splays would be introduced for activities that either 
provide a certain level of car parking or generate a certain level of vehicle traffic. A 
policy requiring any new District Centres to provide for public transport interchanges 
would also be introduced. Facilities at existing centres that do not currently have 
adequate public transport interchanges will be managed through the introduction of an 
assessment matter relating to public transport interchanges for high trip generating 
activities, designation and the Council capital programme.  

 

d. These policies will be supported by specific rules and assessment matters that will provide 
additional tools to help achieve the proposed objective. For example, the requirement to 
provide minimum staff and visitor cycle parking facilities within appropriate locations will 
better enable the functional use of facilities compared to the present situation which directs 
toward the use of one shared facility.  

 

e. The policy requiring any new District Centres to provide for public transport interchanges 
will ensure that new centres provide opportunities for facilities to encourage the use of 
public transport. The provision of public transport interchanges within existing District 
Centres will be addressed by the Council through other mechanisms, such as the Long-term 
Plan, and also considered as part of the development of the Designations Chapter where 
applicable. 

 

f. The revised definitions and rules will also provide an effective tool to provide for a suitable 
level of public and active transport as a permitted activity, that is,  without triggering the 

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 121 of 448



Mr David Falconer – Evidence in Chief dated 26 May 2015 – Attachment B 

MAY 2015  VERSION   37 
 

need for resource consent, while continuing to retain sufficient control over areas that 
require a greater level of assessment, for example, higher trip generators that require ITAs. 

 
2. An evaluation of the proposed option (Option 3) is outlined in the table below. The chosen 

option is considered a superior solution compared to the alternative two options as it 
represents an appropriate balance in provision for public and active transport across all levels 
of development to a level that will ensure they reflect their locational and functional context 
and practical requirements. This in turn will help to promote public and active transport, that 
is, improves multi-modal transport choice, improves accessibility and ultimately assists with 
reducing car dependency in accordance with the strategic direction of the overarching 
documents. 

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 122 of 448



Mr David Falconer – Evidence in Chief dated 26 May 2015 – Attachment B 

MAY 2015  VERSION   38 
 

PUBLIC AND ACTIVE TRANSPORT PROVISIONS MOST APPROPRIATE WAY TO ACHIEVE THE 
OBJECTIVES 

Relevant objective: 
1 INTEGRATED TRANSPORT NETWORK 
2 ADVERSE EFFECTS FROM THE TRANSPORT NETWORK 

Provision(s) most appropriate  Effectiveness and efficiency  

Proposed Option 
Update Cycle Parking Rates, Incorporate 
Location and Design Rules for Cycle Parking, 
Require Visibility Splays and Require Public 
Transport Facilities in New District Centres. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

EFFICIENCY 
Cost and Benefit Analysis 
Benefits  
Environmental: 
 Would ensure that the Plan requirement to 

provide minimum cycle parking rates reflects 
their locational context. 

 Differentiates between staff and visitor parking 
rates and facilities to address true cycle demand 
for each activity.  

 Improves the quality and type of facilities 
provided, particularly for longer-term staff 
parking, which would be required to be covered 
and secure while short-stay visitor parking 
would be visible and convenient. 

 Would ensure the provision of cycle facilities to 
make cycling more attractive and consequently 
promote and contribute towards a mode shift to 
reduce car dependency and uptake of active 
transport. 

 Provides increased visibility requirements for 
vehicle accesses other than very low use 
activities, e.g. residential, to improve safety of 
pedestrians and other users of the footpath.  

 Would ensure any new District Centres provide 
facilities to encourage public transport use. 

 
Social: 
 Increased emphasis on encouraging greater 

public and active transport, which may improve 
the effectiveness of promoting greater 
accessibility within communities, e.g. between 
suburbs and local centres. 

 
Cultural: 
 Increased emphasis on encouraging greater 

public and active transport as sought within the 
IMP. 

 
Economic: 
 Provides sufficient intent to achieve the 

strategic direction of the overarching 
documents and therefore promote and 
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encourage public and active transport to a 
degree that may reduce the use of private 
motor vehicles and consequently reduce the 
demand for increased infrastructure to 
accommodate growth. 

 Providing access for cyclists and pedestrians can 
be good for business, as research shows that 
cyclists and pedestrians spend more at some 
businesses than motorists, as they generally can 
have more disposable income, as they save 
money on petrol and car running costs. 

 Encouraging people to be more active by 
travelling by active transport can make people 
healthier and thus reduce health-related costs. 

 
Costs  
Environmental, social and cultural: 
 Would not require pedestrian visibility splays for 

low use accesses outside key pedestrian 
frontages. Whilst due to the low numbers of 
vehicles using these accesses and the low 
number of pedestrians in these areas the risk to 
safety is low, there is still a risk to safety in not 
requiring a visibility splay. 

 Reduced requirements for visitor cycle parking 
for developments with active frontages (e.g. 
buildings with no road frontage setback) as 
there is no space for cycle parking near the front 
entrance of buildings. This will ensure active 
frontages are not disrupted by cycle parking, but 
it is not ideal for encouraging cycling. 

 Does not require existing District Centres to 
provide public transport interchanges. This is 
because there are generally multiple land 
owners in existing District Centres, so they are 
unlikely to be comprehensively developed like 
new District Centres can be. So in order to get a 
public transport interchange provided in the 
most appropriate location within an existing 
District Centres, and not impose unfair costs on 
one land owner (when multiple land owners will 
receive the benefits), the provision of public 
transport interchanges in existing District 
Centres will likely need to be publically funded 
and achieved under Local Government Act 
plans, or designations which are to be 
considered under phase two of the DPR. 

 
Economic: 
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 Potential costs associated with providing for 
cycle parking facilities, which could otherwise be 
utilised for leasable building floor area.  

 Potential reduction in development potential or 
flexibility through having to provide clear 
visibility adjacent to some accesses. This is likely 
to be more of an issue where the Plan seeks all 
buildings to be constructed to the road frontage, 
e.g. key pedestrian frontages. 

 
EFFECTIVENESS 
Effectiveness of Provision to Achieve Objective  
 

Policy 2 – High trip generating activities 
 
Link to relevant Objectives: 
1  Integrated Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport Network 
 

Policy 2 focuses on the provision for ITAs. All ITAs 
will enable the consideration and provision of public 
and active transport particularly via clause 4, which 
requires ITAs to ensure encouragement of transport 
choice and promote safe public transport use, 
walking and cycling. This aligns with the key 
transport objective particularly through the need for 
the integration of land use, the transport network to 
provide for the safe and efficient use of all modes, 
and a reduction in the dependency on private motor 
vehicles. 
 

Policy 3 – Vehicle Access and Manoeuvring 
 
Link to relevant Objectives: 
1 Integrated Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport Network 
 

Policy 3 provides specific emphasis on the 
management of access as it relates to public and 
active transport to ensure that it focuses on 
compatibility, function, promotion of transport 
choice, and safety and efficiency. This will ultimately 
enable the achievement of integration and reinforce 
the thrust of the key objectives. The requirement to 
provide pedestrian visibility splays will also ensure 
that pedestrian safety is prioritised near busier 
access points 
 

Policy 6 – Promote Public and Active 
Transport 
 
Link to relevant Objectives: 
1 Integrated Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport Network 
 
Methods - Cycle parking, Visibility Splay and 
Requiring Public Transport Facilities 
 Minimum cycle parking requirements for 

various activities; 
 Requirements to provide for both staff 

and visitor parking demand (long-term 

Policy 6 focuses on the need to encourage public and 
active transport through the provision of 
appropriate facilities and providing sufficient levels 
of safety for these activities to be undertaken. This 
aligns with the key transport objectives particularly 
through the need for a transport network that 
provides for the safe and efficient use of all modes, 
and a reduction in the dependency on private motor 
vehicles. 
 
Overall, the proposed policies are considered clear 
and directive and will be an effective tool to help to 
achieve the overarching objectives as they relate to 
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and short-term); 
 Location requirements for both staff and 

visitor (visitor – close and convenient to 
pedestrian entrance, staff – can be further 
away); 

 Facility requirements for both staff (long-
term covered and secure) and visitor 
parking areas (open, visible and 
convenient); 

 Requirement to provide visibility splays 
for access where the activity exceeds a 
certain threshold, in urban areas where 
there are higher volumes of pedestrians 
and thus a greater need to protect 
pedestrian safety. 

 Cycle Parking and Visibility Splay 
Assessment Matters. 

 
Definitions: 

 A new definition for public transport 
interchange 

 A new definition for visibility splay 
 
Other Methods: 

 Integrated Transport Assessment 
Guidelines 

public and active transport. 
 
Economic Analysis 
For an economic analysis for the Cycle Parking and 
Visibility Splays refer to Appendix 4. 
 

Options less or not as appropriate to achieve the Objectives and policies  

Option 1 – Status Quo (current policies and 
rules)  
 
Refer to Appendix 3 for information about 
the current rules. 

Appropriateness  
 Many of the transport-related provisions within 

the City Plan, including access design and cycle 
parking, have not been altered or updated for 
around 20 years. In addition, the BPDP has no 
requirement to provide cycle parking at all. 
Therefore, some of the current minimum 
parking rates (where required) are unlikely to 
continue to provide an accurate reflection of 
true cycle parking demand particularly given the 
new strategic direction to promote and 
encourage greater numbers of cyclists. 

 The current provisions do not separate staff and 
visitor cycle demand. Therefore, there is a 
reliance on a generic rate for both, which would 
not always address true demand, e.g. an office 
activity may have a relatively high staff cycle 
demand but low visitor cycle demand. 

 There are no cycle facility location criteria at 
present and therefore no encouragement to 
provide convenient cycle parking spaces that 
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recognise the differing requirements between 
staff and visitors. 

 The City Plan and BPDP do not provide specific 
provision for pedestrian visibility at accesses in 
suburban areas. 

 Continues with a large suite of objectives and 
policies within the Transport Chapters of both 
Plans. Many of these provisions are still relevant 
in a general context but there is a lack of 
emphasis on encouraging greater public and 
active transport and reducing dependency on 
motorised vehicles, which is sought by the CRPS.  

 There is a lack of emphasis on encouraging 
greater public transport as required by the key 
strategic documents. For example, there is no 
requirement for new District Centres to provide 
public transport interchanges.  

 The current provisions may struggle to achieve 
the strategic direction of the overarching 
documents and therefore fail to promote and 
encourage public and active transport to a 
degree that would reduce the use of private 
motor vehicles. This might, therefore, ultimately 
lead to increased infrastructure costs to 
accommodate growth which may otherwise 
have been avoided or reduced. 

Option 2 – Use Non-regulatory Methods 
 

Appropriateness 
 Relies upon incentives and Council funding; 

therefore, does not provide regulatory control 
to ensure all developments provide sufficient 
facilities that reflect the context of the 
development and its surrounds, e.g. longer-term 
staff cycle parking is better utilised if covered 
and secure, while short-stay visitor parking is 
better utilised where visible and convenient to 
the destination entrance, which is usually  as 
close as possible to the entrance within a 
development. 

 Would not ensure that the quality and type of 
facilities will improve consistently throughout 
the city. Provision of new cycle facilities will 
depend on the availability of public funding, 
which could vary from year to year. 

 Would not specifically provide for cycle parking 
for residential activities. This could reduce the 
ability to provide for cycle storage on 
constrained sites, particularly medium to higher 
density sites.  

 Would not require pedestrian visibility splays for 
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high use accesses; therefore, safety may be 
compromised at these locations unless the 
developer chooses to provide such facilities 
through an incentive scheme.  

 A potentially greater cost burden would be 
placed upon the Council to provide facilities to 
service and improve accessibility to sites and 
centres across the city.  

 Using incentives to encourage facilities that 
promote public and active transport would likely 
be subsidised via a reduction in development 
contributions, which, unless the level of facility 
provided substantially offsets car use, would 
provide less financial resource for the Council 
from developments for the Council to address 
services.  

 Public and active transport facilities are best 
located as close to the destinations as possible 
(i.e. cycle parking close to the entrance of a 
shop). Cost-effective solutions, such as 
incorporating cycle parking within a building, 
may not be as easily possible. 

Risk of acting or not acting 

The provisions related to public and active transport have been prepared using technical advice, 
assistance from various transport engineers and analysis on the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
existing Plan provisions. Therefore, the level of information used in the preparation of proposed 
public and active transport provisions is considered to be well founded. Consequently, the risk of 
acting based on the information available on this topic is considered to be low. 
 
The risk of not acting is that the District Plan does not support transport choice of walking, cycling and 
public transport as required by the LURP. This could affect the safety and efficiency of the network. 
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5.4 TOPIC 4: Parking Management 
 

1. The following five options were considered for Topic 4:   
 
a. Option 1 – Status Quo (current policies and rules)  

This option would result in the retention of the same suite of parking-related 
objectives, policies and rules, for example,  current minimum parking standards, as 
presently within the City Plan and BPDP.  

 
b. Option 2 – Remove Minimum Parking and Loading Standards and Utilise ITAs Only 

This option would seek to remove the requirement for minimum parking standards and 
effectively rely upon Integrated Transport Assessments (see Topic 1) to manage parking 
on a case-by-case basis. This option would remove the requirement to provide onsite 
parking for any activity that did not require an ITA, although the ability to provide car 
parking would still be available to a developer. 

 
c. Option 3 – Introduce Graduated Minimum Parking and Loading Standards 

This option would seek to continue with minimum parking standards but would require 
different rates or standards depending on the location/context, for example,  higher 
minimums in areas with limited access to public transport and lower minimums in 
areas well served by public transport. Alternatively, higher minimums could be 
provided on arterial or collector roads to prioritise traffic flow and function, with lower 
minimums provided on local roads that provide a greater access and parking function. 
A similar approach has been adopted in the existing City Plan for Living 3 and 4 zones in 
recent years. 

 
d. Option 4 – Introduce Maximum Parking Standards 

This option would introduce maximum parking standards rather than having minimum 
parking standards to manage the amount of parking provided. This option would not 
require activities to provide a certain number of car parks, but if parking is provided, 
there would be a limit on the number of car parks provided. 

 
e. Option 5 – Utilise Updated Minimum Parking and Loading Standards Except for Some 

Business Zones 
This option seeks a similar approach to Option 1 (Status Quo) but would update 
minimum parking and loading standards to reflect recent data and analysis of parking 
demand. In addition, the requirement to provide minimum parking standards for 
commercial zones that are identified as Local and Neighbourhood Centres would be 
removed, although parking can still be considered in these zones should an activity be 
of a scale that requires an ITA. Likewise, loading spaces would not be required if 
parking is not provided, so that an additional access does not need to be created just to 
satisfy the loading requirements. The reason it was considered an option to remove 
minimum parking standards for Local and Neighbourhood Centres is that historically 
developments in these centres have typically not provided much onsite parking and 
rather relied on-street parking (for example, Sydenham, Lyttelton and B1 centres in the 
existing City Plan). The streets in these areas are often designed to accommodate 
increased on-street parking, such as providing for angle parking, so increased on-street 
parking generally does not cause adverse effects on the safety, efficiency and amenity 
of the transport network. So removing minimum parking requirements from these 
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centres recognises the existing situation and enables these centres to be rebuilt post-
earthquake without requiring more parking than was provided pre-earthquake. 
Furthermore, Local and Neighbourhood Centres generally provide for the needs of the 
immediate surrounding communities. Considering the short travel distances required 
for these immediate surrounding communities to access the Local and Neighbourhood 
Centres, walking and cycling are reasonably viable travel options for many of these 
trips. Therefore, removing minimum parking requirements for Local and 
Neighbourhood Centres can recognise and encourage the use of the walking and 
cycling to access these centres. 

 
f. There are a number of variations to Option 5 (such as removing minimum parking 

requirements from other zones) that have not been considered in detail in this report 
because they were discounted early in the Plan development through the following process. 
These variations were considered by assessing all zones to determine whether it was 
appropriate to remove the minimum parking requirements from those zones. This led to a 
number of variations of Option 5 that were assessed (such as removing minimum parking 
requirements for District Centres or removing minimum parking requirements from 
residential zones etc.). The result of this assessment was that the most appropriate form of 
Option 5 to consider further in detail in this Section 32 Report is the removal of minimum 
parking requirements from commercial zones that are identified as Local and 
Neighbourhood Centres. The reasons for this being the most appropriate form of Option 5 
to consider further are outlined above (that Local and Neighbourhood Centres historically 
have not provided much onsite parking, and that walking and cycling are reasonably viable 
travel options to access these centres). Removing minimum parking requirements from 
other zones was discounted because these zones generally provide onsite parking and the 
streets in these zones are not designed to accommodate increased on-street parking, so a 
reduction in onsite parking and thus an increase in on-street parking could cause adverse 
effects on the safety, efficiency and amenity of the transport network.  

 

2. An evaluation of the proposed option (Option 5) is outlined in the table below. The chosen 
option is considered to provide a superior solution compared to the four alternatives as it 
represents an appropriate balance between providing a mechanism that will actively seek to 
achieve the strategic outcomes related to all levels of parking management (that is, reduce 
dependency on private motor vehicles), while ensuring that the safe and efficient operation of 
the transport network is not compromised by an undersupply in parking, particularly within 
areas adjacent to major arterials and public transport routes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

PARKING MANAGEMENT PROVISIONS MOST APPROPRIATE WAY TO ACHIEVE THE OBJECTIVES 

Relevant objective: 
1 INTEGRATED TRANSPORT NETWORK 
2 ADVERSE EFFECTS FROM THE TRANSPORT NETWORK 

Provision(s) most appropriate  Effectiveness and efficiency  
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Proposed Option 
Utilise Updated Minimum Parking and Loading 
Standards Except for Some Business Zones 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EFFICIENCY 
Benefits 
Environmental: 
 This approach would provide a mechanism that 

will actively seek to achieve the strategic 
outcomes related to parking management. This 
includes the ability to reduce dependency on 
private motor vehicles through reducing any 
oversupply of parking generated from the use of 
outdated requirements, enabling flexibility for 
non-high trip generating activities in Local and 
Neighbourhood Centres to choose whether to 
provide car parking, and removing the minimum 
requirements for Local and Neighbourhood 
Centres. It would also create opportunities for 
environmental enhancement through a 
reduction in parking oversupply and car 
dependency. Reducing requirements for 
residential activities provides people with 
greater choice to reduce their car dependency. 

 Reducing car dependency contributes to 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

 The use of floor area to determine the number 
of parking spaces required for residential 
activities is considered to be more enforceable 
than the use of the number of bedrooms, as the 
use of bedrooms can change over time and it 
can be difficult to determine and enforce 
whether compliance with parking space 
requirements is always being achieved.  

 
Social and cultural: 
 The use of minimum standards outside of Local 

and Neighbourhood Centres would still ensure 
sufficient provision of onsite parking to assist 
with reducing the level of parking on-street, 
which can reduce safety through the narrowing 
of the road corridor, e.g. the safety of cyclists 
and pedestrians can be reduced through a 
reduction of sight-line visibility and the opening 
of car doors that may conflict with cyclists.  
 

Economic: 
 Continues with a similar approach to the current 

provisions, interpretation and implementation 
by all users. 

 Would assist with maintaining the development 
viability of Local and Neighbourhood Centres 
through removing minimum requirements for 
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these areas. Local and Neighbourhood Centres 
historically have had more limited onsite car 
parking provisions to allow for maximum use of 
the land for buildings and activities.  

 Would protect the safety and efficiency of roads 
outside Local and Neighbourhood Centres. 
Consequently, the maintenance of the efficiency 
of the movement function of the road can be 
minimised reducing the need for new transport 
infrastructure. Gives property owners greater 
choice to manage their property the best way 
they see fit. They can provide parking if they 
want. There is no maximum parking 
requirement being proposed, so property 
owners can still provide onsite parking to meet 
their parking demand if they want. It is likely 
that in many cases the “market” will provide 
parking to meet demand.  

 Puts Christchurch on a level playing field with 
Auckland and Wellington, which have also 
removed minimum parking requirements in 
many of their commercial centres.  

 Reducing parking requirements for residential 
developments will also reduce costs for 
residential development, which will help to 
provide more affordable houses. It also 
recognises the fact that on average there are 
fewer than two cars for every house in 
Christchurch. Also the latest Census data has 
also seen a reduction in the percentage of New 
Zealanders driving to work and an increase in 
the percentage using other modes.  

 By not setting a limit on the area that can be 
used for car parking (as is the approach in the 
CCRP), this could provide a location for activities 
that require larger numbers of car parks. The ITA 
process will control the amount of parking that 
is provided by larger activities without the need 
to set a limit, as a ‘one size fits all’ limit may not 
be appropriate for all activities. It is widely 
accepted planning practice that the Central City 
has more strict limits on parking than suburban 
locations, because the Central City is generally 
more accessible by a wider range of transport 
options than suburban locations and a slower 
vehicle, more pleasant pedestrian environment 
is usually desired in the Central City than in 
suburban locations. Many district plans 
(including in Auckland and Wellington) have this 
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approach: that the parking requirements in the 
Central City control parking supply more when 
compared to suburban parking requirements. 
The proposed option for the Christchurch DPR is 
consistent with this approach. 

 
Costs 
Environmental: 
 Does not take into account the ability to share 

car parking areas to ensure they are used to 
their maximum efficiency and therefore can 
result in the provision of an undersupply or 
oversupply of parking, e.g. where there are a 
number of individual activities proposed, some 
activities such as offices may experience most of 
their parking demand during the day while 
others, like restaurants, may experience 
demand during the evening. At present, each 
activity must provide exclusive separate parking 
to be permitted when the more efficient 
outcome may be to share a lesser amount 
together. 

 Adopting this approach may limit the ability to 
comprehensively achieve the intent of the wider 
transport policy framework, particularly the 
emphasis on reducing dependency on private 
motor vehicles, reducing emissions, and 
promoting public transport use. 

 Potential for increased or continued 
undersupply of parking in some Local and 
Neighbourhood Centres where no parking is or 
has historically been provided but a demand for 
parking is present. 

 Potential for an undersupply in parking in some 
areas (including residential areas), which could 
mean that on-street parking management will 
need to increase to prevent safety and efficiency 
issues. 

 
Social and cultural: 
 The use of updated minimum standards may still 

result in oversupply for some activities given 
there are no maximum limits. Where oversupply 
occurs, car dependency can potentially increase, 
thereby potentially reducing the uptake of 
active or public transport, which can reduce 
accessibility for communities.  

 
Economic: 
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 There is potential to reduce development 
viability due to the requirement to provide 
minimum amounts of car parking, particularly as 
there are still likely to be some cases where it is 
not warranted. The subsequent time and costs 
applying for resource consent may therefore act 
as a deterrent in some cases. 

 The continued use of minimum parking 
standards would generate an onsite cost to 
developers for the construction and installation 
of parking on land that may otherwise have 
been used to greater economic benefit to 
provide a building or other activity.  

 Not setting a limit on the area that can be used 
for car parking (as is the approach in the) could 
encourage activities that require large numbers 
of car parks to locate in suburban locations 
rather than the Central City. However, it is 
unlikely to be appropriate for many activities 
that require a large number of car parks to 
locate within the Central City anyway, as 
activities that require a large number of car 
parks could generate traffic volumes that are 
not compatible with the desire for a safe, slow 
vehicle, pleasant pedestrian environment in the 
Central City. Some of the minimum parking 
requirements are greater than the CCRP’s limit 
on floor area, so such a limit would not be 
possible in suburban locations. The benefits and 
appropriateness of not having a limit on the 
area that can be used for car parking are 
explained above in the benefits section. 

Policy 4 – Requirements of Car Parking and 
Loading  
 
Link to relevant Objectives: 
1 Integrated Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport Network 
 

Policy 4 focuses on the requirement for car parking 
and loading areas to provide for expected demand 
and needs. This seeks to ensure that parking and 
loading provision achieves an efficient balance to 
avoid undersupply and oversupply, both of which 
can result in effects that would fail to achieve the 
overarching objectives. In particular an undersupply 
of parking could increase the use of on-street 
parking, which could cause safety, efficiency and 
amenity effects on the transport network, e.g. 
parked cars obscuring the visibility of drivers and 
creating visual pollution. 
 
Local and Neighbourhood Centre developments are 
specifically recognised in this policy as needing 
increased flexibility. These centres generally 
comprise historically constrained sites and lower 
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levels of onsite parking provided in association with 
individual activities. Traditionally on-street parking 
has often been used to cater for parking demand in 
Local and Neighbourhood Centres. The streets 
surrounding these centres are often designed to 
provide for this on-street parking demand and so the 
adverse effects of on-street parking are generally 
mitigated.  
 
Local and Neighbourhood Centres also provide a 
predominately local function, i.e. they are small 
retail outlets accessed primarily by those who live 
close by and in which there is a greater ability for an 
uptake of public and active transport to access these 
centres. Therefore, this policy directs the need to 
provide for parking more efficiently and effectively 
in these centres rather than to require provision of 
small individual car parking areas for individual sites.  
 
This policy also seeks to provide mobility parking for 
people with disabilities and ensure that where this 
is provided, it is convenient and accessible. 
 

Policy 5 – Design of Car Parking and Loading 
Areas 
 
Link to relevant Objectives: 
1 Integrated Transport Network 
2 Adverse Effects from the Transport Network 
 
Other relevant policies 
1 Establishment of a Road Classification 
System 
2 High Trip Generating Activities 

 

 
Other Methods: 

 Parking Management Rules including 
removal of minimum parking requirements 
for Local and Neighbourhood Centres 

 Parking Rule Assessment Matters 

 Integrated Transport Assessment 
Guidelines 

 
Definitions: 

 A new definition (and parking rate) for 

Policy 5 provides direction on the provision of 
parking and loading areas and their relationship with 
character and amenity. This is to ensure that the 
location and design (e.g. dimensions and layout of 
these facilities) does not compromise the ability to 
achieve good urban design nor prioritise car parking 
provision over the pedestrian and cycling 
environment. 
 
In addition, Policy 1 recognises the classification of 
transport corridors to enable the consideration of 
parking facilities associated with any development in 
relation to the function of the surrounding road 
network. Any activity of a scale where it requires an 
ITA to be prepared is considered in relation to Policy 
2. Policy 2 provides additional direction for the 
provision of parking associated with higher trip 
generators and includes emphasis on enabling the 
flexible or shared use of car parking areas so they 
can be used more efficiently.  
 
The above proposed policies are considered clear 
and directive and will be effective tools in directing 
how the Objective will be achieved with regard to 
parking management.  
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Social Housing that recognises the average 
lower car ownership rates for people living 
in Social Housing 

 

The revised definitions and rules will also provide an 
effective tool to provide for a suitable level of 
parking and loading as a permitted activity (i.e. 
without triggering the need for resource consent), 
while continuing to retain sufficient control over 
areas that require a greater level of assessment (e.g. 
activities that provide little or no parking or require 
an ITA, in which case a more contextual approach 
can be taken). 
 
EFFECTIVENESS 
Economic Analysis 
For an economic analysis for the Minimum Car 
Parking, Loading and Access Management rules 
refer to Appendix 4. 
 
For a summary on the approach to parking refer to 
Appendix 5. 
 

Options less or not as appropriate to achieve the Objectives and policies:  

Option 1 – Status quo (current policies and 
rules)  
 
Refer to Appendix 3 for information about 
the current rules. 

Appropriateness  
 Many of the transport-related provisions have 

not been altered or updated for around 20 
years. Therefore, some of the current minimum 
parking rates are unlikely to continue to provide 
an accurate reflection of true parking demand. 

 Continuing with the current minimum rates for 
every activity does not take into account the 
ability to share car parking areas to ensure they 
are used to their maximum efficiency. This can 
result in the provision of an undersupply or 
oversupply of parking. For example, where there 
are a number of individual activities proposed, 
some activities (such as offices) may experience 
most of their parking demand during the day 
while others (such as restaurants) may 
experience demand during the evening. At 
present, in order to comply with the minimum 
parking requirements in the Plan, each activity 
must provide its own separate parking area, 
when the more efficient outcome may be to 
share a lesser amount together. 

 Lack of emphasis on reducing dependency on 
private motor vehicles as sought by the CRPS. 
Forcing people to provide car parking can 
encourage car use and reduce the use of public 
and active transport modes, which could reduce 
the provision of facilities of services for these 
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modes contrary to the direction to support 
public and active transport modes.  

 The use of outdated minimum standards may 
result in various levels of undersupply and 
oversupply. Where undersupply occurs the level 
of parking overspill onto the street can increase. 
This can reduce safety through the narrowing of 
the road corridor; for example,  the safety of 
cyclists and pedestrians can be reduced through 
a reduction of sight-line visibility and the 
opening of car doors that may conflict with 
cyclists. This can reduce safety and accessibility 
within communities.  

 There is potential to reduce development 
viability due to the requirement to provide 
minimum numbers of car parking spaces, 
particularly in cases where onsite parking was 
not provided prior to the earthquakes and the 
sites are too small to fit onsite parking. The 
subsequent time and costs in applying for 
resource consent may therefore act as a 
deterrent in some cases. 

 Of all the transport rules in the City Plan, non-
compliance with the car parking standards 
generated the most resource consents at over 
650 in the past five years. The status quo will 
not lead to a significant reduction in consents 
required by the transport chapter. 

 

Option 2 – Remove Minimum Parking and 
Loading Standards and Utilise ITAs Only 
 

Appropriateness 
 Smaller activities can cumulatively establish 

themselves without the need to provide any 
onsite parking. Therefore, it is possible that a 
collection of smaller activities may in some cases 
contribute towards an undersupply of parking, 
which can cause parking overspill onto the 
street network.  

 Overspill parking can reduce safety through the 
narrowing of the road corridor. For example, the 
safety of cyclists and pedestrians can be reduced 
through a reduction of sight-line visibility and 
the opening of car doors that may conflict with 
cyclists. This can reduce safety and accessibility 
within communities.  

 The requirement to provide an ITA would have 
to be set at a relatively low threshold to ensure 
that higher trip generating activities do not 
create an undersupply of parking. This could 
undermine the intent of this approach to a 
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degree as many activities would still require 
consent and potentially have to endure a more 
uncertain process through the need to prepare 
and provide an ITA. The requirement to prepare 
an ITA could in some cases require a greater 
level of assessment and detail than is required 
at present. This has the potential to increase 
costs involved. 

Option 3 – Introduce Graduated Minimum 
Parking and Loading Standards 

Appropriateness 
 This approach would provide a general set of 

zones or areas where different minimum 
standards apply. However, this approach is still a 
relatively blunt instrument that may not be 
effective in some situations. For example,  some 
local roads are narrow with limited capacity for 
on-street parking, so if reduced minimums are 
applied to local roads, this could congest the 
network in some areas compromising safety and 
efficiency issues. 

 Although adopting this approach would go some 
way to achieving the intent of the wider 
transport policy framework, the required 
minimum standards would not prevent 
additional car parking being provided for a 
development if it is sought and therefore may 
not sufficiently direct change in transport habits 
to reduce dependency on private motor 
vehicles.  

 Whilst this option will assist in ensuring the 
amount of parking provided is more suitable to 
the context of the area than would be the case 
under the ‘one size fits all’ approach with the 
current minimum parking requirements, the 
amount of parking provided will not be as 
specific to the context of the site than if an ITA 
was undertaken. 

 There would remain a risk, particularly on local 
roads, for the cumulative effects of overspill 
parking to reduce the safe and efficient 
operation of the transport network. Overspill 
parking can reduce safety through the 
narrowing of the road corridor (e.g. the safety of 
cyclists and pedestrians can be reduced through 
a reduction of sight line visibility and the 
opening of car doors that may conflict with 
cyclists). This can reduce safety and accessibility 
within communities fronting local roads, which 
could comprise the majority of roads within the 
district including the ability to provide for public 
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and active transport. 
 There is still the potential to reduce 

development viability due to the continuing 
requirement to provide car parking in some 
areas where it may not be possible or feasible. 
The subsequent time and costs in applying for 
resource consent to address this may act as a 
deterrent in some cases. 

 Providing a city-wide graduated parking 
standard would result in a potentially complex 
set of Plan standards, reflecting the wide range 
of areas that may experience different parking 
demands. Research to determine the exact 
different graduated parking standards needed 
across the district would be costly. 

 Circumstances may change over time (such as 
bus routes), which would consequently change 
the context of different areas. As a result a Plan 
Change could be required to alter the parking 
standard. 

 

Option 4 – Introduce Maximum Parking 
Standards 

Appropriateness 
 Activities can establish themselves without the 

need to provide any onsite parking. Therefore, it 
is possible that activities may in some cases 
contribute to an undersupply of parking, which 
can cause parking overspill onto the street 
network. This parking overspill can cause 
adverse effects on the safety, efficiency and 
amenity of the transport network (e.g. parked 
cars obscuring the visibility of drivers and 
creating visual pollution). Increasing the use of 
on-street parking could reduce the efficiency of 
the transport network, as less road space is 
available for moving traffic. 

 Introducing limits to the amount of car parking 
that activities can provide could prevent 
activities from providing for their parking needs. 
For example, limiting parking for businesses 
could make it more difficult for customers to 
find a car park and discourage customers from 
visiting the business, having a negative impact 
on the economic viability of the business. 

 

Risk of acting or not acting 

The provisions related to parking management have been prepared using technical advice, assistance 
from various transport engineers and analysis on the effectiveness and efficiency of the existing Plan 
provisions. Therefore, the level of information used in the preparation of proposed parking 
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management provisions is primarily considered to be well founded.  
 
It is noted, however, that those provisions related to Local and Neighbourhood Centres are exempted 
from the need to provide minimum parking standards. This decision has been made based 
predominately on strategic policy grounds rather than analytical information. Even if analytical studies 
were to be undertaken for these types of centres, there are many factors that can influence their 
contextual situation; for example, some centres may have historically functioned without onsite car 
parking, and others may have varying levels of over- and undersupply and access to public transport. 
Therefore, this particular option adopts a more philosophical approach, driven largely by the strategic 
direction of reducing car dependency and increasing the uptake of active and public transport, where 
effects on the efficient and effective function of the transport network can be minimised. In this case, 
it is considered that the Local and Neighbourhood Centres are the most appropriate areas that are 
capable of achieving the above. Larger, busier centres rely more heavily on the function of the road 
network and, therefore, are considered more vulnerable to adverse effects on the ability for the road 
– particularly arterial roads that provide for a range of transport modes – to function efficiently and 
safely where onsite car parking is undersupplied. 
 
Given the above, there is a degree of risk in acting based on the information available with regard to 
Local and Neighbourhood Centres. However, it is noted that the ITA requirements of the Plan will still 
be applicable and, therefore, more substantial developments will still be controlled with a separate 
mechanism for considering the provision and management of car parking – thereby reducing any 
significant risk with this approach. 
 
The change in residential parking requirements is based on general research that looked at the 
number of cars in Christchurch per house, and reviewed standards, other district plans and best 
practice. It is also based on a philosophical approach, driven largely by the strategic direction of 
reducing car dependency, increasing the uptake of active and public transport, and reducing costs on 
development in order to encourage more affordable housing. 
 
All other matters concerning parking management are considered to be based on a good base of 
information for which the risk of acting is considered to be low.  
 
The risks of not acting are that the District Plan does not remove some impediments to the recovery 
of Christchurch or support the extent to which it could become a more sustainable, green city. Nor 
does it encourage a greater transport choice of walking, cycling and public transport as required by 
the LURP.  
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6.  SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION 
 
1. Set out a timetable of consultation undertaken. 
2. Describe in summary the issues raised during consultation. 
3. Analyse whether the results of consultation has led to any change in the objective, policy, rule 

and method package. 
 

Table 5: Summary of “Finding the Balance” public engagement comments on the 
Transport chapter  
Issue Views Expressed How 

Many 
Times 
Appeared 

Comment Recommended 
Response 

Parking  There were some 
comments stating 
that there should 
be fewer car 
parking 
requirements and 
others requesting 
more car parking 
requirements. 
However, the 
majority of 
respondents 
were concerned 
that the 
reduction in the 
requirements 
could lead to 
increased on-
street parking  

51 Most of the concern 
was regarding the 
proposed reduction 
in residential car 
parking requirements 
in the residential 
medium-density 
zone. Currently the 
operative 
Christchurch City 
Plan requires that in 
the residential 
medium-density zone 
(L3) at least two car 
parks are provided 
for houses with a 
floor area greater 
than 150m2 

Appendix 7.1 – Either: 
1. keep the current 

proposed rules  
or 
2. increase the parking 

requirement for 
houses in all zones 
with a floor area 
greater than 150m2 
to two car parks per 
house 

Pedestrian 
and cycle 
safety  

Requests for 
improved 
pedestrian and 
cyclist safety and 
access, especially 
around busy 
roads 

10 The views have 
identified that the 
intent (that new 
developments are 
designed to enable 
safe and easy access 
by pedestrians and 
cyclists) could be 
clearer  

Section 7.3.19 – An 
additional assessment 
matter has been added 
to the High Trip 
Generator Rule to 
ensure that safe and 
easy pedestrian and 
cyclist access is 
considered for new 
developments 

Traffic Concern about 
the volumes of 
traffic, especially 
heavy vehicles 
using residential 
streets 

30 The views have 
identified that the 
intent (that heavy 
vehicles are 
discouraged from 
using residential 

Section 7.3.19 – An 
additional assessment 
matter has been added 
to the High Trip 
Generator Rule to 
consider whether new 
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streets) could be 
clearer 

developments will 
discourage heavy 
vehicles generated by 
the development from 
using residential 
streets 

Road 
Classification 

There were some 
requests for 
changes to the 
road classification  

5 Under Action 36 of 
the LURP, the DPR 
must support the 
implementation of 
the CTSP 

No change – The Road 
Classification is based 
on the road 
classification in the 
CTSP. Adopting a 
different road 
classification would not 
fulfil the requirements 
in the LURP 

High Trip 
Generator 
Rule 

Remove 
requirement for 
Integrated 
Transport 
Assessments 
(ITAs) and reduce 
assessments 
matters 

4 The CRPS requires 
Christchurch’s 
District Plan to 
require ITAs for 
substantial 
developments and to 
integrate transport 
and land use 

No change to ITA 
requirement 
recommended – 
Removing the 
requirement for ITAs 
and reducing the 
assessment matters 
would not give effect 
to the CRPS 

 
 

Results of the online public survey conducted February–March 2014 

24.7%

26.9%

8.0%

20.5%

17.5%

2.4%

Onsite Parking Flexibility: Public Survey

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t Know

 
 
 
 

Overall, there should be more flexibility on whether developments (e.g. housing, retail, 
shops and industrial) are required to provide onsite car parking 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent (%) 
Response 

Count 
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Strongly Agree 24.7 136 

Agree 26.9 148 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 8.0 44 

Disagree 20.5 113 

Strongly Disagree 17.5 96 

Don’t Know 2.4 13 

answered question 550 

 
Overall there was more support for more flexible parking requirements, with 51.6% agreeing or 
strongly agreeing, compared to 38% disagreeing or strongly disagreeing. 10.4% didn't know or 
neither agreed nor disagreed. 
 

Reasons Given By Those Who Agree with Onsite Parking Flexibility: Number and Percent 
of Respondents (Public Survey) 

Why did you say that? AGREE RESPONSES 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent (%) 
Response 

Count 

Developers and property owners should be able to 
choose whether to provide onsite car parking (e.g. 
freedom of choice) 

38.0 104 

Requiring onsite parking pushes up the cost of 
developments, sometimes to an unacceptable level 

28.8 79 

Parking takes up valuable space that could be used for 
other activities 

34.7 95 

Reducing the amount of car parks will reduce traffic 
volumes by discouraging car use 

40.1 110 

Car parks detract from the attractiveness of an area 13.1 36 

There are plenty of car parks around already so onsite 
parking isn’t always needed 

15.0 41 

Other 8.4 23 

answered question 274 

 

Reasons Given By Those Who Disagree with Onsite Parking Flexibility: Number and 
Percent of Respondents (Public Survey) 

Why did you say that? DISAGREE RESPONSES 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent (%) 
Response Count 

Developments should provide sufficient onsite parking to avoid 
congestion of on-street parking and of other car parks 

91.2 186 

If developments do not provide enough car parks, it will be harder to 
access activities (e.g. people with mobility issues have limited travel 
options other than car, parents with young children) 

57.4 117 

Prefer simple convenience of being able to park directly near activities 
regardless of mobility issues 

31.9 65 

Other 4.9 10 

answered question 204 

 
However, in the areas affected by the change to medium density zoning, there was less support 
for flexible parking requirements. 
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Agreement Rating Onsite Parking Flexibility: Number and Percent of Respondents 
(Medium Density Zone change affected Areas Survey) 

Overall, there should be more flexibility on whether developments (e.g. housing, retail, 
shops and industrial) are required to provide onsite car parking 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent (%) 
Response 

Count 

Strongly Agree 6.8 8 

Agree 19.7 23 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 9.4 11 

Disagree 33.3 39 

Strongly Disagree 29.9 35 

Don’t Know 0.9 1 

answered question 117 

 

Onsite Parking Flexibility by Type of Development 

An additional question was also asked about which areas should be required to provide a 
minimum number of onsite car parks. 
 

Area 
Percent that agree that the area should be required to 

provide a minimum number of onsite car parks (%) 

Residential areas 67 

Industrial areas 76 

Larger key commercial centres 83 

Smaller commercial centres 60 

Areas with good public transport 49 

Areas with poor public transport 71 

Educational facilities 77 

Office business park developments 77 

 
Less than half of respondents agreed that minimum onsite parking was required in areas with 
good public transport. However, in all other areas more than half of respondents want a minimum 
number of onsite car parks provided. 
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APPENDIX 1: KEY STRATEGIC DOCUMENTS 
 
a. The following documents have largely directed the preparation of this Plan Review and 

influenced its content. 
 
1. Strategic Documents 
 
1.1 Resource Management Act Part 2 
 
1.1.1 Section 5 – Purpose of the Act 
a. In accordance with the purpose of the Act (Part 2, Section 5) to promote the sustainable 

management of natural and physical resources, the transport provisions provide for the 
sustainable management of physical resources, particularly the transport network, and 
managing the adverse effects of transport on the natural environment.  

 
1.1.2 Section 6 – Matters of National Importance 
a. Section 6 of the Act lists seven matters of national importance, none of which are particularly 

relevant to the transport provisions of the Plan. However, when providing for new roads, 
consideration as to the significant and outstanding parts of the environment, relationship of 
Māori and their culture and traditions, protection of historic heritage and protection of 
protected customary rights are key matters that must be recognised and provided for. 

 

1.1.3 Section 7 – Other Matters 

a. Section 7 of the Act provides for ‘other matters’. With regard to transport, the following ‘other 
matters’ are considered of key relevance and must be considered with particular regard: 

i the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources; 
ii the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values; 
iii maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment; 
iv any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources; and 
v the effects of climate change. 

 
1.1.4  Section 8 – Treaty of Waitangi 
a. In relation to managing the use, development and protection of natural and physical 

resources, s 8 of the Act requires the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi to be taken into 
account. 

 
1.1.5 Section 31 – Functions of Territorial Authorities  
a. Section 31 of the Act lists the functions of Territorial Authorities in giving effect to the Act. 

Section 31(1)(a) lists the following, which is of particular relevance to this report: 
i ‘the establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies, and 

methods to achieve integrated management of the effects of the use, 
development, or protection of land and associated natural and physical resources 
of the district’. 
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1.2 Operative Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) 
 
1. Chapter 5 of the operative CRPS provides transport-related provisions that all proposed 

amendments as part of the Plan Review must give effect to. These are broken down into two 
‘regions’. The ‘entire region’ refers to those areas within the Greater Christchurch 
Metropolitan area, including Lyttelton Harbour. The ‘wider region’ refers to those areas 
outside of the Christchurch Metropolitan area, for example, Akaroa. 

 
2. The provisions of relevance are listed below: 

 
a. Objective 5.2.3 – Transport Network (Wider Region)  

A safe, efficient and effective transport system to meet local regional, inter-regional 
and national needs for transport, which: 
i supports a consolidated and sustainable urban form; 
ii avoids, remedies or mitigates the adverse effects of transport use and its 

provisions; 
iii provides an acceptable level of accessibility; and 
iv is consistent with the regional roading hierarchy identified in the Regional Land 

Transport Strategy. 
 

b. Policy 5.3.7 – Strategic land transport network and arterial roads (Entire Region)  
In relation to strategic land transport network and arterial roads, the avoidance of 
development which: 
i adversely affects the safe, efficient and effective functioning of this network and 

these roads, including the ability of this infrastructure to support freight and 
passenger transport services; and 

ii in relation to the strategic land transport network and arterial roads, to avoid 
development which forecloses the opportunity for the development of this 
network and these roads to meet future strategic transport requirements. 

 
c. Policy 5.3.8 – Land Use and Transport Integration (Wider Region) 

Integrate land use and transport planning in a way: 
i that promotes: 

A the use of transport modes which have low adverse effects; 
B the safe, efficient and effective use of transport infrastructure, and 

reduces where appropriate the demand for transport; 
ii that avoids or mitigates conflicts with incompatible activities; and 
iii where the adverse effects from the development, operation and expansion of 

the transport system: 
A on significant natural and physical resources and cultural values are 

avoided, or where this is not practicable, remedied or mitigated; and 
B are otherwise appropriately controlled.  

 
d. Objective 6.2.4 – Integration of transport infrastructure and land use 

Prioritise the planning of transport infrastructure so that it maximises integration 
with the priority areas and new settlement patterns and facilitates the movement of 
people and goods and provision of services in Greater Christchurch, while: 
i managing network congestion; 
ii reducing dependency on private motor vehicles; 
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iii reducing emission of contaminants to air and energy use; 
iv promoting the use of public and active transport modes; 
v optimising use of existing capacity within the network; and  
vi enhancing transport safety. 

 
e. Policy 6.3.4 – Transport effectiveness 

Ensure that an efficient and effective transport network that supports business and 
residential recovery is restored, protected and enhanced so that it maintains and 
improves movement of people and goods around Greater Christchurch by: 
i avoiding development that will overload strategic freight routes; 
ii providing patterns of development that optimise use of existing network 

capacity and ensuring that, where possible, new building projects support 
increased uptake of public and active transport, and provide opportunities for 
modal choice; 

iii providing opportunities for travel demand management; 
iv requiring integrated transport assessment for substantial developments; and 
v improving road user safety. 

 
3. There is recognition in the above provisions that development that is not well integrated with 

transport infrastructure can result in increased car dependency, higher energy use, greater 
traffic volumes, and inefficient freight movement. Moreover, an efficient and effective 
transport network that meets the needs of people and businesses, and enables accessible, 
sustainable, affordable and safe travel choices is necessary for the city’s recovery.  

 
1.3 Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Strategy 
 
1.  The Recovery Strategy is the key reference document that guides and coordinates the 

programmes of work, including Recovery Plans, under the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Act 2011. The Recovery Strategy covers six components of recovery, each with associated 
goals. Transport matters relate to aspects of all six components of recovery (economic, social, 
cultural, built, natural, leadership and integration). The District Plan must not be interpreted 
or applied in a way that is inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy. 

 
1.4 Land Use Recovery Plan 

  
1. The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) includes 50 Actions and a commitment from the strategic 

partners to deliver results for recovery both immediately and over the next 10-15 years.  
 
2. Of these, Action 36 relates specifically to Transport chapter of the DPR and is listed below: 
 

Action 36: Christchurch City Council District Plan Review 
Christchurch City Council to enable in the next review of its district plans, to provide for 
land use and transport network integration, including: 
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a. measures to support the implementation of the Greater Christchurch Transport 
Statement, Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan and the Christchurch Central 
Recovery Plan 

b. support for transport choice, including walking, cycling and public transport 
c. management of conflicts between property access, streetscape and transport 

efficiency. 
 
3. Action 36 above is of primary relevance to the Transport chapter as it clearly directs the Plan 

Review to provide for and support the integration of land use and the transport network, and 
implement the direction of recently adopted transport documents such as the Christchurch 
Transport Strategic Plan.   

 
1.5 Greater Christchurch Transport Statement 2012 (GCTS) 

 
1. The GCTS focuses on the strategic links between key places within the Greater Christchurch 

area and notes the following priorities: 
a. Port access; 
b. Public transport operation and growth; 
c. Western corridor, airport access and overall freight growth and opportunities; 
d. Northern and south-west city access, future growth and changing land use; and 
e. Central City linkages to other key places. 

 
2. Broadly, the GCTS seeks that, in planning and developing an effective ‘one network’ transport 

system for a thriving Greater Christchurch, the strategic transport partners should look to 
achieve the best possible transport outcomes and objectives using a strategic approach. This 
includes connectedness, resilience, reliability, efficiency, travel choice, safe journeys, liveable 
communities and low environmental impacts when considering transport outcomes.  

 
1.6 Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan (CTSP) 

 
1. The CTSP is a non-statutory plan that places emphasis on travel choice by establishing good 

networks for all transport options during the next 30 years. To address the challenges that the 
transport system in Christchurch faces (e.g. congestion, travel patterns, earthquake damage 
and recovery), the CTSP focuses on the following four goals: 

a. Improve access and choice; 
b. Create safe, healthy and liveable communities; 
c. Support economic vitality; and 
d. Create opportunities for environmental enhancements. 

 
2. The CTSP introduced the concept of a new road classification system, which includes the 

consideration of the ‘place’ (land use) function of streets alongside their ‘link’ (movement 
function). This makes sure that for each section of road not only the type of traffic that is 
using it but also the type of neighbourhood it is passed through is considered. 

 
1.7 An Accessible City: Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP) 
 
1. Following the 2010 and 2011 earthquakes the City Plan transport rules and other provisions 

for the Central City were revised. This involved a new suite of transport objectives, policies 
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and rules specific to the Central City. These provisions focussed on achieving an accessible city 
and encouraging multi-modal transport options. 

 
2. While the proposed changes to the Transport chapter in the Plan Review will apply to all areas 

outside of the Central City, they must be directed to support integration with the outcomes 
sought in the operative Central City provisions. 

 
1.8 Regional Land Transport Strategy 2012–2042 (RLTS) 
 
1. The Canterbury Regional Land Transport Strategy (RLTS) sets the strategic direction for land 

transport within the Canterbury region over a 30-year period. The role of the RLTS is to 
contribute towards the Government’s overall vision of achieving an integrated, safe, 
responsive and sustainable land transport system. The RLTS identifies the region’s transport 
needs and the roles of all land transport modes and seeks the following objectives: 

a. Ensure a resilient, environmentally sustainable and integrated transport system; 
b. Increase transport safety for all users; 
c. Protect and promote public health; 
d. Assist economic development; and 
e. Improve levels of accessibility for all. 

 
2. The RLTS also provides a high-level road hierarchy for strategic transport networks for the 

movement of people and freight within the region. This identifies strategic roads, railways and 
tourist destinations.  

 
1.9 Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 (IMP) 
 
1. The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 is part of a larger network of regional and 

territorial planning documents. The plan sits alongside the Regional Council’s CRPS, the Land 
and Water Regional Plan (LWRP), District and City Plans prepared by territorial authorities, 
conservation management plans, strategies and other plans prepared by Te Papa 
Atawhai/Department of Conservation. 

 
2. With regard to transport in particular, the IMP lists the following issues:  
 

Transport-related Policy in the Mahaanui Iwi 
Management Plan 

Assessment against the Transport Chapter 

P16.2 Where a transport proposal may affect Māori 
land: 

a. Papatipu Rūnanga to be notified; and 
b. consultation must occur with the owners of that 

land. 

The identification and protection of the sites of 
cultural significance will be considered as part of 
phase 2 of the District Plan Review.  

Assessment of effects 
P16.3 To assess the potential risk of transport-related 
proposals (at any stage) on tāngata whenua values on 
the basis of the following: 

a. Purpose of the proposal – how consistent is the 
purpose of the proposal with the objectives set 
out in this IMP (e.g. stormwater, indigenous 
biodiversity)? 
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b. Sites of significance – proximity to sites of 
cultural significance, including marae, wāhi tapu, 
silent files and archaeological sites 

c. Protection of waterways – what measures are 
proposed to avoid the modification of 
waterways, the discharge of contaminants and 
sediment to water? 

d. Indigenous biodiversity – what are the potential 
effects on existing indigenous biodiversity and 
what are the opportunities to enhance 
indigenous biodiversity values? 

Protection of tāngata whenua values  
P16.4 To require that the development and 
construction of transport infrastructure avoid the 
following sites and areas of cultural significance: 

a.  sites identified by tāngata whenua as wāhi 
tapu; 

b. some sites identified by tāngata whenua as wāhi 
taonga; and 

c. Māori land, unless agreed to by owners. 

Protection of tāngata whenua values  
P16.7 To support improved transport network 
infrastructure and services to support the 
development aspirations of Ngāi Tahu communities, 
such as those at Tuahiwi and Rāpaki. 

Development at Rapaki will be considered as part of 
phase 2 of the DPR. 

CL5.3 To require that local government recognise and 
provide for the importance of paper roads to ensuring 
tāngata whenua access to wāhi tapu and wāhi taonga, 
by: 

a. identifying all paper roads on council maps; and 
b. developing explicit policy and rules to protect 

and enforce the right of tāngata whenua to use 
paper roads. 

Paper roads in Christchurch City are currently zoned 
Special Purpose (Road) Zone. So this will be 
considered in phase 2 of the District Plan Review as 
part of the review of Special Purpose Zones Chapter. 

P5.4 To require that the district plans and land titles 
clearly recognise the original paper roads that 
provided access to Māori land. 

WH6.6 To advocate for the protection of paper roads, 
in recognition of the reason that they were 
established: to enable public access to streams and 
the foreshore. 

Protection of tāngata whenua values  
P16.8 To support sustainable transport measures in 
urban design and development, including public 
transport, pedestrian walkways and cycle ways. 

The Transport chapter provides a number of measures 
to encourage active and public transport use, such as 
requiring developments to provide cycle parking and  
showers and lockers and requiring public transport 
facilities for new District Centres. 

R3.4 To support the reduction of emissions as a 
response to climate change, including but not limited 
to: 
(a) urban planning to reduce transport emissions; 
(b) use of solar water heating and similar measures to 

The Transport chapter has an objective to reduce car 
dependency and promote the use of active and public 
transport, which will reduce transport emissions. This 
is supported by a more flexible approach to car 
parking and requiring large developments to provide 
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reduce energy use; and 
(c) improved farming practices to reduce emissions. 

ITAs to consider the effects that new developments 
will have on all modes, not just traffic. 

 
2. Analysis Reports 
 
a. The Council has commissioned technical advice and assistance from transport engineers and 

utilised this, along with internal expertise, workshops and community feedback, to assist with 
setting the Plan framework for the proposed Transport chapter provisions. This advice 
includes the following: 

 
2.1 Abley Transport Engineers – Technical Reports on Access and Cycle Parking 
 
a. The Council commissioned technical reports from Abley Transport Engineers Limited on the 

current transport-related provisions that relate to access management and cycle parking. 
These reports analysed the existing provisions, and provisions from other Plans and 
Guidelines, and recommended a number of changes to the existing Plan provisions. These 
recommendations, along with internal expertise, workshops and consultation, have informed 
the direction undertaken with regard to these matters. 

 
2.2 McCagney Pty Limited – Strategic Report on the Future Direction for Parking 
 
a. Additional analysis was commissioned by the Council on a strategic direction for parking in 

Christchurch. This report was prepared by McCagney Pty Limited and it recommended 
adopting a number of parking principles to assist with setting the strategic direction for 
parking within Christchurch. These recommendations, along with internal expertise, 
workshops and consultation, have informed the direction undertaken with regard to parking 
provision and management. 

 
2.3 Section 35 Report on Operative District Plan 
 
a. It is also noted that, prior to the earthquakes, the Council commissioned a report on the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions of both Plans pursuant to s 35 of the Act. 
Although this s 35 report did not focus on the transport provisions, it did nevertheless 
acknowledge that transport provisions need to recognise that transport is fundamental to a 
successful city and requires integrated management as land use changes.  

 
b. It was also noted that the transport rules within the operative District Plan consistently create 

rule non-compliances requiring resource consent, which are typically granted on a non-
notified basis. This is particularly noticeable in locations where the scale of the land used 
results in a moderate level of traffic generation, which brought into question the effectiveness 
and efficiency of some of the transport rule limits. 

 
2.4 Technical Standards Review 
 
a. An internal Council report was prepared by some of Council’s transport engineers to review 

the access, network and parking management rules not covered by the above reports (such as 
loading space requirements, parking space dimensions, queuing spaces etc.). These 
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recommendations, along with internal expertise, workshops and consultation, have informed 
the direction undertaken with regard to parking provision and management. 

 
2.5 Proposed Integrated Transport Assessment Thresholds for Christchurch City Council 
 
a. The Council commissioned a report which analysed ITA thresholds from other cities and 

guidance documents to recommend ITA thresholds for Christchurch. The report also 
considered activity statuses. These recommendations, along with internal expertise, 
workshops and consultation, have informed the direction undertaken with regard to parking 
provision and management. 
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APPENDIX 2:  LINKAGES BETWEEN PROVISIONS 

 
Linkages and grouping of provisions under proposed policy direction  
 
Issue Direction Objectives Policies Rules/ Methods Assessment Matters 

   1 – Establishment of a road classification 
system 

Road  Classification System (Appendix 12)  

   2 – High trip generating activities 10 – High trip generators 7.3.19 

  1 – Integrated 
Transport 

3 – Vehicles access and manoeuvring 4 – Manoeuvring for parking and loading areas 7.3.6 

  System  7 – Standards for access design 7.3.10, 7.3.11, 7.3.12 

    8 – Standards for vehicle crossings 7.3.13, 7.3.14, 7.3.15, 7.3.16, 7.3.17 

3.4.2 Effective functioning of the 
transport system  

3.5.2.5 The 
transport  

 4 – Requirements for car parking and loading 1 – Number and size of parking spaces 7.3.1, 7.3.2, 7.3.3 

(Strategic Directions system meets    3 – Loading spaces 7.3.5 

Chapter) the needs of the 
community 

 
 

5 – Design of car parking and loading areas 5 – Gradient of parking and loading areas 7.3.7 

  2 – Adverse 
effects from the 
transport 
network 

 6 – Design of parking and loading areas 7.3.8, 7.3.9 

   6 – Promote public and active transport 2 – Cycle parking 7.3.4 

   7 – Rail level crossings 9 – Rail level crossings 7.3.18 

   8 – Effects from transport infrastructure Phase 2 Review (Designations chapter, General 
Rules, Special Purpose Zones etc.) 
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APPENDIX 3:  SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR THE RULES AND CHANGES FROM THE EXISTING DISTRICT PLANS 
  
The chart below provides a summary of the reasons for the rules and changes from the existing operative District Plans. 
 

Policy/Method Topic 1: Integrated Transport Planning 
 

Rule  Summary Reason for the rule Change from the rules in the existing operative District 
Plans 

Rule 10 –  
High trip 
generators 

Assessment of high trip 
generators 

High trip generators (generators more than 250 
trips per day) can have a major impact on the 
transport network. The trip generation and 
potential associated adverse effects on the 
transport network and surrounding land uses can 
be major if these developments are not well 
integrated with the transport network.  
Due to the high number of people that generally 
use these High trip generating activities it is 
important to ensure that activities are designed 
and located to be accessible by a range of 
transport modes. This will give greater choice and 
reduce the amount of traffic generated from the 
activity.  

Requiring Integrated Transport Assessments for high trip generators. 
 
A basic Integrated Transport Assessment is required for an activity that 
generates more than 250 vehicle trips a day. A full Integrated Transport 
Assessment is required for an activity that generates more than 1000 
vehicle trips a day. Trips rates are based on research on Integrated 
Transport Assessments into Such as the New Zealand Transport 
Agency’s Research Report 422 Integrated transport assessment 
guidelines, Research Report 453 Trips and parking related to land use, 
and comparing with other planning documents to reduce 
inconsistencies. ITAs will be ‘bespoke’ and thus specific measures may 
still be requested as part of the ITA process, such as intersection 
capacity analysis. Provisions have been included to exempt activities 
established prior to the Plan’s notification from assessment under the 
ITA rule, unless changes to the activity result in an increase of more 
than 250 trips per day.  
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Policy/Method Topic 2: Access and Network Management 
 

Rule  Summary Reason for the rule Change from  the rules in the existing operative District Plans 

Rule 7 –  
Standards for 
access design 

Standards for the widths and 
gradients of accesses  

To ensure the width and gradient of 
accesses are safe. 

Narrower maximum formed widths to reduce the speed that vehicles cross 
the footpath thus improving safety for pedestrians. 
 
Wider minimum legal widths to allow for landscaping. 
 
Gradients updated to align with latest standards. 

 Requirements for queuing spaces 
for accesses serving four or more 
parking spaces or residential units.  
(A queuing space allows space for 
vehicles to queue on the driveway 
if they need to wait, for example 
for a gate or barrier arm to be 
open.) 

This rule seeks to limit the amount of 
queuing that can occur on roads from 
vehicles waiting to turn into a 
driveway, because vehicles queuing on 
roads waiting to turn into driveways 
can pose a safety risk and have a 
negative effect on traffic flow. 

Queuing space lengths updated to align with best practice or the latest 
standards. 
 
Increasing the minimum requirement, but we are also increasing the 
threshold for where it applies, in order to reduce non-compliances which 
could be argued to be otherwise ‘onerous’ (e.g. where few vehicles are likely 
to use the access, or on local and collector roads where queuing vehicles can 
have a lesser impact on the efficiency of the road due to the lower amount 
of traffic on those roads). 
 
Queuing spaces only need to be available during hours of operation. This will 
enable gates to be closed when the activity is closed. 

Rule 8 –  
Standards for 
vehicle 
crossings  

Requires vehicle crossings to be 
provided by way of a formally 
constructed crossing 

So vehicle crossings are safe and are 
properly designed to limit adverse 
effects on efficiency of the road. 

No change. Standards for the type of vehicle crossing required can be found 
in the Christchurch City Council’s Construction Standard Specifications. 

 Outlines the design required for 
vehicle crossings on an arterial 
road with a speed limit 70km per 
hour or greater 

Vehicles entering and exiting vehicle 
crossings on high speed busy roads can 
impact on safety and efficiency. 

Updated to align with latest New Zealand Transport Agency standards. 

 Outlines the design required for 
vehicle crossings to rural selling 

Rural selling places are generally 
located on busy high speed roads, 

Updated to align with latest New Zealand Transport Agency standards. 

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 156 of 448



 

MAY 2015  VERSION   72 
 

places which can impact on safety and 
efficiency.  

 Minimum distances between two 
vehicle crossings  

A minimum distance between vehicle 
crossings reduces the number of 
vehicle movements in one area. This 
provides for greater road safety due to 
the minimisation of conflicts in close 
vicinity to each other. 

A minimum distance between vehicle crossings is now only required on high 
speed roads to align with latest standards. 

 The maximum number of vehicle 
crossings per property, depending 
on the length of the property’s 
road frontage and the type of road  

A limit on the number of vehicle 
crossings minimises the number of 
potential conflict points while still 
providing for access to developments, 
especially on arterial roads where 
vehicle crossings can have a greater 
impact on the efficiency of the road 
due to the amount of traffic on those 
roads. 

No change. 

 Standards for the minimum 
distance between a vehicle 
crossing and the nearest 
intersection 

The requirement to locate vehicle 
crossings at a certain distance away 
from intersections is to reduce the 
potential conflict points and areas of 
distraction. It also reduces confusion 
for drivers who may not otherwise be 
able to tell whether an indicating 
vehicle is intending to turn at the 
vehicle crossing or the intersection. 

Updated to align with latest New Zealand Transport Agency standards. 

 Standards for sightlines on rural 
roads 

This rule prevents vehicle crossings 
being put on bends in the road where 
the visibility of the vehicle crossing can 
be obscured, which can cause a safety 
risk especially on rural roads where 
there are generally higher speeds than 
urban roads. 

This is an existing rule in the BPDP, which has been updated to align with 
latest New Zealand Transport Agency standards. 
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Rule 9 –  
Location of 
buildings and 
access in 
relation to 
road/rail level 
crossings 

Rules about road / rail level 
crossings, such as: 

 requiring consent for a new 
level crossing 

 preventing buildings being built 
directly adjacent to 
uncontrolled level crossings 

 minimum distance between 
access ways / intersections and 
level crossings  

New rail / road level crossings can 
affect the efficient operation of the rail 
network. Buildings being built directly 
adjacent to uncontrolled level 
crossings can cause a visual 
obstruction for road vehicles checking 
whether the level crossing is clear and 
safe to cross. Access ways close to 
railway crossings can cause safety 
issues. Road intersections close to 
railway crossings can cause safety 
issues unless they are designed to be 
coordinated with the level crossing 
controls. 

This is a new rule that has been suggested by KiwiRail. Many councils around 
New Zealand are currently introducing these rules into their District Plans. 
 
The only uncontrolled level crossings currently in Christchurch are level 
crossings on rail sidings in McAlpine Street and Waterloo Road.  
 
A resource consent is required for a new road intersection located less than 
30m from a rail level crossing limit line unless the road intersection is 
designed to give priority to rail movements at the level crossing through road 
traffic signals. Some examples of intersections in Christchurch close to rail 
level crossings that are designed to give priority to rail movements at the 
level crossing through road traffic signals include: 

 Brougham Street / Ensors Road intersection  

 Northcote Road / Vagues Road intersection  

 Carmen Road / Main South Road / Shands Road intersection  

 Aymes Road/ Goulding Ave / Shands Road intersection. 
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Policy/Method Topic 3: Public and Active Transport 
 

Rule  Summary Reason for the rule Change from  the rules in the existing operative District 
Plans 

Rule 2 –  
Minimum 
number of cycle 
parking 
facilities 
required 

Requirements for a minimum 
number of cycle parks and  
showers and lockers to be 
provided per activity 

Due to the many benefits that can accrue from 
the use of cycles, the Council actively 
encourages their use in and around the city. 
The provision of cycle parks, lockers and 
showers is just one means of encouraging 
people to use cycles. The more secure and 
easily accessible the cycle parking facilities, the 
more likely these facilities will have a more 
significant positive effect on the increase in 
cycling as a mode of transport, and a reduction 
of private motor vehicle dependency and thus 
traffic volumes and the associated effects of 
traffic.  

Introduction of requirements for showers and lockers. 
 
Cycle parking requirements have been reviewed and altered based on 
assessment of research into cycle parking demand and surveys, such as 
the cycling aspects of Austroads guides and comparison with other 
planning documents. In many cases the amount of cycle parking 
required is greater than is required under other District Plans in New 
Zealand, to reflect that Christchurch has higher rates of cycling than 
most other areas in New Zealand. 
 

Rule 7 –    
Standards for 
access design 

Requirements for certain 
frequently used accesses to 
have visibility splays (i.e. 
areas adjacent to access 
that are free of visual 
obstructions) or 
audio/visual warning 
methods  

The provision at vehicle access points of safety 
features, to slow vehicles and to ensure drivers, 
cyclists and pedestrians are aware of each 
other when vehicles exiting from an access are 
crossing over a footpath, will help to improve 
safety. 

This is a new rule that was introduced for the Central City through the 
CCRP. It is now proposed to extend it to apply to the rest of the city. 
 
The requirement is based on standards from the New Zealand 
Transport Agency’s Pedestrian planning and design guide. 
 

 

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 159 of 448



 

MAY 2015  VERSION   75 
 

Policy/Method Topic 4: Parking Management 
 

Rule  Summary Reason for the rule Change from  the rules in the existing operative 
District Plans 

Rule 1 –    
Minimum 
number of car 
parks required 

Requirements for a 
minimum number of car 
parks to be provided per 
activity 

The Plan requires a minimum number of off-street car 
parks where there could be adverse effects from 
increased on-street parking. The provision of off-street 
car parking for each activity minimises the adverse 
effects on the safety and efficiency of the adjoining 
road network from parking and manoeuvring vehicles, 
and as a related matter, inconvenience and loss of 
amenity to surrounding residents from on street 
parking. However, the parking requirements are set at a 
level to seek a balance between protecting safety and 
efficiency of the adjoining road network, and 
discouraging the oversupply of parking, which could 
discourage the use of walking, cycling and public 
transport and affect economic growth by adding the 
additional costs of providing parking to development. 

No parking required in Local and Neighbourhood Centres. 
 
Parking for high trip generating activities managed through an ITA. 
 
Car parking requirements have been reviewed and altered based 
on assessment of research into parking demand and surveys, such 
as the Trips Database Bureau’s New Zealand trips and parking 
database, the New Zealand Transport Agency’s Research Report 
453 Trips and parking related to land use, and comparison with 
other planning documents to reduce inconsistencies.  
 
The parking requirements for the University have been unchanged 
based on surveys on University of Canterbury parking in New 
Zealand Transport Agency’s Research Report 453 and the Trips 
Database Bureau.  
 
The parking reduction adjustment factors in Appendix 14 are 
based on Victoria Transport Policy Institute’s Parking 
Management Strategies, Evaluation and Planning report. 

 Requirements for car parks 
available to the general 
public to meet minimum 
dimension standards 

Ensuring car parks are designed to be a sufficient size to 
be useable and safe by the average-size motor vehicle 
will ensure the car park is more safe and functional.   

The parking dimensions have been reviewed and amended where 
necessary to cater for a 85 percentile design motor car.  

 Requirements for a 
minimum number of 
mobility car parks for 
people with disabilities 

The mobility parking provision for people with 
restricted mobilitydisabilities reflects the need of 
people with disabilities for accessible and larger car 
parks, due to the more limited range of transport 

Car parking requirements for people with restricted 
mobilitydisabilities have been altered to align with the New 
Zealand Standard 4121: 2001. 
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restricted mobility to be 
provided per activity 

modes that some people with restricted 
mobilitydisabilities may be able to easily use. 

The requirement that buildings with a GFA greater than 2500m
2
 

provide mobility car parking for people with disabilities, even if 
no other parking is provided, aligns with the CCRP. 
 
Colouring mobility car parkingfor people with disabilities blue is 
recommended to make these parking spaces more easily 
identified and to align with the NZTA Traffic Control Devices 
Manual: Part 13 Parking Control.  
 
A parking space for people with disabilities is required for each 
residential unit to align with the lifemark standards 

Rule 3 –    
Minimum 
number of 
loading spaces 
required 

Requirements for a 
minimum number of 
loading spaces to be 
provided per activity 

The Plan requires a minimum number of loading spaces 
for each activity. The provision of loading spaces for 
each activity minimises the adverse effects on the 
safety and efficiency of the adjoining road network if 
vehicles need to off-load and on-load goods on site. 
Vehicles loading on-street can also have adverse effects 
on the amenity of an area and pedestrian accessibility, 
if the footpath is used to store goods whilst they are 
being loading onto or off vehicles. 
 
Loading facilities may be provided off-site and/or 
shared with other sites. The use of consolidated shared 
facilities between sites, such as loading bays, can 
reduce the number of access points required and 
reduce the visual and environmental impact of large 
areas of hard surfacing. 

Loading space requirements have been reviewed and altered by 
comparing requirements with other planning documents and 
standards to reduce inconsistencies.  
 
Loading spaces are not required if parking is not provided, in order 
to reduce the need for additional access points to be built just to 
access loading spaces. 

Rule 4 –    
Manoeuvring 
for parking and 
loading areas 

Manages the size and 
dimensions of parking and 
associated manoeuvring 
areas to prevent safety 
issues and prevent vehicles 

Requirements for onsite manoeuvring protect the 
efficiency and safety the roads by minimising the 
number of vehicles required to reverse onto or off a 
site, which is a cause of accidents at driveways. Arterial 
roads have the most protection applied to them as their 

Updating the dimensions for parking and manoeuvring areas so 
they are designed to accommodate the average-size car (i.e. a 85 
percentile design motor car). 
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reserving onto busy roads 
(i.e. arterials), which can 
have a negative impact on 
safety and traffic flow 

function is generally to carry the largest volumes of 
traffic at the highest level of service. 

Rule 5 –   
Gradient of 
parking and 
loading areas. 

Standards for the gradient 
of off-street parking and 
loading surfaces for all non-
residential activities 

A maximum gradient is required, because steeper 
gradients can make access to and from car parks more 
difficult and potentially unsafe. 

Updating these standards to align with the latest international 
standards. 

Rule 6 –   
Design of 
parking and 
loading areas 

Requiring parking and 
loading areas for all non-
residential activities to be lit 
when used at night 

Where car parking areas are used at night it is 
important to provide some lighting for the security of 
people using the area and the security of their vehicles.  

No change (only wordsmithing). 

 Requiring parking and 
loading areas for certain 
activities to be formed, 
sealed and drained 

The appropriate surfacing of parking and loading areas 
ensures that the neighbours are not adversely affected 
by dust and/or noise created by manoeuvring vehicles. 
These areas also require drainage to ensure that runoff 
does not cause inundation or scouring on the property 
or adjoining properties. 

Removing the requirement to seal parking and loading areas if 
they are accessed by unsealed roads. 
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APPENDIX 4:  SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
 

1. Economic Growth and Employment 
 
a. Section 32((2)(a) of the Act requires identification and assessment of the benefit 

and costs of the environmental, economic, social and cultural effects that are 
anticipated from the implementation of the provisions, including the 
opportunities for: 

i economic growth that are anticipated to be provided or reduced; and 
ii employment that are anticipated to be provided or reduced. 

 
b. The proposed Transport chapter is considered to have minor to moderate 

economic impacts across a range of affected groups. In all cases the potential 
direct and induced costs are expected to be offset by a wide range of economic 
benefits, that is, there are small but positive net economic benefits. 
Furthermore, typically the costs of providing access, parking etc. are built into 
development costs, and thus are anticipated and factored into development. 

 
c. For example, the removal of minimum car parking requirements in Local and 

Neighbourhood Centres could lead to some increased levels of on-street car-
parking demand in the immediate vicinity of the centre. If not managed, this 
increase may lead to some congestion for on-street car parking within the 
immediate vicinity of the centre, potentially displacing local residents, increasing 
traffic hazards due to on-street parking and affecting local residents through the 
perceived ‘loss’ in parking outside their residence. Employees may also have 
increased search times if car parking is not available within the immediate 
vicinity of the centre. The economic cost of this additional on-street car parking 
is assessed as low given that, with frequent turnover, any potential capacity 
(congestion) issues will be short term and transitory.  

 
d. Conversely, there are a number of economic benefits associated with this 

particular proposal. Valuable land previously taken up by parking is now freed 
up to create additional retail space with improved financial benefits to the 
developer/landowner. In economic terms this leads to a reduction in the 
opportunity cost of land taken up by parking as well as an improvement in the 
economic efficiency or productivity of the land use.  

  
e. There are not expected to be any significant employment impacts associated 

with any of the proposed changes.   
  

f. A summary of the economic analysis related to the Transport chapter is provided 
in the table below: 
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Table 1: Summary of Economic Analysis 
 

 
DPR 
Ref 

 

 
Current Plan 
requirement 

 
Proposed Plan 
requirements 

 
Community 

group 
impacted 

 
Extent of 

impact 

 
Costs 

 
$cost 

 
Benefits 

 
$benefits 

 1. Removal of minimum car parking spaces requirements in Local and Neighbourhood Centres and reduced requirements for residential developments 
 A required minimum number of car 

parking spaces based on the scale of 
the activity. While this is a current 
plan requirement there are 
opportunities for developers to not 
provide car parking but only through 
a resource consent.  

Removing minimum car 
parking requirements from 
Local and Neighbourhood 
Centres.  

Developers 

Minor-moderate   

Reduced opportunity cost of land 
taken up by parking / Increased 
potential value of development 
 

High 

Minor-moderate   
Reduced direct cost of developing 
parking spaces (materials) 
 

Low 

Minor-moderate   
Reduced compliance costs 
 

Low 

New businesses Moderate   

Increase in retail space and thus 
potential employment than 
otherwise would be  the case 
 

Low-moderate 

Community Moderate   
Increased productivity of developed 
land 

Low 

ECAN/ Public 
Transport providers 

Minor-moderate   
Potentially increased use of public 
transport 

 

Car users Minor 
Increased search time for car 
parking 
 

Low   

Residents in 
immediate vicinity 

Minor-moderate 

Increased on-street parking 
creating traffic hazards and 
‘loss’ of parking 
 

Low   

Transport users 
(including PT, 
vehicles, 
pedestrians) 

Minor-moderate 
Increased traffic congestion 
 

Low   

CCC                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
Minor-moderate 

Increased parking 
management costs 
 

Low   

Minor   Reduced compliance costs Low 
2. Number of cycle parking spaces 
 
 

A required minimum number of cycle 
parks for each activity 

Requirements for lockers 
andshowers: 
 

Min. no. of showers – 1 
shower per 10001100m2 of 
GFA of an office 
 
Min. no of lockers – 1 locker 
per 100m2 of GFA of an 
office 
 
Min. size of a locker – 85cm 
(H) x 45 cm (D) x 20 cm (W) 

Developers 

Minor 

Direct costs of installation of 
lockers and showers  
- $150/locker 
- $,5002500/shower 
Direct costs of installation of 
cycle parks 
- $120-250/ per stand 

Low   

Low 

Health services 
Minor 

  Reduced health costs 
 

Very low 

Community 
Minor 

  Active transport promoted – reduced 
congestion on roads 
 

Low 

Minor 
  Active transport promoted – less 

vehicle pollution 
 

Very low 

Employees 
Minor-moderate 

  Improved workplace facilities – able 
to use showers and lockers 
 

Very low 

3. Number of loading spaces / access way design 
 A required minimum number of 

loading areas for each activity 
Not requiring loading spaces 
when parking is not provided 

Developer 
Minor 

 
 

Reduced costs of access way 
provision 

Low 
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to reduce the number of 
accesses 

 

Minor 
 

 
Provides improved consistency and 
conciseness for Plan users/ 
applications 

Low 

Minor 
Requirement for an ITA may 
increase consent costs 
 

Low 
 

 

Minor 

Restricted access ways with 
reliance on on-street loading 
zones  
 

Low 

 

 

Freight companies 
and couriers Minor 

Reduced onsite loading 
spaces with reliance on on-
street loading zones 

Low 
 

 

Council 
Minor 

 
 

Reduction in consents following not 
requiring loading spaces when 
parking is not provided 

 

Pedestrians 
Minor 

Short-term transit/storage of 
goods on public footpaths 
 

 
 

 

Community 

Minor 

 

 

Improved active street frontages and 
improved safety from reduced 
accesses and potential conflict with 
traffic 

Low 

4. Visibility Splays 
 Standards in CCRP for when a visibility 

splay or an audio and visual method 
of warning pedestrians of the 
presence of vehicles about to exit the 
access or to the pedestrian footpath 
as required. 
Required for 15+ vehicle 
movements/day. No requirement in 
suburban areas 
 

Extending these pedestrian 
safety requirements to all 
suburban areas 

Developers 
Minor 

Audio and visual warning 
systems 
 

Low 
  

Minor 
Reduced floor space due to 
splay 
 

Low 
  

Pedestrians 

Minor-moderate 

 

 

Improved footpath safety Low-moderate 

5. High trip generator/ Integrated Traffic Assessments 
 Retain the High trip Generator Requiring ITAs for high trip 

generating activities 
 
Extending the discretion to 
enable consideration of wider 
effects 
 
Reducing assessment matters 
for activities that would 
otherwise be permitted in the 
zone.  

Developers 

Minor-moderate 

Cost of ITA due to increased 
level of assessment 
Approximatley $4000 - 
$31,700 per ITA 

Low 

Re/development of existing 
activities would not necessarily 
require an ITA unless the changes 
breach the thresholds 

Low 

Minor 

 

 

Provides certainty and consistency to 
all Plan users around requirements of 
an ITA, including clarity around 
assessment expected of otherwise 
permitted or existing activities  
 

Low 

Council 
Moderate 

Compliance review of 
assessment 
 

Low 
Assessments that recognise whether 
activities are otherwise permitted or 
have existing use rights 

Low 

Community 

Moderate 

 

 

Improved consideration of traffic 
impacts and modal provision, and 
assessments that appropriately 
reflect the extent of developments.  
 

Low 
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APPENDIX 5:  SUMMARY OF PROPOSED APPROACH TO CAR PARKING  
 
a. The proposed approach to car parking is to ensure that developments provide the right 

amount of parking that achieves the balance between providing for people’s and 
communities’ well-being, while not producing adverse effects. Either an undersupply or an 
oversupply of parking can cause adverse effects.  

 
b. An oversupply of car parking can adversely affect: 

i efficiency and safety of the transport network (high availability of parking can 
encourage greater use of private motor vehicles, which can increase traffic volumes 
and thus increase efficiency and safety issues on the transport network) 

ii urban consolidation (parking can take up land that could have been used for other 
activities, thus increasing the size of a development) 

iii the sustainability of the surrounding environment (increased sealed areas for parking 
can increase the amount storm water runoff and potential for containments to affect 
water quality)  

iv the sustainability of the transport network (high availability of parking can encourage 
greater use of private motor vehicles and thus discourage use of more sustainable 
transport modes (i.e. active and public transport) and increase emissions) 

v the amenity of the surrounding environment (increased sealed areas for parking 
(especially surface parking) can adversely affect the visual amenity of an area)  

vi the district recovery, if developments are required to provide more car parking than 
they need, which will increase their development costs and could affect their ability to 
develop. 

 
c. An undersupply of car parking can adversely affect : 

i the safety of the transport network (an undersupply of parking can increase use of on-
street parking, which can cause safety issues, including increasing the chance of 'car-
dooring' cyclists) 

ii the efficiency of the transport network (an undersupply of parking can increase the 
number of cars 'searching' for carparks, which can cause efficiency issues on the 
transport network) 

iii the amenity of the transport network (an undersupply of parking can increase use of 
on-street parking, which can adversely affect visual amenity) 

iv the sustainability of the transport network (an undersupply of parking can increase use 
of on-street parking, which can make it more difficult to use road space to provide 
space for more sustainable transport modes (i.e. bus lanes or cycle lanes)). 

 
d. So the proposed car parking Objective (7.1.1.4.a) is: Require car parking and loading spaces 

which provide for the expected needs of an activity in a way that minimises adverse 
effects..  

 
e. The following table shows how the policies and rules in the proposed Transport chapter will 

seek to discourage an oversupply or undersupply of car parking in the following areas. 
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Area Type of 
development 

Measures to 
prevent an 
undersupply 

Rationale Measures to prevent an oversupply Rationale 

Local and 
Neighbourhood 
Commercial Centres 

Small 
developments 
(non-high trip 
generators) 

No minimum 
parking 
requirements 
 

- Traditionally small developments have not provided much onsite parking, 
so there are unlikely to be additional effects on on-street parking use from 
what already occurs  
- Generally Local and Neighbourhood Centres have a local catchment, so 
walking and cycling to a Local and Neighbourhood Centre is more of a 
viable option (than for District Centres – see graph below)  
- Enables the rebuild of developments that previously did not provide 
onsite parking without the additional cost of providing parking 

If size of the car park causes the 
development to generate more than 
250 vehicle trips a day (for new 
activities) , or 250 more vehicle trips 
per day above the level of trips that 
existed at the time the plan was 
notified (for existing activities)  then 
an ITA will be required as the activity 
will be considered it will be a high 
trip generator 

Small developments or small-scale 
additions to existing developments will be 
unlikely to cause adverse effects on the 
traffic network It is unlikely that due to 
their small scale.  small size of the 
developments that it will cause adverse 
effects  

 Large 
developments 
(non-high trip 
generators) 

ITAs High trip generators are of a scale that could generate significant parking 
demand, which could cause significant adverse effects if there is an 
undersupply 

ITAs are required for high trip 
generators, which will include an 
assessment of whether there is an 
oversupply of car parking2 

High trip generators are of a scale that has 
the potential to cause significant adverse 
effects if there is an oversupply of parking 

District Commercial 
Centres 

Small 
developments 
(non-high trip 
generators) 

Minimum 
parking 
requirements 
  

- District Centres have a wider catchment than Local and Neighbourhood 
Centres, so car travel to District Centres and thus parking demand is likely 
to be higher than Local or Neighbourhood Centres (see graph below) 
- Road space is likely to be needed for bus priority, traffic efficiency and 
cycle facilities in some District Centres. So overspill parking could have 
significant adverse effects on the implementation and operation of these 
bus, traffic and cycle facilities. 

If size of the car parks causes the 
development to generate more than 
250 vehicle trips a day, or for existing 
activities, 250 more vehicle trips 
over the level of trips that existed at 
the date of notification of the Plan, 
then an ITA will be required as it will 
be a high trip generator  

Unless the car park (or addition to an 
existing car park) is large enough to 
generate more than 250 vehicle trips a day, 
it is unlikely to be a significant oversupply 
and thus cause significant adverse effects  

 Large 
developments  
(high trip 
generators) 

ITAs High trip generators are of a scale that could generate significant parking 
demand, which could cause significant adverse effects if there is an 
undersupply 

ITAs are required for high trip 
generators, which will include an 
assessment of whether there is an 
oversupply of car parking 

High trip generators are of a scale that has 
the potential to cause significant adverse 
effects if there is an oversupply of parking 

Other zones Residential units A minimum 
requirement of 
one car park 
per house  

The number of cars in Christchurch is less than twice the number of houses 
in Christchurch, so on average there are fewer than two cars per house in 
Christchurch 

If a development has 2325 or more 
units or the size of the car park 
causes the development to generate 
more than 250 vehicle trips a day, 
then an ITA will be required as it will 
be a high trip generator  

High trip generators are of a scale that has 
the potential to cause significant adverse 
effects if there is an oversupply of parking 

 Small 
developments 

Minimum 
parking 

Other zones are not necessarily as accessible by public transport as some 
commercial centres, which can result in higher parking demand. Thus 

If the size of the car park causes the 
development to generate more than 

Unless the car park is large enough to 
generate more than 250 vehicle trips a day, 

                                                 
2
 It is considered that requiring an ITA to assess whether a development is oversupplying parking is more appropriate than extending city-wide, the Central City rule in the CCRP that limits the size of the car parking area to be no greater than 50% of the Gross 

Leasable Floor Area (GLFA) of the buildings on the site. This is because some of the types of activities that typically locate in suburban locations (rather than the Central City) are have a higher parking demand (due to the nature of the activity and lower levels 
of public transport accessibility) and will have parking areas larger than 50% of GLFA. In fact some of the minimum parking requirements require a parking area that is larger than 50% of the GLFA of a site. An ITA can provide a specific case-by-case analysis of 
whether each development is providing an oversupply or not, taking into account the accessibility of the site and the specific type of development proposed.  
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(non-high trip 
generators) 

requirements 
  

minimum parking requirements are needed to ensure developments 
provide for their parking demand 

250 vehicle trips a day, then an ITA 
will be required as it will be a high 
trip generator.  

it is unlikely to be a significant oversupply 
and thus cause significant adverse effects  

 Large 
developments  
(high trip 
generators) 

High trip generators are of a scale that generates parking demand that 
could cause significant adverse effects if there is an undersupply 

ITAs are required for high trip 
generators, which will include an 
assessment of whether there is an 
oversupply of car parking1 

High trip generators are of a scale that has 
the potential to cause significant adverse 
effects if there is an oversupply of parking 

 

 

1 Rationale for the approach to Minimum parking requirements in different Commercial centres 
 
This graph shows how the accessibility (the ability to reach a location or service within an acceptable amount of time, money and effort) and catchment (the area where the majority of customers live) of a centre 
can affect parking demand. Centres with lower accessibility to public transport can have higher parking demand, as there is greater reliance on private motor vehicles. Centres with wider catchments can also have 
higher parking demand, as people generally travel further to access these centres. Therefore, there can be a greater reliance on private motor vehicles, as walking and cycling are not as attractive as travel options 
for longer-distance trips. As can be seen in the graph below, Local and Neighbourhood Centres generally have lower accessibility by public transport than District Centres or the Central City. However, the catchment 
of these centres is generally the surrounding close neighbourhood, whereas District Centres and the Central City have a wider catchment. So the parking demand is lower in Local and Neighbourhood Centres and 
Central City than it is in District Centres. Thus it is appropriate that minimum parking requirements have been removed for Local and Neighbourhood Centres and Central City (see An Accessible City chapter of the 
CCRP) but not for District Centres. 
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APPENDIX 6:  BACKGROUND INFORMATION FOR THE ROAD CLASSIFICATION 
 

1. Description of the Road Classification System  

 

a. Functional hierarchy (Movement and Place Functions): 

Traditionally road classification systems have primarily focussed on the movement function of roads (that is, moving people and goods from ‘a’ to ‘b’) and seldom take account of the communities and 

environment that surround them. However, the Road Classification System in this Plan (which is based on the Road Classification System adopted in the CTSP) presents a more balanced view of the 

role of roads by applying a ‘place’ (land use) function for roads, alongside a movement or ‘link’ function.  

 

The Road Classification System in the CTSP has been simplified for use in the District Plan. The traditional four ‘movement' function categories remain (Major Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector and 

Local) to show the role that the road plays in moving people and goods around the transport network. Some roads have changed their classification from the previous District Plans as changes to the 

network have occurred over the last few years.  The road classification is longer term focussed document thus assuming the current earthquake repairs to the transport network and associated traffic 

disruptions have been completed. 

 

In addition to the four movement categories, four place categories now sit within the system to reflect the different ‘place’ requirements: Rural, Industrial, Residential and Centres. These additions to 

the categories take into account the surrounding land use and show the role the road plays in contributing to the amenity, identity and public space of the adjoining area. These four ‘place types’ 

simplify the many different types of land use that occur throughout the city.  

 

When the four place types are combined with the four levels of movement function, a two-dimensional array or ‘matrix’ with 16 potential cells is created. This gives roads a dual classification, of one 

‘place’ function and one ‘movement’ function. This ensures, for example, that arterial roads in residential areas are managed differently to reflect their context in a different manner than arterial roads 

in industrial areas or local roads in residential areas.  

 

Use hierarchy (modal networks): 

In addition to the functional hierarchy, a road use hierarchy has also been defined within the CTSP. These networks highlight that different modes of transport have different priorities within the 

network. There are five use networks defined in the CTSP:  

i. the cycle network of major, local and recreational cycle routes (including on and off road cycle ways, and cycle ways within rail corridors);  

ii. the core public transport route network;  

iii. the walking network;  

iv. the freight network (including the rail network); and  

v. the strategic road network. 

 

These networks are not specifically shown in the District Plan, as they will be subject to change over time. However, they are an important part of Christchurch’s transport network and will be 

considered as part of the ITA process. 

 

Therefore, the road classification is a three-dimensional classification in which each road has three classifications that need to be considered when designing, operating and managing the road.  
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In addition to the classification system there is also a fourth dimension: ‘time of day’. The way the network operates can change during the day (for example, the priorities may be different at peak 

times than off-peak). The Christchurch Network Management Plan (CNMP) is being developed to guide how the network will be managed based on user priority and the time of day to reflect the 

different demands that occur on the networks and the importance of prioritising user during different times of the day. An example of time of day priorities from the CNMP is shown below. 
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2. Criteria for the Road Classification Categories  
 
The Road Classification in the District Plan is largely based on the Road Classification in the CTSP. There have been some changes to the classification of some roads, based on the new zoning and changes in density 
proposed in this DPR. However, the classification is generally similar. 
 

Link Type Criteria  

Major 
Arterial 

Major Arterials are key roads in the Christchurch District that cater especially for longer trips. They are the roads that have the most capacity to facilitate travel around and 
across the urban area of Christchurch. They connect the major transport hubs within the urban area (including the Airport, Port, Freight Hubs, Railway Station and the Central 
City), and connect to the most important external localities surrounding the Christchurch urban area (including Akaroa, the Selwyn District, the Waimakariri District and 
beyond).  
 

A Major Arterial is either: 
 a State Highway, or 
 another road generally with a typical average daily traffic volume of at least 15,000 vehicles per day (in urban areas) and 5,000 vehicles per day (in rural areas), except 

a road that meets this criteria may have a lower classification if: 
- the road is a relatively short street that predominately just serves short-distance trips from another major arterial to nearby destinations (i.e. the vehicles on the road 

are predominately not through traffic, but rather predominately accessing destinations on the road – such as Parkhouse Road). 
- there is another parallel major arterial nearby (the typical gap between parallel major arterials in the urban area is 5–10km). 
- the road passes by a sensitive area (a school, a residential area or key pedestrian frontages in commercial centres), where a lower link classification may be more 

appropriate to improve the safety and amenity of the place that the road passes through. 

Major Arterial is the 
collective term for 
roads generally 
classified as District 
Arterials and State 
Highways in the road 
classification in the 
CTSP. 

Minor 
Arterial 

Minor Arterials are roads that provide connections between major arterial roads and the major rural, suburban, commercial and industrial areas of Christchurch District. Minor 
Arterials also include the key routes between District Centres and large Neighbourhood Centres, including Key Activity Centres (unless it is a Major Arterial – see above). 
 

A Minor Arterial is: 
 a road generally with a typical average daily traffic volume of at least 8,000 vehicles per day (in urban areas) and 4,000 vehicles per day (in rural areas), except a road 

that meets this criteria may have a lower classification if: 
- the road is a short street that predominately just serves short-distance trips from another major arterial to nearby destinations (i.e. the vehicles on the road is not 

through traffic, but rather predominately accessing destinations on the road – such as Annex Road). 
- there is another parallel arterial nearby (the typical gap between parallel arterial (either minor or major arterial) in the urban area is 1–2km). 
- the road passes by a sensitive area (a school, a residential area or key pedestrian frontages in commercial centres), where a lower link classification may be more 

appropriate to improve the safety and amenity of the place that the road passes through. 

The Minor Arterial is 
generally similar to the 
Minor Arterial in the 
road classification in 
the CTSP. 

Collector Collector Roads that distribute and collect local traffic between neighbourhood areas and the Arterial network. 
 

A Collector is a : 
 a road generally with a typical average daily traffic volume of at least 2,000 vehicles per day (in urban areas) and 250 vehicles per day (in rural areas), except a road 

that meets this criteria may have a lower classification if: 
- the road is a short street that predominately just serves short-distance trips from another major arterial to nearby destinations (i.e. the vehicles on the road is not 

through traffic, but rather predominately accessing destinations on the road – such as Rotherham Street, which predominately provides access to a shopping 
centre car park. 

- there is another parallel classified road (either a Collector or Arterial) nearby (the typical gap between parallel classified roads in the urban area is 500m to 1km). 
- the road passes by a sensitive area (a school, a residential area or key pedestrian frontages in commercial centres), where a lower link classification may be more 

appropriate to improve the safety and amenity of the place that the road passes through. 

Collector is the 
collective term for 
roads generally 
classified as Main 
Distributors or Local 
Distributor in the road 
classification in the 
CTSP. Thus a Collector 
is the equivalent to a 
Main or Local 
Distributor in the 
Central City. 

Local  All other roads  
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The place type classification ensures that the transport network is integrated with land use to take account of the land use surrounding the transport network. Roads should serve not sever communities. So they 
need to complement their surrounds to help support safe, healthy and liveable communities. Road features such as the width of footpaths, amenity, pedestrian crossing points and speed limits should be 
determined by considering the place type.  
 

Place type Location of place type Possible road features, based on place type 

Urban (Centres) 
Any road that is adjacent to a Commercial or Retail Park Zone 

Wider footpaths (due to generally higher volumes of pedestrians and to provide space for street furniture and 
the potential for al fresco on-street (footpath) dining to support the economic vitality of the centre). Safe 
crossing points for pedestrians. Lower speed limits may be likely around some centres 

Urban (Industrial) Any road that is adjacent to an Industrial Zone Wider carriageways to provide sufficient manoeuvring space and capacity for higher volumes of heavy vehicles  

Urban (Residential) All other roads within the existing urban area as defined by Map A of 
Chapter 6 of the CRPS, as well as roads adjacent to any other Residential 
Zone in Christchurch District 

More space for landscaping to contribute to the amenity of residential area. Wider footpaths, safe crossing 
points and lower speed limits may be likely (especially around schools) 

Rural All roads outside the existing urban area as defined by Map A of Chapter 6 
of the CRPS, except for roads adjoining to any Residential, Industrial, Retail 
Park and/or Commercial Zone in Christchurch District  

Generally less space for footpaths (due to generally lower volumes of pedestrians) and less space for on-street 
parking (due to lower demand for on-street parking). Generally higher speed limits than in urban areas 

 
1 If a road is adjacent to a Commercial Zone on one side of the road and adjacent to an Industrial Zone on the other side of the road, then the place function is Urban (centres). 

 

Note: 

The exact area of all the place types is based on zoning and may be modified through the second phase of the DPR (especially the rural place type). Thus the Phase 2 review area is shown on the Road Classification 

maps. 
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Modal Networks in the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan 
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3. Relationship between the District Plan Road Classification and the Road Classification 

in the Central City (An Accessible City Chapter of the Christchurch Central 

Recovery Plan) 

 
Slightly different terminology is used in the District Plan Road Classification from the Road 
Classification in the Central City (that is, the road classification in the An Accessible City chapter of 
the CCRP).The reasons for a different terminology is to distinguish Central City streets from the 
rest of the city, as some of the access rules in the Central City are slightly different from the access 
rules in the rest of the city, due to the desire for a slower vehicle and pedestrian priority 
environment in the Central City. However, the network is and will continue to be managed as a 
whole. 
 
The following table shows the relationship between the different terminologies: 
 

    Place 
Types 

   

  Central City  Rest of the City/District    

  Inner Zone Outer Zone Centres Industrial Residential Rural 

Link  Arterial N/A Arterial (i.e. 
Four 
Avenues) 

Major 
Arterial 

Major 
Arterial 

Major 
Arterial 

Major 
Arterial 

Type  N/A N/A Minor 
Arterial 

Minor 
Arterial 

Minor 
Arterial 

Minor 
Arterial 

 Collector/ 
Distributor 

Main 
Distributor 

Main 
Distributor 

 
Collector 

 
Collector 

 
Collector 

 
Collector 

  Local 
Distributor 

Local 
Distributor 

    

 Local Local Local Local Local Local Local 
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4. Changes to the Link Type Classification from the Operative Christchurch City Plan   
 

The following table shows how the link type classification has changed between the operative 
Christchurch City Plan and this District Plan Review (DPR). The classification of most roads has not 
changed. However, there are some new roads built since the road classification in the operative 
Christchurch City Plan was written, which have been added to the list of classified roads. Since the 
BPDP did not have a list of which roads were classified, Banks Peninsula roads have also been 
added to this list. Some of the other changes are due to changes in the transport network and 
traffic patterns since the road classification in the operative Christchurch City Plan was written 
(especially post-earthquake). There are also changes to take account of the proposed new zoning 
and density changes in the DPR.  
 

ROAD CLASSIFICATION 

Acheson Avenue (Emmett Street – Hills Road) Collector 

Aidanfield Drive (Halswell Road – Wigram Road) Collector 

Akaroa Street (Briggs Road – Hills Road) Minor Arterial 

Aldwins Road (Ferry Road – Linwood Avenue) Major Arterial 

Alvaston Drive (Patterson Terrace – Halswell Junction Road) Collector 

Ambleside Drive (Grahams Road – Kendal Avenue) Collector 

Amyes Road (Shands Road – Springs Road) Collector Minor Arterial 

Annex Road (Blenheim Road – Birmingham Drive) Collector 

Antigua Street (Moorhouse Avenue – Brougham Street) Collector 

Anzac Drive (Travis Road – Bexley Road) Major Arterial 

Apsley Drive (Withells Road – Cutts Road) Collector  

Aston Drive (Beach Road-Bower Avenue CollectorLocal Road 

Athol Terrace (Brodie Street – Peer Street) Collector 

Avondale Road (Breezes Road – New Brighton Road) Collector 

Avonhead Road (Yaldhurst Road – Russley Road) Collector 

Avonside Drive (Fitzgerald Avenue – Linwood Avenue) Minor Arterial 

Avonside Drive (Retreat Road East – Wainoni Road) Collector 

Avonside Drive (Swanns Road – Retreat Road West) Collector 

Awatea Road (Springs Road – Wigram Road Dunbars Road) Collector Minor Arterial 

Aylesford Street (Westminster Street – Hills Road) Collector 

Aynsley Terrace (Garlands Road – Opawa Road) Collector   

Aynsley Terrace (Centaurus Road-Garlands Road) Collector Local Road 

Balcairn Street (Hindness St – Revell Street) Collector 

Barbadoes Street (Bealey Avenue – Purchas Street)  Minor Arterial Collector  

Barbadoes Street (Purchas Street – Warrington Street) Collector 

Barrington Street (Jerrold Street South – Cashmere Road) Minor Arterial 

Barrington Street (Jerrold Street South – Lincoln Road) Major Arterial 

Barters Road (Waterloo Road – Main South Road) Minor Arterial 

Bassett Street (Parnwell Street Travis Road – New Brighton Road) Collector Minor Arterial 

Beach Road (Frosts Road – Marine Parade) Collector 

Beach Road, Akaroa (Rue Lavaud – Rue Jolie) Collector 

Bealey Avenue (Park Terrace – Fitzgerald Avenue) Major Arterial 

Belfast Road (Main North Road – Marshland Road) Minor Arterial Collector  
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Belleview Terrace (Major Hornbrook Road – Mt Pleasant Road) Collector 

Beresford Street (Hardy Street – Marine Parade) Collector 

Berwick Street (Cranford Street – Forfar Street) Minor Arterial 

Bexley Road ( Brook Street Anzac Drive – Breezes Road) Major Arterial 

Bexley Road (Wainoni Road -  Brook St) Major Arterial Local Road 

Birdwood Avenue (Eastern Terrace – Sandwich Road) Collector 

Birmingham Drive (Annex Road – Wrights Road) Collector Minor Arterial 

Blenheim Road (Main South Road – Moorhouse Ave) Major Arterial 

Blighs Road (Idris Road – Papanui Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Blighs Road (Wairakei Road – Idris Road) Collector 

Bowenvale Avenue Bridge (Centaurus Road – Eastern Avenue) Collector 

Bower Avenue (New Brighton Road – -Rothesay Road Broadhaven 
Avenue) Minor Arterial Collector  

Bowhill Road (Palmers Road – Marine Parade) Collector 

Breens Road (Wairakei Road – Harewood Road) Collector 

Breezes Road (Avondale Road – Pages Road) Collector 

Breezes Road (Pages Road – Bexley Road) Minor Arterial 

Bridge Street (Bexley Road – Estuary Road) Minor Arterial 

Bridge Street (Estuary Road – Marine Parade) Collector 

Bridle Path Road (Main Road – Tunnel Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Briggs Road (Akaroa Street – Marshland Road) Minor Arterial 

Briggs Road (Innes Road – Akaroa Street) Collector 

Brittan Terrace (Simeon Quay – Park Terrace) Minor Arterial 

Broadhaven Avenue (Queenspark Drive – Bower Avenue) Collector 

Brodie Street (Parkstone Avenue – Athol Terrace) Collector 

Brougham Street (Simeon Street – Opawa Road (South-east of 
Heathcote River)) 

Major Arterial 

Buchanans Road (Racecourse Road – West Coast Road Pound Rd) Minor Arterial 

Buchanans Road (West Coast Road Pound Rd – Old West Coast Road) Collector 

Buckleys Road (Linwood Avenue – Rudds Road) Major Arterial 

Burlington Street (Huxley Street – Brougham Street) Minor Arterial 

Burnbrae Street (Tennyson Street – St Martins Road) Collector 

Burwood Road (Lake Terrace Road – Mairehau Road) Collector 

Burwood Road (Mairehau Road – Waitikiri Drive) Collector Minor Arterial 

Byron Street (Colombo Street – Waltham Road) Collector 

Candys Road (Sabys Road – Halswell Road) Collector Minor Arterial 

Carlton Mill Road (Harper Avenue – Rossall Street) Minor Arterial 

Carmen Road (Main South Road – Masham Road) Major Arterial 

Cashel Street ( Linwood Avenue – Fitzgerald Avenue) Collector 

Cashmere Road (Hendersons Road – Colombo Street) Minor Arterial 

Cashmere Road (Kennedys Bush Road – Hendersons Road) Collector 

Caspian Street (Ebbtide Street – Rockinghorse Road) Collector 

Caulfield Avenue (Murphys Road – Hamill Road) Collector 

Cavendish Road (Grampian Street – Styx Mill Road) Collector 

Cavendish Road (Northcote Road – Veitches Road) Collector 
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Centaurus Road (Colombo Street – Port Hills Road) Minor Arterial  

Chapmans Road (Port Hills Road – Cumnor Terrace) Collector 

Charteris Bay Road (Governors Bay Teddington Road – Marine Drive) Collector 

Chattertons Road (McLeans Island Road – West Coast Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Checketts Ave (Ensign Street – Wales Street) Collector 

Christchurch Akaroa Road (Selwyn District Boundary – Woodills Road) Major Arterial 

Clarence Street (Blenheim Road – Whiteleigh Avenue) Minor Arterial Major Arterial  

Clarence Street (Riccarton Road – Blenheim Road) Minor Arterial 

Claridges Road (Gardiners Road – Grampian Street) Collector 

Clifton Terrace (Main Road-Lower Panorama Road) Collector Local Road 

Clyde Road (Riccarton Road – Greers Road) Collector 

Cobham Street (Barrington Street – Lyttelton Street) Collector 

Colombo Street (Bealey Avenue-Edgeware Road) Collector Local Road 

Colombo Street (Brougham Street – Moorhouse Avenue) Minor Arterial Collector  

Colombo Street (Centaurus Road – Brougham Street) Minor Arterial 

Condell Avenue (Greers Road – Blighs Road) Collector 

Connaught Drive (Halswell Junction Road – Produce Place) Collector 

Coronation Street (Barrington Street – Selwyn Street) Collector 

Corsair Drive (Springs Road – Kittyhawk Avenue) Collector 

Courtenay Street (Trafalgar Street – Westminster Street) Collector 

Cranford Street (Edgeware Road – Main North Road Innes Road) Minor Arterial 

Cranford Street (Innes Road – Proposed Northern Arterial Extension) Major Arterial 

Cranford Street (Proposed Northern Arterial Extension – Main North 
Road) Minor Arterial 

Cresswell Avenue (Gayhurst Road westwards – New Brighton Road) Collector 

Creyke Road (Clyde Road – Ilam Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Croydon Street (Southhampton Street – Huxley Street) Collector 

Cumnor Terrace (Tanner Street – Chapmans Road) Collector 

Curletts Road (Halswell Road – Southern Motorway)  Minor Arterial Major Arterial  

Curletts Road (Southern Motorway – Yaldhurst Road)  Major Arterial 

Curries Road  (Port Hills Road – Maunsell Street) Collector 

Cuthberts Road (Ruru Road – Breezes Road) Collector 

Cutts Road (Yaldhurst Road – Woodbury Street) Collector 

Daniels Road (Main North Road – Grimseys Road) Collector 

Dawsons Road (Jones Road – West Coast Road) Minor Arterial  

Deans Avenue (Moorhouse Avenue – Harper Avenue) Major Arterial 

Dickeys Road (Main North Road-Coutts Island Road) Collector Local Road 

Disraeli Street (Selwyn Street – Orbell Street) Collector 

Dunbars Road (Wigram – Awatea Road) Collector 

Dunbars Road (Awatea Road – Halswell Road) Collector Minor Arterial 

Durham Street North (Bealey Avenue – Springfield Road) Collector 

Durham Street South (Brougham Street – Moorhouse Avenue)  Minor Arterial 

Dyers Pass Road (Colombo Street – Summit RoadGovernors Bay Road) Minor Arterial 

Dyers Road (Ferry Road – Breezes Road) Major Arterial 

Eastern Terrace (Birdwood Avenue – Bowenvale Bridge) Collector 
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Ebbtide Street (Estuary Road – Caspian Street) Collector 

Edgeware Road (Springfield Road – Hills Road) Collector 

Emmett Street (Briggs Road – Shirley Road) Collector 

Ensign Street (Checketts Ave – Lillian Street) Collector 

Ensors Road (Fifield Terrace – Ferry Road) Major Arterial 

Ensors Road (St Martins Road – Brougham Street) Minor Arterial Collector  

Epsom Road (Racecourse Road – Main South Road) Collector 

Estuary Road (Bridge Street – Jervois Street) Minor Arterial Collector  

Estuary Road (Ebbtide Street – Bridge Street) Collector 

Evans Pass Road (Summit Road – Wakefield Avenue) Minor Arterial 

Farquhars Road (Main North Road – Grimseys Road) Collector 

Farrington Avenue (Wairakei Road – Harewood Road) Collector 

Fendalton Road (Clyde Road – Deans Ave) Major Arterial 

Ferry Road (Fitzgerald Avenue – Moorhouse Avenue) Collector 

Ferry Road (Aldwins Road – Dyers Road) Minor Arterial 

Ferry Road (Dyers Road – Main RoadHumphreys Drive) Minor Arterial 

Ferry Road (Humphreys Drive – St Andrews Hill Road) Major Arterial 

Ferry Road (Moorhouse Avenue – Aldwins Road) Major Arterial 

Fitzgerald Avenue (Bealey Avenue – Moorhouse Avenue) Major Arterial 

Forfar Street (Winton Street – Warrington Street) Major Arterial Collector 

Frankleigh Street (Lyttelton Street – Barrington Street) Minor Arterial 

Frosts Road (Beach Road – Travis Road) Minor Arterial 

Gamblins Road (Wilsons Road –St Martins Road) Collector 

Gardiners Road (Johns Road – Sawyers Arms Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Gardiners Road (Sawyers Arms Road – Harewood Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Garlands Road (Aynsley Terrace – Opawa Expressway) Collector 

Garlands Road (Opawa Road Expressway – Rutherford Street) Minor Arterial Major Arterial  

Gasson Street (Brougham Street – Moorhouse Avenue) Major Arterial Minor Arterial 

Gayhurst Road (Cresswell Avenue – Avonside Drive) Collector  

Gebbies Pass Road (Governors Bay Teddington Road – Christchurch 
Akaroa Road) Minor Arterial 

Gilberthorpes Road (Waterloo Road – Buchanans Road) Collector 

Gladstone Quay (Norwich Quay – Cashin Quay) Major Arterial 

Glandovey Road (Fendalton Road – Idris Road) Collector 

Glandovey Road (Idris Road – Rossall Street) Minor Arterial 

Glenstrae Road (McCormacks Bay Road – Monks Spur Road) Collector 

Gloucester Street (Fitzgerald Avenue – Woodham Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Gloucester Street (Woodham Road – Gayhurst Road) Collector 

Glovers Road (Halswell Road – Kennedys Bush Road) Collector 

Goulding Avenue (Main South Road – Shands Road) Collector 

Governors Bay Road (Park Terrace – Dyers Pass Road) Minor arterial 

Governors Bay Teddington Road (Main Road, Governors Bay –  
Gebbies Pass Road) Minor Arterial 

Grahams Road (Avonhead Road – Waimairi Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Grahams Road (Waimairi Road – Greers Road) Minor Arterial 
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Grampian Street (Veitches Road – Claridges Road) Collector 

Greers Road (Grahams Road – Harewood Road) Minor Arterial 

Greers Road (Sawyers Arms Road – Harewood Road) Major Arterial Minor Arterial 

Greers Road (Waimairi Road – Grahams Road) Collector 

Grimseys Road (Queen Elizabeth II Drive – Farquhars Road) Collector 

Guildford Street (Greers Road – Grahams Road) Collector 

Guthries Road (Belfast Road-Marshland Road) Collector Local Road 

Hackthorne Road (Cashmere Road – Takahe Drive) Collector 

Halswell Junction Road (Main South Road – Springs Road) Major Arterial 

Halswell Junction Road (Springs Road – Halswell Road) Minor Arterial Major Arterial  

Halswell Junction Road (Waterloo Road – Foremans Road) Collector 

Halswell Junction Road (Main South Road  – Foremans 
Road) Minor Arterial 

Halswell Road (Curletts Road – Templetons Road) Major Arterial 

Halswell Road (Templetons Road – Old Tai Tapu Road) Minor Arterial Major Arterial  

Hamill Road (Halswell Junction Road – Caulfield Avenue) Collector 

Hammersley Avenue (Quinns Road – Marshland Road) Collector 

Hampshire Street (Wainoni Road – Breezes Road) Collector 

Hansons Lane (Riccarton Road – Blenheim Road) Collector 

Harbour Road (Kainga Road – Lower Styx Road) Collector 

Hardy Street (Beresford Street-Seaview Road) Collector Local Road 

Harewood Road (Greers Road – Johns Road) Major Arterial Minor Arterial 

Harewood Road (Greers Road – Papanui Road) Minor Arterial 

Harewood Road (Orchard Road – Johns Road) Collector 

Hargood Street (Ferry Road – Linwood Avenue) Collector 

Harman Street (Lincoln Road – Selwyn Street) Collector 

Harper Avenue (Deans Avenue – Bealey Avenue) Major Arterial 

Harrow Street (Olliviers Road – Aldwins Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Hawke Street (New Brighton Road-Marine Parade) Collector 

Hawkins Road (Radcliffe Road – Quaids Road) Collector 

Hay Street (Linwood Avenue – Ruru Road) Collector 

Hayton Road (Symes Road – Parkhouse Road)  Collector 

Heaton Street (Strowan Road – Papanui Road) Minor Arterial 

Heberden Avenue (Nayland Street – Scarborough Road) Collector 

Hendersons Road (Halswell Road – Sparks Road) Collector 

Hendersons Road (Sparks Road – Cashmere Road) Minor Arterial  

Hereford Street (Fitzgerald Avenue – Linwood Avenue) Minor Arterial 

Heyders Road (Lower Styx Road-Pacific Ocean) Collector Local Road 

Highsted Road (Harewood Road – Styx Mill Road) Collector 

Hills Road (Akaroa Street – Innes Road) Collector Minor Arterial 

Hills Road (Whitmore Street – Akaroa Street) Minor Arterial 

Hindness St (Dunbars Road – Balcairn Street) Collector 

Holmwood Road (Fendalton Road – Rossall Street) Collector 

Hoon Hay Road (Halswell Road – Cashmere Road) Minor Arterial  

Humphreys Drive (Linwood Avenue – Ferry Road) Major Arterial 
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Huxley Street (Colombo Street – Burlington Street) Minor Arterial 

Huxley Street (Croydon Street – Burlington Street) Collector 

Idris Road (Wairakei Road – Blighs Road) Minor Arterial Collector 

Idris Road (Straven Road – Wairakei Road) Minor Arterial 

Ilam Road (Riccarton Road – Wairakei Road) Collector 

Innes Road (Briggs Road – Queen Elizabeth II Drive) Minor Arterial 

Innes Road (Papanui Road – Briggs Road) Minor Arterial 

Inwoods Road (Broadhaven Avenue – Mairehau Road) Collector 

Isleworth Road (Breens Road-Farrington Road) Collector Local Road 

Jarnac Boulevard (Buchanans Road – Millesimes Way) Collector 

Jeffreys Road (Clyde Road – Idris Road) Collector 

Jerrold Street North (Collins Street – Barrington Street) Major Arterial 

Jerrold Street South (Collins Street – Barrington Street) Major Arterial 

Johns Road (Harewood Road – Main North Road) Major Arterial 

Jones Road (Railway Terrace – Dawsons Road) Collector 

Jubilee Street (Bamford Street-Staunton Street) Collector Local Road 

Kahu Road (Kotare Street – Straven Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Kainga Road (Main North Road – Harbour Road) Collector 

Kendal Avenue (Memorial Avenue – Wairakei Road) Collector 

Kennedys Bush Road (Glovers Road – Cashmere Road) Collector 

Kensington Avenue (Innes Road – Westminster Street) Collector 

Kerrs Road (Pages Road – Wainoni Road) Minor Arterial 

Keyes Road (Bowhill Road – Hawke Street) Collector 

Kilburn Street (Greers Road – Farrington Avenue) Collector 

Kilmarnock Street (Deans Avenue – Straven Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Kirk Road (West Coast Road – Main South Road) Collector 

Kittyhawk Avenue (The Runway – Corsair Drive) Collector 

Kotare Street (Clyde Road – Kahu Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Lake Terrace Road (Marshland Road – New Brighton Road) Collector 

Langdons Road (Greers Road – Main North Road) Collector 

Lillian Street (Ensign Street – Halswell Road) Collector 

Lincoln Road (Moorhouse Avenue – Whiteleigh Avenue) Minor Arterial 

Lincoln Road (Whiteleigh Avenue – Curletts Road) Major Arterial 

Linwood Avenue (Aldwins Road  – St Johns Street) Major Arterial 

Linwood Avenue (Avonside Drive – Gloucester Street) Minor Arterial 

Linwood Avenue (Gloucester Street – Aldwins Road) Major Arterial Minor Arterial 

Linwood Avenue (St Johns Street – Humphreys Drive) Major Arterial 

Locksley Avenue (McBratneys Road – New Brighton Road) Collector 

Lodestar Avenue (Hayton Road – Stark Drive) Collector 

Long Bay Road (Summit Road – Christchurch Akaroa Road Collector 

Lower Styx Road (Heyders Road – Kainga Road) Collector 

Lower Styx Road (Marshland Road – Heyders Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Lowther Street (Racecourse Road – Main South Road) Minor Arterial 

Lyttelton Street (Lincoln Road – Rose Street) Collector 

Maces Road (Cuthberts Road – Dyers Road) Collector 
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Madras Street (Bealey Avenue – Winton Street) Major Arterial Collector 

Magdala Place (Birmingham Drive – Proposed Bridge Link to Wigram 
Road) Minor Arterial 

Maidstone Road (Ilam Road – Waimairi Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Maidstone Road (Waimairi Road – Withells Road) Collector 

Main North Road (Cranford Street – Harewood Road) Minor Arterial 

Main North Road (Cranford Street – Northcote Road) Major Arterial Minor Arterial 

Main North Road (Dickeys Road – Waimakariri District Boundary) Minor Arterial 

Main North Road (Northcote Road – Dickeys Road) Major Arterial 

Main Road (McCormacks Bay Road west – The Esplanade) Minor Arterial 

Main Road (St Andrews Hill Road – McCormacks Bay Road west) Minor Arterial Major Arterial  

Main Road, Governors Bay (Dyers Pass Road – Governors Bay 
Teddington Road) Minor Arterial 

Main South Road (Blenheim Road – District Boundary) Major Arterial 

Main South Road (Riccarton Road – Blenheim Road) Minor Arterial 

Mairehau Road (Burwood Road – Frosts Road) Minor Arterial 

Mairehau Road (Burwood Road – Marshland Road) Collector Minor Arterial 

Major Hornbrook Road (Belleview Terrace – St Andrews Hill Road) Collector 

Malcolm Avenue (Eastern Terrace – Colombo Street) Collector 

Manchester Street (Bealey Avenue – Edgeware Road) Collector 

Mandeville Street (Riccarton Road – Blenheim Road) Collector 

Marine Drive (Charteris Bay Road – Waipapa Avenue) Collector 

Marine Parade (Bridge Street – Beach Road) Collector 

Marriner Street (Wakefield Avenue – Main Road) Minor Arterial 

Marshland Road (Shirley Road – Main North Road) Minor Arterial 

Marshs Road (Main South Road – Springs Road) Minor arterial 

Marshs Road (Springs Road – Whincops Road) Collector 

Martindales Road (Port Hills Road – Bridle Path Road) Collector 

Masham Road (Yaldhurst Road – Carmen Road) Major Arterial 

Matipo Street (Blenheim Road – Wrights Road  Collector Minor Arterial 

Matipo Street (Riccarton Road – Blenheim Road) Collector 

Maunsell Street (Tanner Street – Cumnor Terrace) Collector 

Mays Road (Papanui Road-Rutland Street) Collector Local Road 

McBratneys Road (River Road – Locksley Avenue) Collector 

McCormacks Bay Road (Mt Pleasant Road-Soleares Avenue(Main Road 
(west) - Main Road (east)) Collector 

McFaddens Road (Rutland Street – Cranford Street) Collector 

McGregors Road (Ruru Road – Rudds Road) Collector 

McLeans Island Road (Johns Road – Chattertons RoadProposed Pound 
Road deviation) Minor Arterial 

McLeans Island Road (Proposed Pound Road deviation – Chattertons 
Road) Collector 

McMahon Drive (Aidanfield Drive – Dunbars Road) Collector 

Memorial Avenue (Clyde Road – Orchard Road) Major Arterial 

Merrin Street (Avonhead Road – Withells Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Middleton Road (Blenheim Road – Riccarton Road) Collector 
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Milton Street (Barrington Street – Colombo Street) Minor Arterial 

Moncks Spur Road (Mt Pleasant Road – Cave TerraceGlenstrae Road) Collector 

Montreal Street (Brougham Street – Moorhouse Avenue) Minor Arterial  

Moorhouse Avenue (Deans Avenue – Ferry Road) Major Arterial 

Mt Pleasant Road (Main Road – Summit Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Mustang Avenue (Awatea Road – Corsair Drive) Collector 

Nayland Street (Wakefield Avenue – Heberden Avenue) Collector 

New Brighton Road (Avondale Road – Pages Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

New Brighton Road (Marshland Road – Avondale Road) Minor Arterial 

Nicholls Road (Halswell Junction Road – Halswell Road) Collector 

Normans Road (Strowan Road – Papanui Road) Collector 

North Avon Road (Whitmore Street – River Road) Collector 

North Parade (North Avon Road – Shirley Road) Collector 

Northcote Road (Greers Road – Main North Road) Major Arterial 

Northern Motorway and Connectors (Waimakariri District Boundary  – 
Dickeys Road) Major Arterial 

Northwood Boulevard (Main North Road – Springbrook Lane)  Collector 

Norwich Quay (Tunnel Road – Gladstone Quay) Major Arterial 

Norwood Street (Sandwich Road – Tennyson Street) Collector 

Nottingham Avenue (Wales Street – Patterson Terrace) Collector 

Nursery Road (Tuam Street – Ferry Road) Collector 

Old West Coast Road (Chattertons Road – West Coast Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Opawa Road (Wilsons Road North – Aynsley Terrace) Collector 

Opawa Road (Brougham Street (southeast of Heathcote River) – Port 
Hills Road) Major Arterial 

Orchard Road (Memorial Ave – Wairakei Road) Collector 

Orion Street (Emmett Street – Quinns Road) Collector 

Ottawa Road (Wainoni Road – Pages Road) Collector 

Owles Terrace (Pages Road – Union Street) Minor Arterial Collector  

Oxford Street (Norwich Quay – Sumner Road) Minor Arterial 

Pages Road (Anzac Drive – New Brighton Road) Major Arterial Minor Arterial 

Pages Road (Rudds Road – Anzac Drive) Major Arterial 

Palinurus Road (Dyers Road – Ferry Road) Minor Arterial Major Arterial  

Papanui Road (Bealey Avenue – Harewood Road) Minor Arterial 

Park Terrace (Brittan Terrace – Governors Bay Road) Minor Arterial 

Parker Street (Waterloo Road – Main South Road) Collector 

Parkhouse Road (Hayton Road – Curletts Road) Collector 

Parkstone Avenue (Avonhead Road – Brodie Street) Collector 

Parnwell Street (Basset Street – Travis Road) Collector 

Patterson Terrace (Nottingham Avenue – Alvaston Drive) Collector 

Peer Street (Waimairi Road – Yaldhurst Road) Minor Arterial 

Philpotts Road (Queen Elizabeth II Drive – Innes Road) Collector 

Port Hills Road (Centaurus Road – Curries Road) Minor Arterial 

Port Hills Road (Curries Road – Tunnel Road) Major Arterial 

Port Hills Road (Horotane Valley Road – Martindales Road) Collector 
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Pound Road (Waterloo Road – Yaldhurst Road) Minor Arterial 

Pound Road (Yaldhurst Road – McLeans Island Road) Collector Minor Arterial 

Prestons Road (Main North Road – Waitikiri Drive) Minor Arterial 

Purau Avenue (Waipapa Avenue – Camp Bay Road) Collector 

Purchas Street (Madras Street-Barbadoes Street) Major Arterial Local Road 

Putake Drive (Mairehau Road – Rothesay Road) Collector 

Quaids Road (Hawkins Road – Prestons Road) Collector 

Quaifes Road (Whincops Road – Sabys Road) Collector 

Queen Elizabeth II Drive (Travis Road – Main North Road) Major Arterial 

Queenspark Drive (Rothesay Road – Bower Avenue) Collector 

Racecourse Road (Main South Road – Buchanans Road) Minor Arterial 

Racecourse Road (Yaldhurst Road-Epsom RoadBuchanans Road) Collector 

Radcliffe Road (Hawkins Road – Main North Road) Collector 

Radley Street (Garlands Road – Ferry Road) Collector 

Railway Terrace (Kirk Road – Jones Road)  Collector 

Retreat Road (Avonside Drive East – Avonside Drive West) Collector  

Revell Street (Balcairn Street – Checketts Ave) Collector 

Riccarton Road (Yaldhurst Road – Riccarton Avenue) Minor Arterial 

River Road (North Avon Road – McBratneys Road) Collector 

Rookwood Avenue (Bower Avenue – Bowhill Road) Collector 

Rose Street (Hoon Hay Road – Barrington Street) Collector 

Rossall Street (Glandovey Road – Carlton Mill Road) Minor Arterial 

Rothesay Road (Bower Avenue-Aston StreetQueenspark Drive  –
Burwood Road) Collector 

Roydvale Avenue (Avonhead Road – Wairakei Road) Collector  

Rudds Road (McGregors Road – Pages Road) Collector 

Rue Jolie (Beach Road, Akaroa – Alymers Valley Road) Collector 

Rue Lavaud (Woodills Road – Beach Road, Akaroa) Collector 

Ruru Road (McGregors Road – Dyers  Maces Road) Collector 

Russley Road (Johns Road – Yaldhurst Road) Major Arterial 

Rutherford Street (Garlands Road – Ferry Road) Minor Arterial Major Arterial  

Rutland Street (Mays Tomes Road – St Albans Street) Collector 

Sabys Road (Candys Road – Halswell Junction Road) Collector 

Sabys Road (Trices Road – Candys Road) Collector Minor Arterial 

Sandwich Road (Birdwood Avenue – Norwood Street) Collector 

Sandyford Street (Orbell Street – Colombo Street) Collector 

Sawyers Arms Road (Johns Road – Greers Road) Minor Arterial Major Arterial  

Sawyers Arms Road (Northcote Road – Main North Road) Collector 

Sawyers Arms Road (Johns Road – Broughs Road) Minor Arterial 

Scarborough Road (Taylors Mistake Road – Heberden Avenue)  Collector 

Scuttons Road (Port Hills Road – Tunnel Road on-ramp) Major arterial 

Seaview Road (New Brighton Road-Hardy Street) Collector Local Road 

Selwyn Street (Somerfield Street – Hagley Avenue) Collector 

Shakespeare Road (Waltham Road – Opawa Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Shands Road (Main South Road – Selwyn District Boundary) Minor Arterial Major Arterial  
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Sherborne Street (Bealey Avenue – Edgeware Road) Minor Arterial 

Shirley Road (Hills Road – Marshland Road) Minor Arterial 

Simeon Quay (Norwich Quay – Brittan Terrace) Minor Arterial 

Soleares Avenue (Mt Pleasant Road – McCormacks Bay Road) Collector 

Somerfield Street (Barrington Street – Colombo Street) Collector 

Southern Motorway and connectors (Simeon Street – Curletts Road 
Halswell Junction Road) Major Arterial 

Southhampton Street (Tennyson Street – Croydon Street) Collector 

Sparks Road (Halswell Road – Lyttelton Street) Minor Arterial 

Spencerville Road (Main North Road – Lower Styx Road) Collector 

Springfield Road (Durham Street North – St Albans Street) Collector 

Springs Road (Main South Road – Selwyn District Boundary) Minor Arterial 

St Albans Street (Papanui Road – Trafalgar Street) Collector 

St Andrews Hill Road (Main Road – Major Hornbrook Road) Collector 

St Johns Street (Linwood Avenue-Maces Road) Collector Local Road 

St Martins Road (Fifield Terrace – Wilsons Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

St Martins Road (Wilsons Road – Centaurus Road) Collector 

Stanmore Road (Tuam Street – North Avon Road) Collector 

Straven Road (Fendalton Road – Riccarton Road) Minor Arterial 

Strickland Street (Brougham Street – Colombo Street) Minor Arterial Collector  

Strowan Road (Heaton Street – Wairakei Road) Minor Arterial 

Sturrocks Road (Cavendish Road – Main North Road) Collector 

Styx Mill Road (Gardiners Road – Main North Road) Collector 

Summit Road (Christchurch Akaroa Road – Long Bay Road) Collector 

Summit Road (Evans Pass Road – Selwyn District Boundary (west of 
Dyers Pass Road)) Minor Arterial Collector  

Summit Road (Gebbies Pass Road – Selwyn District Boundary (north of 
Gebbies Pass Road)) 

Collector 

Sumner Road (Oxford Street – Evans Pass Road) Minor Arterial 

Sutherlands Road (Cashmere Road – Sparks Road) Collector 

Swanns Road (Stanmore Road – Avonside Drive) Collector 

Symes Road (Haytons Road – Main South Road) Collector 

Symes Road (Vickerys Road – Main South Road) Collector 

Tai Tapu Road (Old Tai Tapu Road – Selwyn District Boundary) Minor Arterial Major Arterial  

Tanner Street (Garlands Road – Cumnor Terrace) Collector 

Te Korari Street (Prestons Road   Te Aue Street) Collector 

Te Rito Street (Prestons Road   Urihia Street) Collector 

Tennyson Street (Colombo Street – Burnbrae Street) Collector 

The Runway (Awatea Road – Kittyhawk Avenue) Collector 

The Runway (Stark Drive – Hayton Road)  Collector 

Tomes Road (Rutland Street – Papanui Road) Collector 

Travis Road (Frosts Road – Bower Avenue) Collector 

Travis Road (Queen Elizabeth Drive – Anzac Drive) Major Arterial 

Treffers Road (Parkhouse Road – Wigram Road) Collector 

Trents Road (Main South Road – Selwyn District Boundary) Collector Local Road  

Trices Road (Sabys Road – Selwyn District Boundary) Collector Minor Arterial 
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Tuam Street (Fitzgerald Avenue – Olliviers Road) Minor Arterial Collector  

Tunnel Road (Ferry Road-City BoundaryNorwich Quay) Major Arterial 

Union Street (Jervois Street – Owles Terrace) Minor Arterial Collector  

Veitches Road (Sawyers Arms Road – Cavendish Road) Collector 

Vickerys Road (Pilkington Way – Symes Road) Collector 

Waimairi Road (Grahams Road – Peer Street) Minor Arterial 

Waimairi Road (Peer Street – Riccarton Road) Collector 

Wainoni Road (Kerrs Road – New Brighton Road) Minor Arterial 

Wainui Main Road (Christchurch Akaroa Road – Jubilee Road) Collector 

Waipapa Avenue (Marine Drive – Purau Avenue) Collector 

Wairakei Road (Grahams Road – Russley RoadOrchard Road) Collector 

Wairakei Road (Strowan Road – Grahams Road) Minor Arterial 

Wakefield Avenue (Evans Pass Road – Marriner Street) Minor Arterial 

Wales Street (Checketts Avenue – Nottingham Avenue) Collector 

Waltham Road (Brougham Street – Moorhouse Avenue) Major Arterial 

Waltham Road (Riverlaw Terrace – Brougham Street) Minor Arterial 

Warrington Street (Forfar Street – Hills Road) Minor Arterial 

Waterloo Road (Barters Road – Kirk Road) Collector 

Waterloo Road (Pound Road – Barters Road) Minor Arterial 

Waterloo Road (Racecourse Road – Pound Road) Collector 

West Coast Road (Yaldhurst Road – Selwyn District Boundary) Major Arterial 

Westminster Street (Courtenay Street – Hills Road) Collector 

Wharenui Road (Riccarton Road – Blenheim Road) Collector 

Whincops Road (Halswell Junction Road – Marshs Road) Collector 

Whincops Road (Marshs Road to Selwyn District Boundary) Collector Local Road 

Whiteleigh Avenue (Clarence Street – Lincoln Road) Major Arterial 

Whitmore Street (Bealey Avenue – Hills Road) Minor Arterial 

Wickham Street (Maces Road – Dyers Road) Collector 

Wigram Road (Awatea Road – Treffers Road) Collector Minor Arterial 

Wigram Road (Halswell Junction Road – Dunbars Road) Collector 

Wilsons Road (Centaurus Road – Eastern Terrace) Minor Arterial 

Wilsons Road (Shakespeare Road – Ferry Road) Collector 

Withells Road (Yaldhurst Road – Avonhead Road) Collector 

Woodbury Street (Withells Road-Cutts Road) Collector  Local Road 

Woodham Road (Avonside Drive – Pages Road)  Minor Arterial 

Woodills Road (Christchurch Akaroa Road – 60 metres east of Old 
Coach Road (end of State Highway 75)) Major Arterial 

Woodills Road (60 metres east of Old Coach Road (end of State 
Highway 75) – Rue Lavaud) Collector 

Wooldridge Road (Wairakei Road – Harewood Road) Collector 

Wordsworth Street (Durham Street – Waltham Street) Minor Arterial Collector  

Wrights Road (Birmingham Drive – Lincoln Road) Collector 

Wrights Road (Matipo Street – Birmingham Drive) Collector Minor Arterial 

Yaldhurst Road (Peer Street – Russley Road) Major Arterial 

Yaldhurst Road (Riccarton Road – Peer Street) Minor Arterial 
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APPENDIX 7:  PEER REVIEW OF THE TRANSPORT CHAPTER 
 

Yaldhurst Road (Russley Road – West Coast Road) Major Arterial 
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ATTACHMENT C 

 

My role in the District Plan Review 

 
Over the last two years I have overseen the team of planners and other professionals that 
have developed the Transport Proposal. In that role, and in the context of the submissions 
discussed in this evidence, I have: 
 

(i) Identified and agreed with the Council officers Technical Advisory Group (TAG) the 
scope of the Transport Proposal for Stage 1, which included the directives of: 

a. the Recovery Strategy; 
b. the Land Use Recovery Plan Actions (LURP) and amendments to the 

Operative Plan (as Gazetted on 13 December 2013); 
c. the Regional Policy Statement (as amended by the LURP). 

(ii) Identified and brought together the professional expertise that would be required to 
meet the scope to develop the Transport Proposal. 

(iii) Overseen and participated in Officer workshops that have reviewed the transport 
provisions in the Operative District plans and developed the Transport Proposal   

(iv) Overseen the development of the Transport Proposal 
(v) Written the Transport Proposal based on advice and input for technical experts in the 

team and experts consultants 
(vi) Recommended to Council the Transport Proposal, and made changes based on 

feedback from Council 
(vii) Attended some public consultation sessions in regards to the Transport Proposal 
(viii) Summarised public consultation feedback in regards to the Transport Proposal and 

reported that to the Council 
(ix) Reviewed the Minister's comments on the Transport Proposal and made changes 

based on the Minister's comments. 
(x) Discussed the Ministers comment's with Council and recommended a final proposal 

on transport for notification. 
(xi) Overseen the analysis of submissions on the transport proposal. 
(xii) Arranged and chaired informal mediation meetings with submitters on the transport 

proposal. 
(xiii) Produced a revised transport proposal in response to submissions.  
(xiv) Coordinated experts and wrote evidence on the transport proposal. 
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ATTACHMENT D: Training and experience 

 

Formal qualifications and training 

 
1. Bachelor of Resource Studies with Honours, Lincoln University  2004 

 (Majoring in Environmental Policy and Planning, including Transport Planning) 
 

2. Full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. 2008 
 
 

Career summary 

2009 -   Christchurch City Council     Christchurch 
  Senior Policy Planner – Transport / Policy Planner – Transport  

 

 

2007 - 2009 Southland District Council     Invercargill 
  Resource Management Planner 

 

  
2003- 2007 MWH         Tauranga 
  Environmental Planner 

 

 
2003  Transit New Zealand (now the New Zealand Transport Agency)   Wellington 
  Environmental Research Assistant 
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ATTACHMENT E: 

Non-statutory Draft Integrated Transport Assessment guidelines 
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1.0 How to use the guidelines
These guidelines have been prepared to assist 
applicants to prepare Integrated Transport Assessments 
(ITA’s). The document is structured into three parts: 

• Part 1 is an overview of an Integrated Transport 
Assessment, what it is, why and when it is required.

• Part 2 is the templates to assist applicants in 
developing their ITA proposal for submission. 

• Part 3 is a tool kit referring applicants to the relevant 
information required for completing an ITA. 

1.1  Background
Integrated Transport Assessments are a response to the 
need to better integrate land use and transport planning 
set out in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement and 
Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan.  

An Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) is a 
comprehensive review of the potential transport impacts 
of a proposed development. It can assess all transport 
effects and opportunities ranging from a single site to 
whole new areas of subdivision, or development.

Traditionally, assessment of the transport impacts 
focussed on traffic impacts associated with vehicles 
and did not go far enough to assess the needs of other 
users of the transport network, namely pedestrians, 
cyclists and public transport passengers. An ITA covers 
all transport modes and considers whether a proposed 
development will be accessible by all modes and, if not, 
what needs to change to ensure that accessibility.

The key to successful ITA’s is that they are prepared 
at the beginning of the planning process, ensuring 
relevant organisations are involved and that everything 
that needs to be included is agreed. Ensuring adequate 
time is spent on an appropriate level of analysis and 
sufficient information is included will avoid time delays 
and unnecessary costs as a proposal works through the 
consenting process.

Overview

Part 1: Overview

These guidelines set out the Council’s expectations of 
the ITA process, and the assessment that is required 
within an ITA. Although ITA’s provide a more holistic 
transport assessment this does not necessarily result 
in a more onerous requirement. Not all the matters 
outlined in this document will be necessary for each 
development. It is not Council’s intention that the ITA 
process is an onerous process, but rather is appropriate 
for the scale of the development. It is recommended 
that ITA’s focus on the most significant effects of a 
development, therefore avoiding unnecessary over 
or under-assessment.  The requirements of each ITA 
will be considered on a case by case basis depending 
on the size and scale of the development and the 
associated transport effects. Not all of the measures 
mentioned in these guidelines will apply to every ITA. 
The requirements for a basic ITA are less onerous than 
current traffic assessments.   

These guidelines have been prepared to assist 
applicants and encourage them to engage with the 
Council at the earliest possible stage,  to discuss the 
exact requirements of each ITA on a case by case basis. 
 

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 206 of 448



Draft Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines 7Draft Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines6

Part 1: Overview

1.2  What is an Integrated Transport Assessment?
Integrated Transport Assessments are one part of a 
range of reports prepared to support a development’s 
resource consent  application.  The ITA focuses on 
providing factual information and an assessment of the 
transport-related effects and merits of a development 
proposal, and will be considered along with other 
reports as part of the assessment of a resource consent 
or plan change.

Transport and planning policy in Christchurch City has 
moved towards a more holistic view of transport that 
considers access by a range of modes. 

An ITA is used to identify measures that may be required 
to reduce the adverse transport effects caused by a 
development, providing a link between the regulatory 
and funding processes which play an important role in 
integrating land use and transport.

1.3  Why is an Integrated Transport Assessment 
required?
The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP)  is the 
Government’s land use plan to aid recovery for Greater 
Christchurch.  It sets out changes to the Canterbury 
Regional Policy Statement (RPS) (Chapter 6)  to ensure 
land use and transport is carefully integrated. Policy 
6.3.4 of the RPS states that district plans must set a 
threshold for when ITA’s will be required.  

ITA’s give decision-makers the opportunity to assess 
how a development proposal supports strategies 
and policies  designed to achieve integrated, highly 
accessible developments. The objectives of ITA’s are 
supported by a variety of policy documents which are 
outlined in Appendix A (link to Appendix A).

1.4  What is the purpose of an Integrated Transport 
Assessment? 
The main objective of an ITA is to ensure that an 
assessment of the accessibility of a proposal by walking, 
cycling, public transport and private motor vehicles is 
undertaken. It also assesses the effects a proposal may 
have on the transport network, and  can help identify 
measures needed to ensure that any adverse effects 
are avoided, remedied or mitigated to an acceptable 
level. For plan changes an ITA seeks to ensure that 
sufficient consideration is given to the zoning or land 
use proposed so that the right type of activity occurs 
in the right place. For resource consents, ITA’s help 
ensure that developments are cost-effective for the 
developer, attractive to future owners/tenants, and 
do not compromise the planning and operation of the 
transport network.
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1.5  When is an Integrated Transport Assessment 
required?
An ITA is required with a Resource Consent application 
when the scale of the development reaches a threshold 
in relation to its scale/size. Rule 10 (section 7.2.3.10) of 
the Transport Chapter of the Draft District Plan requires 
that a basic ITA be submitted for developments which 
breach high trip generation thresholds. Table 7.1 under 
assessment matter 7.3.19 of the Draft District Plan 
defines when a full ITA is required. In summary the 
thresholds for triggering an ITA (either a basic or full 
ITA) are in table 1 below: 

Integrated Transport Assessment thresholds
Activity Basic 

Assessment
Full 
Assessment

Education activity  
(unless specified below)

150 students 600 students

Education activity  
(pre-school)

60 children 240 children

Guest accommodation 
activities

40 bedrooms 160 bedrooms

Health care facility 250 GFA m2 1000 GFA m2

Industrial activities 
(unless specified below)

830 GFA m2 3,320 GFA m2

Industrial activities  
(warehousing and 
distribution activities)

10,400 GFA m2 41,600 GFA m2

 Office 960 GFA m2 3,840 GFA m2

Residential activity 23 units 92 units
Retail activity  
(unless specified below)

250 GLFA m2 3,840 GLFA 
m2

Retail activity (food and 
beverage outlet)

70 PFA m2 280 PFA m2

Any other activities 
(vehicle trips per day)

250 vehicle trips 
per day

1,000 vehicle 
trips per day

All plan change applications and notices of requirement 
also require ITA’s. The scale of the Plan Change or 
Notice of Requirement determines whether a basic or 
full ITA is required. This will be established during the 
scoping discussions with the Council.  

NB. Most plan changes will require a full ITA.

1.6 Assessment Types
There are two types of ITA that can be prepared:

• A basic Integrated Transport Assessment
A basic ITA is required for smaller scale proposals 
that are expected to have a noticeable impact on the 
transport network. The scale of these developments 
are not significant enough to justify the same level of 
assessment as that required for larger developments. As 
a result the requirements for a basic ITA are less than 
that of full ITA.

• A full Integrated Transport Assessment
A full ITA applies to larger developments that are 
deemed to have considerable transport effects and 
where a more thorough assessment is needed. The 
assessment will focus on how the development 
complies with relevant transport policies, what the 
transport effects of the development are, and how these 
effects can be mitigated. 

There will be occasions where resource consent 
applications are received for sites for which an ITA 
has already been prepared as part of a plan change. In 
these situations, the ITA for the resource consent is only 
expected to include aspects of the development that 
may have not been known when the ITA for plan change 
was submitted, or any aspects that have since changed 
(for example site access, road layout etc). In these 
situations, early pre-application meetings with Council 
staff are strongly encouraged to discuss the level of 
detail expected for the ITA.

If an ITA has already been approved for a site as part of 
a granted resource consent, then the high trip generator 
rule in the draft District Plan (rule 10, section 7.2.3.10) 
does not apply to any development that is within the 
scope of that ITA and in accordance with  the resource 
consent, unless the resource consent has lapsed.

All ITA’s will be assessed against the assessment 
matters for rule 10 (section 7.3.19) of the District Plan 
Transport Chapter.
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1.7 scoping an Integrated Transport Assessment 
The scoping of an ITA is an important first step and will 
occur during the pre-application meeting process. The 
scoping stage will determine the detail regarded for 
individual ITA’s. The Council wants to ensure that ITA’s 
focus on the most significant effects of a development, 
and avoid unnecessary over or under-assessment. Pre-
application discussions result in a better understanding 
of what is required and are likely to lead to a smoother 
and faster consenting process with fewer requests for 
further information. 

Council recommends that the first step for any 
developer or organisation requiring an ITA should be to 
arrange a pre-application meeting with the Council to 
discuss their proposals and seek feedback on whether 
an ITA will be required, and if so, its scope.

As a general guide, the transport issues that will be 
discussed at a pre-application meeting include:
• The type, nature, scale, design and proposed location 

of development;
• Whether an ITA is needed;
• The level of detail expected in the ITA;
• Whether the proposal is in line with relevant local 

transport and land use policy objectives (national 
and regional policies will be a consideration for larger 
developments); and

• General implications for the transport networks 
(public transport, walking, cycling and traffic).

Applicants should provide as much information as 
possible during the pre-application stages, so Council 
staff can make informed decisions on what will be 
required. 

The scoping process identifies any existing transport 
network issues in the area. Full ITA’s identify the most 
significant measures that can be included to address 
the impact of these issues and to help promote choice of 
access to the site, such as:
• New or modified infrastructure that may be required 

on the public networks for public transport, 
pedestrian, cycling, private vehicles and freight; 

• Measures that can influence mode share and offer 
travel choice i.e. travel plans;

• Road, public transport, walking or cycling measures 
to be funded by the proposed development; and

• Access and parking arrangements.

Early discussion with the appropriate agencies will 
ensure the developer is aware of what is required from 
the ITA and ensures that the Council and relevant 
organisations such as Environment Canterbury 
(responsible for the delivery of public transport 
services), New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) (the 
statutory agency responsible for constructing and 
managing state highways) and KiwiRail (responsible 
for constructing and managing the railway network) are 
aware of the proposal at an early stage. Any changes 
which may affect the networks managed by these 
organisations will need to be discussed. Where the 
transport effects of the development may directly affect 
Māori land then it is recommended that consultation 
with the owners of the land takes place. If an applicant 
is unsure as to whether consultation with other 
organisations is required, this should be discussed at 
the scoping stage. It is recommended that the outcomes 
from any discussions with stakeholder organisations 
should be made available to Council staff dealing with 
the application. 
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2.0 A basic Integrated Transport Assessment

Part 2: Templates

Sample contents for a basic ITA and a guideline as to consider 

Introduction
Briefly describe the site characteristics, existing site zoning, the proposed land use and its intensity, and relevant 
transport matters such as the supply of on-site parking, access arrangements and hours of operation (if known). 

Description of existing land use and transport environment
Provide a map identifying existing roads surrounding and within the vicinity of the site or development area; 
showing any places of interest (commercial centres, community centres, parks etc) that will be referred to within the 
body of the ITA.  

Identify the features of the existing transport network, including the following items where they are relevant to the 
proposal: 
• existing walking and cycling networks; 
• existing public transport service routes and frequencies;
• bus stops, bus lanes; 
• safety of the road network in the immediate vicinity including crash history if relevant;
• existing classification and traffic volumes of roads and intersections in the immediate vicinity; 
Describe the existing development on the site including any traffic implications or trip generation information 
available.

    Traffic Volumes

    District Plan Road Classification

    Public Transport maps and timetabling

    Road Safety

Accessibility of the proposal
Describe the accessibility of the proposal for all users and the suitability of this in serving the development. For 
each mode this should include:

Public transport
Describe how accessible the site is for public transport using the maps from Appendix C to assist in outlining the 
public transport accessibility of the site and the suitability of public transport to service the development.

   Accessibility maps – Appendix C  

Outline how the design of the development will encourage public transport use.
Consider the attractiveness, safety, distance and suitability of the walking routes to the nearest bus stop.

   Connectivity principles – Appendix B
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Walking and cycling
Describe accessibility to the site for pedestrians and cyclists. Use the accessibility maps from Appendix C to outline 
the walking and cycling accessibility of the site.

   Accessibility maps – Appendix C

Outline how the design of the proposed development will encourage walking and cycling to nearby destinations 
(outlined in map from ‘Descriptions of existing land use and transport environment’ section) 

   Connectivity principles – Appendix B 

Outline any safety implications in the immediate vicinity that may detract from walking or cycling to/from the 
development; both in terms of actual and perceived safety e.g. the need to cross a busy road and locations with poor 
lighting or graffiti where people may feel uncomfortable passing through.

   CPTED guidance 

Outline how the accessibility of the site for cycling will change as a result of the Council’s new major cycleway 
programme. If there is an existing or proposed major cycleway close to the site, then this should be taken into 
account.

   Cycleway map

Describe how the development will cater for mobility impaired accessing the site (including parking).
   Mobility impaired access guidance

Private vehicles
Outline the accessibility of the development by private vehicles, and the location of arterial roads close to site.

   Accessibility maps – Appendix C

Outline which roads surrounding the site are likely to see an increase in traffic as a result of the development.
Describe the suitability of the proposed site access with respect to sight lines and operation.

  
 District Plan rule - 7.2.3.7 - Access

  
 District Plan rule - 7.2.3.4-6 - Loading

Parking and loading
Explain how parking will be provided on site, how this compares with the District Plan requirements; and provide 
an assessment of the anticipated demand for parking.  This includes the average parking demand for particular 
activities as well as projected number of private vehicle trips for the development. 

    Vehicle and parking demand data

Outline the provision of appropriate cycle parking and end-of-trip facilities. This should be guided by the District 
Plan requirements, the projected number of bicycle trips for the development, and estimated future demand 
increase. 

   District Plan rule – 7.2.3.2 – Cycle parking

Outline the loading requirements for the site and how these will be catered for.
   District Plan rule – 7.2.3.4-6 – Loading

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 212 of 448



Draft Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines 13Draft Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines12

Part 2: Templates

Travel characteristics
Describe the estimated number of trips which will be generated by each transport modes (public transport, walking, 
cycling and private vehicles). Estimates can draw on the projected travel catchment of the development, comparing 
travel behaviour with similar existing developments and including the effect of proposed measures and site 
accessibility. Data (i.e. Census or Household Travel Survey) showing average mode share rates for different activities 
can be used as the basis for  mode share estimations.

The Council will accept information from the TRIPS database to help inform travel demand characteristics.

   NZTA Research Report 453

   Household Travel Survey

   Census data (travel to work)

   TRIPS database

Transport effects
The effects of the development on the surrounding transport network should be evaluated. This includes:
• Impacts on the operation of public transport infrastructure (bus stops, super stops), and any vehicle and 

pedestrian/cyclist conflicts likely to arise from vehicle movements to and from the development. 
• The impacts that any additional vehicle movements are likely to have on the capacity of the road network. 
• The suitability of the parking provisions, whether this adequately caters for the anticipated demand and any 

wider effects which may result from the level of parking provided.

   District Plan rule – 7.2.3.1 – Parking requirements

Mitigation and options to influence travel choice
The ITA should identify any necessary mitigation measures that will be required to address any impacts on the 
transport network. These may be needed within a development area or site, and within the transport network 
surrounding the development site or area.  Consideration should be given to the following matters:
• Any mitigation required to achieve safe operation of access points and loading areas for all users;

  
 District Plan rule - 7.2.3.7 - Access

  
 District Plan rule - 7.2.3.4-6 - Loading

• How the level of parking will encourage an increase in active and public transport use; and
• Where appropriate, the use of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles and 

techniques to mitigate any safety issues for pedestrians or cyclists.

   CPTED guidance 

Summary
A summary of the ITA should include the key findings and implications that the development proposal will have for 
transport including:
• Any key measures which have been or could be done to mitigate the transport effects;
• How the development has minimised the adverse effects on the safety and functionality of the transport network 

and surrounding environment.
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2.1 A full Integrated Transport Assessment

Sample contents for a Full ITA and a guideline as to what should be considered

Executive summary
Prepare a short synopsis of the proposal, its effects and the planned mitigation and implementation measures 
identified through the ITA process. The executive summary should be short and concise, but detailed enough to be 
read as a stand-alone section, providing the planner with enough information to feel familiar with the development, 
the assessment of any transport effects and any recommended measures, without needing to read the full report.

Introduction
Describe the site characteristics, existing site zoning, the proposed land use and density, and relevant transport 
matters such as the supply of on-site parking proposed, access arrangements or hours of operation (if known). 

In the case of plan changes, provide information outlining any proposed roading infrastructure and any other 
unique transport elements specific to the proposal.

Keep the description brief, bearing in mind that a fuller description will be provided in a later section under 
‘Proposal’ and a description will also be provided with the planning application. 

Description of existing land use and transport environment
Provide a map identifying existing transport connections surrounding and within the vicinity of the site or 
development area, showing any places of interest that will be referred to within the body of the ITA.  
Identify the features of the existing transport network, including the following items where they are relevant to the 
proposal: 
• Existing road classification surrounding the site,
• Existing walking links and cycling networks, 
• Existing public transport service routes and frequencies,
• Bus stops and bus lanes, 
• Safety of the road network in the immediate vicinity. This should be done using the Kiwirap tool. A more detailed 

safety analysis should be undertaken for any vehicle and pedestrian access points using the Crash Analysis 
System (CAS).

   Road Safety 

• Traffic volumes on the surrounding road network in the vicinity of the development and any intersections that will 
be affected by the proposal.  Include consideration of the existing peak-hour congestion in the vicinity of the site, 
level of service, turning volumes, and comparisons between peak and interpeak conditions.  

Describe the existing development and provide an overview of the transport implications of the existing land use. 
Describe any land use characteristics that affect the proposal, including any known or approved future land use 
changes in the surrounding area that will affect assessment of the proposal. 

   District Plan road classification

   Public transport maps and timetabling 

   Road safety 

   Traffic volumes
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Plan change proposal
For plan changes, include information on any zoning proposed and the permitted activities in each zone.  This 
information can be used to summarise the maximum potential of the proposal. 

Provide an adequate site plan, detailing the road classification, cycling facilities, public transport provision within 
the development, cross sections of new roads, on-site parking layout and internal vehicle circulation. Outline the 
pedestrian, cycle and vehicle access to the site and how they link in with existing and proposed infrastructure.

Planned transport upgrades
Provide details of any planned transport upgrades or changes within the vicinity of the development site. This 
can be done by contacting the relevant organisation.  Any information provided by the Council, Environment 
Canterbury or NZTA at the time of the ITA will be the most up to date information. There should be agreement at the 
scoping stage regarding which upgrades should be taken into consideration. Once this has been agreed then any 
future changes to upgrades will not retrospectively impact the application unless a condition specifically refers to 
infrastructure timing requirements. This could include:

• Any known intersection or road upgrades;
• Any planned changes to the network, such as cycle infrastructure, bus lanes, parking restrictions; and

   Long Term Plan 

• Any public transport upgrades such as service or frequency changes. For larger applications and plan changes, 
Environment Canterbury staff should be contacted to discuss public transport provision.  

   Future public transport provision 
 
Whether the development will be staged. If the development is to be staged how will this correspond with planned 
transport upgrades?

Integration with strategic planning framework
Consideration should be given to the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan (and the Accessible City chapter of the 
Christchurch Central Recovery Plan for developments within the Central City) to confirm if the proposal is consistent 
with transport policy. Larger developments or developments which have wider transport implications should also 
consider the Regional Land Transport Strategy.

Particular consideration should be given to the following Actions of the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan: 
1.3.1 – Integration of land use;  (page 45 of TSA)
1.3.3 – Influencing travel choice; (page 46 of TSA)
2.1.2 – Rebuilding suburban centres; (page 51 of TSA)
2.2.1 – Right location, right design, right function, right time; (page 52 of TSA)
2.2.2 – Transit orientated development; (page 53 of TSA)
2.3.1 – Safer system; (page 54 of TSA)
4.1.1 – Reshape travel demand to reduce emissions and oil dependence; (page 61 of TSA)
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Accessibility of the proposal

This section should focus on the accessibility of the development for all users and the suitability of all modes 
serving the development. For each mode this should include:

Public transport
How will the design of the development encourage public transport use?
Use accessibility modelling to assess the public transport accessibility of the site and the suitability of this in 
serving the development;

   Accessibility modelling 

Accessibility modelling
Outline the attractiveness, safety, distance and suitability of the walking routes to the nearest bus stop;

   Connectivity principles – Appendix B 

Walking and cycling
Outline how the design of the proposed development will encourage walking and cycling to nearby destinations 
(outlined in map from ‘Descriptions of existing land use and transport environment’ section)  

  Connectivity principles – Appendix B

Use accessibility modelling to assess how accessible the development is for pedestrian and cycling;
Outline any safety implications in the immediate vicinity that may detract from walking or cycling to/from the 
development both in terms of physical safety e.g. the need to cross a busy road and areas where there is a risk of 
crime; and

   CPTED guidance 

Outline the provision of appropriate cycle parking and end-of-trip cycle facilities (showers, lockers etc) and how 
this compares with the District Plan requirements, the projected number of bicycle trips for the development and 
estimated future demand increase. 
Outline how the accessibility of the site for cycling will change as a result of the Council’s local cycle network and 
new major cycleway network. If there is an existing or proposed major cycleway close to the site, this should be 
mentioned.

   Cycleway maps 

Indicate how the development will cater for mobility impaired accessing the site.
   Mobility impaired access guidance 

Private vehicles
Outline how accessible the development is for private vehicles; use accessibility modelling to assess this.
Outline the suitability of the proposed site access with respect to sight lines and operation.

   District Plan rule - 7.2.3.7 - Access

  
 District Plan rule - 7.2.3.4-6 - Loading 

Parking and loading
Explain how parking will be provided on site and how the provision compares to the District Plan parking levels 
(the number of car parks provided should takes into consideration latest research relating to parking demand). 

   Vehicle and parking demand data 
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Conduct a local parking survey around the immediate vicinity of the site to understand the local parking 
characteristics. This should focus on the demand for on-street parking in the immediate vicinity of the site. 

Consider the need to provide for mobility impaired parking in a suitable location with an accessible route to the 
building. 

   ‘Mobility impaired access guidance’  

Identify the loading requirements for the site and how these will be catered for.
   District Plan rule – 7.2.3.4-6 – Loading

Travel characteristics
Provide a breakdown of the likely number of trips which will be generated by the individual transport modes 
(public transport, walking, cycling, and private vehicles). This should take into consideration local context e.g. if 
a development is located near a public transport route then a larger percentage of public transport users would 
be expected. A travel survey or a range of travel surveys from appropriate locations (to be agreed at scoping 
stage) should be done for the existing or similar site(s) to give a clearer indication of expected modal split for the 
development.

The Christchurch Transport Model (CTM) allows for analysis of predicted mode share data. The Council supports 
using the CTM as a mode share prediction tool (where CTM is available to the applicant) used in conjunction with 
established mode share figures to give a clear understanding of expected modal trip numbers for the site. 

   Vehicle and parking demand data

   Household Travel Survey

   Census data (travel to work)

Transport effects
Evaluate the effects of the development on the surrounding transport network. 

• Impacts on the operation of the public transport system, and any vehicle and pedestrian/cyclist conflicts arising 
from vehicle movements to and from the development - considering both positive and negative effects. 

• Some level of traffic modelling could be required. The extent of modelling analysis will depend on the size and 
significance of the development and its location within the surrounding road network. The level and extent of 
modelling will be determined at the scoping stage. For a Full ITA it is envisaged traffic modelling would assess 
the effects of the wider road network and consider the impact on any nearby road networks. Where required, 
modelling should be appropriate to assess both nearby intersections and wider network effects.

   Modelling 

• Impact on freight and service vehicle movements on the surrounding network and area. This is particularly 
relevant for industrial and commercial developments.

• Impact on the rail network if applicable. Where a development adjoins the rail network the design of the 
development should ensure that the operations of the rail network are not disrupted.

• Impacts of construction traffic. Where a development will require a significant amount of construction work then 
the effects of the construction process on the transport network should be assessed at a broad level. 

   Construction assessment – Appendix D

• Impacts of parking needs. Consider the suitability of the parking provision and whether this adequately caters for 
the anticipated demand and any wider effects which may result from the level of parking.
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Mitigation and options to influence travel choice

The ITA should identify any mitigation measures necessary to address identified impacts on the transport network. 
These measures may be needed both within a development area or site and on the transport network surrounding 
the development site or area. Consideration should be given to:
• Any mitigation required to achieve safe operation of access points and loading areas  for all users;

   District Plan rule - 7.2.3.7 - Access

   District Plan rule - 7.2.3.4-6 - Loading 

• Any mitigation required to improve safety issues for pedestrians, cyclists or mobility impaired users. Outline what 
measures will be put in place to mitigate against these issues;

   Cycle Design Guidelines

   CPTED guidance 

• The inclusion of travel demand management tools such as travel plans to reduce vehicle trips and associated 
effects; and

   Travel Plans 

• The adequacy of the surrounding public transport infrastructure and whether upgrades could be included within 
the proposed works, including bus stop facilities, real time information etc. 

• A description of measures that will be put in place to mitigate against the effects of the construction process. 
These agreed measures will influence the Traffic Management Plan required for construction.

   Construction assessment – Appendix D 

• An indication of the approximate costs of the mitigation measures which have been considered.

Summary

A summary of the ITA outlining the key findings and implications that the development proposal will have for 
transport. This should also outline any key measures which have been, or could be, done to mitigate any transport 
effects, and how the development has minimised the adverse effects on the safety and functionality of the transport 
network.
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Toolkit

  Modelling 

For full ITA’s, developers are 
encouraged to use the Christchurch 
Assignment and Simulation 
Transportation model (CAST) 
which gives a high confidence 
level for assessing the impacts 
of reassignment on the city wide 
transport network, or Canterbury 
Transport Model (CTM), which 
is a four stage modelling tool. 
More information on the CAST 
models can be found here. Specific 
modelling requirements and tools 
can be determined during the 
scoping process.

 Traffic volumes

Historic traffic count data from 
roads and intersections across 
Christchurch can be found on the 
Council’s website for information 
on Council-owned roads and NZTA’s 
website for state highway traffic 
data. Click here for the Council 
website or here for NZTA.

 Long Term Plan

The Long Term Plan provides 
information regarding Council-
funded infrastructure planned for 
delivery over a 10 year timescale.  

 cycle Design Guidelines

The Council’s Cycle Design 
Guidelines outline appropriate 
cycling facilities based on predicted 
users. 

There are a number of tools referred to in the templates for both basic and full ITA’s. 
Further information on these tools can be found below.

 Vehicle and parking demand  
      data
NZTA Research Report 453 provides 
an average level of car parking 
demand (based on survey data) for 
particular land use activities. The 
report also considers the number of 
trips generated by particular land 
use activities.
 

 Future public transport  
      provision
The Regional Public Transport 
Plan outlines Environment 
Canterbury’s (ECan) aspirations for 
public transport provision in the 
Canterbury region. 

 Travel plans

A travel plan that is included as 
part of an ITA may be considered 
as a mitigation tool relating to the 
transport effects of a development. 
More information on travel plans 
can be found on the Council’s travel 
plan factsheet.

 Mobility-impaired access  
      guidance
The access for mobility impaired 
to the proposed development 
and the surrounding area should 
be assessed to ensure that there 
is compliance with the Council’s 
Infrastructure Design Standards 
(Page 8.41)

Development proposals should have 
regard to the Council’s Equity and 
Access for People with Disabilities 
Policy, with particular reference to 
goal 4 relating to physical access.

NZ Standard 4121:2001 “Design for 
Access and Mobility – Buildings 
and Associated Facilities” offers 
further guidance on designing 
developments for the mobility-
impaired. 

 District Plan road  
      classification
The District Plan has a road 
classification system to ensure that 
a consistent approach is applied to 
each road based on its movement 
and ‘place’ function, taking into 
account the surrounding land uses. 

 Bus scheduling information

ECan provides bus route and 
timetabling information for 
public transport service in greater 
Christchurch on their Metro Info 
website. This information should 
be used to gather information 
regarding the existing services in the 
vicinity of a development proposal. 
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http://www.ccc.govt.nz/cityleisure/projectstoimprovechristchurch/transport/transportmodels/index.aspx
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/cityleisure/projectstoimprovechristchurch/transport/trafficcount/index.aspx
http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/state-highway-traffic-volumes/
http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/TheCouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/ltccp/typ2013/TYPVol1CapitalProgramme.pdf
http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/CityLeisure/gettingaround/cycling/ChristchurchCycleDesignGuidelinesWEB.pdf
http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/CityLeisure/gettingaround/cycling/ChristchurchCycleDesignGuidelinesWEB.pdf
http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/research/reports/453/
http://www.crc.govt.nz/publications/Plans/RPTP_FINAL_Oct2012.pdf
http://www.crc.govt.nz/publications/Plans/RPTP_FINAL_Oct2012.pdf
www.ccc.govt.nz/thecouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/policies/groups/community/equityandaccessforpeoplewithdisabilities.aspx
http://www.standards.co.nz/assets/Publication-files/NZS4121-2001.pdf
http://www.metroinfo.co.nz/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.metroinfo.co.nz/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/research/reports/453/docs/453.pdf#page=98
http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/research/reports/453/docs/453.pdf#page=98
http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/research/reports/453/docs/453.pdf#page=98
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Part 3: Toolkit

 Road safety

New Zealand Transport Agency 
provides a comprehensive 
compilation of road safety crash and 
casualty data from the Christchurch 
area. Information from these reports 
should be included as part of an ITA 
to give an indication of road safety 
issues near a development site. 

The Kiwirap model is available for 
developers as a tool to asses the 
safety impact of their development 
on the transport system.  Further 
explanation of the tool and the tool 
itself can be found on the Kiwirap 
website.

 cycleway map

The major cycleway programme will 
provide a network of cycle routes 
across the city providing cyclists 
with a high level of safety and 
priority. These are designed to make 
cycling a safe and enjoyable means 
of transport in Christchurch. These 
major routes are supplemented by 
local and recreational cycleways. 
The locations of these routes can 
be found on the Council’s website 
and should be used to inform the 
contents of an ITA.

 District Plan rules for loading

Rules 3, 4, 5 and 6 (sections 
7.2.3.3, 7.2.3.4, 7.2.3.5 and 7.2.3.6)
in the draft Christchurch District 
Plan, Transport Chapter provides 
technical standards for loading 
areas. 

 District Plan rules for parking

Rule 1 (section 7.2.3.1) in the 
draft Christchurch District Plan, 
Transport Chapter provides 
minimum car parking numbers for 
particular activities. When an ITA is 
required, the car parking minimums 
should be used as guidance in 
conjunction with various other 
factors which will be explored 
in the ITA. The minimum levels 
will no longer be mandatory for 
developments required to provide 
an ITA as the appropriate amount 
of on-site parking provision to meet 
demand can be assessed through 
the ITA. 

 Household Travel survey

The Ministry of Transport conducts 
ongoing surveys of people’s travel 
characteristics. The results of 
the surveys help to inform future 
transport decisions. The travel 
survey should be used to inform 
(along with other sources), the 
projected mode share split for a 
development. NOTE - The survey 
provides travel data for total trips  

 District Plan rules for cycle  
     parking 
Rule 2 (section 7.2.3.2) in the 
draft Christchurch District Plan, 
Transport Chapter provides 
minimum cycle parking numbers 
and facilities for particular 
activities. 

 2013 census (travel to work  
      data) 
The latest Census data provides 
information on the mode share of 
how people travel to work. NOTE – 
The Census provides travel data for 
commuter trips only 

 District Plan rules for access 

Rules 7 and 8 (sections 7.3.2.7 
and 7.2.3.8) of the draft District 
Plan, Transport Chapter have 
requirements relating to access way 
design. 

 cPTED guidance

Basic guidance on the seven 
principles of Crime Prevention 
Through Environmental Design 
produced by the Ministry of Justice. 

 TRIPs database

The TRIPS database operated by 
the Trips Database Bureau and 
provides a database of information 
relating to travel characteristics for 
developments.    

  Accessibility modelling

An NZTA research report exploring 
accessibility modelling has been 
produced and includes details on 
what models should include.
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http://www.kiwirap.org.nz/
http://www.kiwirap.org.nz/
http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/CityLeisure/projectstoimprovechristchurch/transport/cycleways/MajorCyclewaysSchedulingMap.pdf
http://www.transport.govt.nz/research/travelsurvey/
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/cityleisure/statsfacts/census/index.aspx
http://www.justice.govt.nz/publications/global-publications/n/national-guidelines-for-crime-prevention-through-environmental-design-in-new-zealand-part-1-seven-qualities-of-safer-places-part-2-implementation-guide-november-2005
http://www.tdbonline.org/home
http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/research/reports/512/
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?hid=26538
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?hid=26546
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?hid=26540
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?hid=26541
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?hid=26537
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?hid=26536
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?hid=26542
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?hid=26543
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4.0 Appendix A – Strategic Context

The Resource Management Act 
(1991) places a strong emphasis 
on assessing the effect that 
development will have on the 
environment, ensuring that when 
an activity places significant 
adverse effects on the environment 
alternative locations or methods are 
sought.

Connecting New Zealand  
(Ministry of Transport) A key 
emphasis is to improve integration 
and give people access to all modes, 
allowing them to make effective 
transport decisions.  

Canterbury Regional Policy 
Statement (2013) (Environment 
Canterbury) outlines the need 
for land use and transport to be 
carefully integrated, ensuring that 
transport systems promote positive 
contributions to consolidated urban 
forms and promoting increased 
accessibility and mobility. Policy 
6.3.4 states that for substantial 
development, an ITA is required.

The Canterbury Regional Land 
Transport Strategy (2012)  
(Canterbury Regional Transport 
Committee) seeks integrated land 
use measures to improve modal 
choice.

Greater Christchurch Transport 
Statement (2012) provides an 
overarching transport vision for 
Greater Christchurch.

Land Use Recovery Plan (2013)
states a need for developments to 
make better use of infrastructure 
by ensuring that facilities are 
integrated with transport. 

Regional Public Transport Plan 
(2012) (Environment Canterbury). 
The Canterbury Regional Public 
Transport Plan (RPTP) sets out the 
policy framework within which 
all of our public transport services 
operate in the region.

Christchurch Transport Strategic 
Plan (CTSP) (2012)  
(Christchurch City Council). 

Two of the goals of the CTSP are 
‘improving access and transport 
choices’ and ‘creating safe, healthy 
and liveable communities’. The 
outcomes of this include:
• A transport system which 

provides people with access to 
economic, social and cultural 
activities;

• An increased proportion of 
journeys made by foot, cycle and 
public transport;

• Christchurch is prepared for 
the future challenges and 
opportunities of climate change;

• Transport safety is improved; and
• There is a range of travel options 

that meet the needs of people and 
business.

The CTSP states that enabling 
ITA’s for substantial development 
will help achieve these goals and 
outcomes on a city-wide scale, over 
the medium to long term.

Christchurch District Plan 
(Christchurch City Council) 
The district plan provides the legal 
framework for new development 
within Christchurch.
The Transport chapter of the 
proposed Christchurch Replacement 
District Plan has two objectives:

7.1.1 Objective - Integrated 
transport system
A single integrated transport 
system:
i. that is accessible, affordable, 

resilient, safe, sustainable and 
efficient for people using all 
transport modes;

ii. that is responsive to the current 
recovery needs, future needs, 
and economic development;

iii. that supports safe, healthy 
and liveable communities by 
maximising integration with 
land use;

iv. that reduces dependency on 
private motor vehicles and 
promotes the use of public and 
active transport;

v. that recognises Ngai Tahu/ 
Manawhenua values; and

vi. that is managed using the one 
network approach

 
7.1.2 Objective - Adverse effects 
from the transport network
Enable the transport system to 
provide for people’s transportation 
needs whilst managing adverse 
effects from the transport system.

Other Relevant Documents:
Research Report 422 Integrated 
Transport Assessment Guidelines 
(2010) (New Zealand Transport 
Agency) offers national guidance on 
how an ITA should be implemented 
throughout New Zealand. It outlines 
what could be included as part of an 
ITA and what mechanisms should 
be put in place to ensure an ITA is 
an effective assessment tool.
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http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/DLM230265.html
http://www.transport.govt.nz/ourwork/KeyStrategiesandPlans/ConnectingNewZealand/%23CNZ%20HTML%20
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/rps/Pages/regional-policy-statement.aspx
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/rps/Pages/regional-policy-statement.aspx
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-land-transport/pages/regional-land-transport-review.aspx
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-land-transport/pages/regional-land-transport-review.aspx
http://www.greaterchristchurch.org.nz/News/PDF/GCTSDec2012.pdf
http://www.greaterchristchurch.org.nz/News/PDF/GCTSDec2012.pdf
http://cera.govt.nz/recovery-strategy/built-environment/land-and-land-use/land-use-recovery-plan
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/Regional-Land-Transport/Pages/regional-passenger-transport-plan.aspx
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/thecouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/transportplan/index.aspx%23jumplink2
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/thecouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/transportplan/index.aspx%23jumplink2
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx%3FHID%3D20048
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx%3FHID%3D20048
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx%3FHID%3D24502
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx%3FHID%3D24502
http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/research/reports/422/
http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/research/reports/422/
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/thecouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/districtplanning/cityplan/index.aspx
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?hid=20036
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?hid=20036
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Part 4: Appendices

The connectivity of a development 
is important for promoting the 
use of cycling, walking and public 
transport. Improving links to and 
within a development can have a 
significant impact on how to people 
access and use a development.

Pedestrian connectivity  
• Locate building entrances in an 

obvious manner, close to the 
street frontage to reduce the 
distance pedestrians need to 
travel to access a building. 

• Pedestrian routes should link the 
entrance-ways of the development 
to adjacent streets, neighbouring 
uses and transport infrastructure 
(e.g. car parks, bus stops, cycle 
parking). Pedestrian routes 
should be safe, attractively 
landscaped, direct, clearly 
marked, obstacle and step-free (or 
ramped).  

• To increase pedestrian safety and 
security, ensure routes are well 
overlooked, well lit and relatively 
open. Pedestrian routes and the 
location of buildings and other 
landscaping elements along the 
path should avoid creating blind 
spots or hidden corners.  

• Paths through car parks should 
include kerbs or wheel stops to 
protect them from encroachment 
by cars. Regard should be had to 
the orientation of parking aisles 
as this can affect the ease of 
pedestrian movement through a 
car park. 

• The layout of buildings on a site 
should have regard to existing and 
potential pedestrian desire lines 
between key destinations.  

• Consider separating vehicle and 
pedestrian access to a site to avoid 
the potential for conflict between 
different users. 

• Ensure that the main entrances to 
buildings are readily visible from 
the street, are clearly identifiable 
and well articulated.

• Consider the need for weather 
protection in both the design 
of buildings and design of 
pedestrian routes. This could 
include the use of covered 
walkways, verandas, trees for 
shading, etc. 

• Ensure that where pedestrian 
paths cross vehicle circulation 
routes that pedestrians have 
priority.

Public transport connectivity 
• The layout of the development 

should ensure that public 
transport facilities are well 
connected to it, with high quality 
pedestrian routes that connect 
waiting facilities with building 
entrances. 

• Locate the main entrances to 
buildings so as to minimise 
the walking distance to public 
transport facilities; 

• If waiting facilities are located 
in a public space, consider how 
the development can add to the 
quality of the experience; whether 
through provision of additional 
shelter, shade, seating and 
lighting or the location of retail 
activities that provide vibrancy to 
the area for a greater area of time, 
such as a dairy or café. 

• The design of the development 
and its interface with public space 
should not compromise footpath 
widths around bus stops.

• Avoid creating shaded or wind-
exposed areas in which public 
transport facilities are located. 
Avoid locating elements such as 
service areas next to bus stops. 

Cycle connectivity 
• Cycle facilities should be 

attractively designed and well lit.
• Locate cycle parking facilities 

where they are can be clearly 
seen by passers-by or occupants 
in surrounding buildings 
in accordance with CPTED 
principles. 

• Staff cycle parking facilities 
should be located either within 
the building or as close as 
possible to the staff entrance.

• The route to all cycle parking 
should be clearly visible, safe, 
with ease of access e.g. dropped 
kerbs and where possible away 
from motor vehicle traffic. 

• For appropriate developments 
(e.g. retail) cycle parking design 
and access should take into 
consideration larger cargo bikes 
and bikes with trailers. 

• For larger developments, 
introduce traffic calming 
measures within car parks or 
along access roads to reduce 
vehicle speeds and create a safer 
environment for cyclists. 
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4.2 Appendix C – Accessibility Maps

Source: CTMv06 Travel Times with QTP Accessibility Interface   6 September 2013 

 

Accessibility to Jobs by Cycle 

2016 AM Peak      

 
Access to Jobs

<30,000 50,000    70,000    90,000    100,000

A series of maps have been developed to help applicants describe how accessible their site for access to jobs and 
district centres for public transport, cycling and private vehicles.
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Source: CTMv06 Travel Times with QTP Accessibility Interface   6 September 2013 

 

Accessibility to Jobs by Public Transport 

2016 AM Peak      

 
Access to Jobs

<30,000 50,000    70,000    90,000    100,000
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Source: CTMv06 Travel Times with QTP Accessibility Interface   6 September 2013 

 

Accessibility to Jobs by Private Vehicle 

2016 AM Peak      

 
Access to Jobs

<30,000 50,000    70,000    90,000    100,000
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Source: CTMv06 Travel Times with QTP Accessibility Interface   6 September 2013 

 

Accessibility to Key Activity Centres by Cycle 

2016 AM Peak      

 
Duration (minutes)

0 15 30
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Source: CTMv06 Travel Times with QTP Accessibility Interface   6 September 2013 

 

Accessibility to Key Activity Centres by Public Transport 

2016 AM Peak      

 
Duration (minutes)

0 15 30
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Source: CTMv06 Travel Times with QTP Accessibility Interface   6 September 2013 

 

Accessibility to Key Activity Centres by Private Vehicle 

2016 AM Peak      

 
Duration (minutes)

0 15 30
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Source: CTMv06 Travel Times with QTP Accessibility Interface   6 September 2013 

 

Accessibility to Key Activity Centres by Cycle 

2016 Inter Peak      

 
Duration (minutes)

0 15 30
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Source: CTMv06 Travel Times with QTP Accessibility Interface   6 September 2013 

 

Accessibility to Key Activity Centres by Public Transport 

2016 Inter Peak      

 
Duration (minutes)

0 15 30
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Source: CTMv06 Travel Times with QTP Accessibility Interface   6 September 2013 

 

Accessibility to Key Activity Centres by Private Vehicle 

2016 Inter Peak      

 
Duration (minutes)

0 15 30
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Part 4: Appendices

While it is acknowledged 
that construction work is an 
inevitable part of the development 
process, it is important that the 
transport effects are minimised. 
For developments requiring a 
significant level of construction 
it may be appropriate to consider 
the transport related impacts 
associated with the construction 
process. Such developments may 
generate a significant effect on the 
transport network as a result of two 
issues: increased traffic resulting 
from the delivery of construction 
materials and, due to the weight of 
construction vehicles, an increased 
amount of wear and tear on the 
road surface or an increase in loads 
carried by the structure of the road.

There is considerable congestion 
on parts of Christchurch’s transport 
network and the rebuild is adding 
a large number of construction 
related trips. It is important that 
construction related trips are 
managed effectively to improve 
network efficiency, particularly at 
peak times. Improved management 
of construction movements will 
also minimise adverse effects for 
adjacent land uses. Avoiding use of 
local roads, unless necessary, and 
moving heavy vehicles outside of 
peak hours will benefit the city and 
the road network.

The construction assessment 
for an ITA should focus on the 
construction movements at a 
strategic level. Traffic Management 
Plans (TMP’s) mitigate the 
operational effects on the transport 
network. However the TMP process 
does not consider the wider network 
effects of construction traffic. 

Where a construction assessment 
has formed part of an ITA then any 
TMP will incorporate the agreed 
provisions of the construction 
assessment. 

Issues which may be considered as 
part of a construction assessment 
may include, but are not limited to;  

• An indication that construction 
traffic will use the appropriate 
network for journeys to 
the development. Where a 
development is not located on 
a strategic network then there 
should be an indication of how 
the road classification will be used 
for the final phase of journeys. 
This should include preferred 
route maps for construction 
vehicles which use the strategic 
freight network and include site 
access routes. To protect network 
efficiency, site access should 
occur on minor roads. 

• An agreement that, where 
appropriate, construction 
movements occur outside 
peak times. If the amount of 
construction movements is known 
then this should also be included.

• The likelihood of any road 
closures during the construction 
period.

• Identification of opportunities to 
consolidate construction trips into 
the city, which may include:

• using a consolidation centre 
outside the city

• combining deliveries with 
neighbouring sites by sharing 
vehicles or sharing loads

• using pre-fabricated materials

Land Information New Zealand 
(LINZ), in collaboration with 
ECan, NZTA and the Council, has 
developed the Forward Works 
Viewer (FWV) to reduce the effects 
of construction traffic by ensuring 
that, where possible, the need 
for road closures is co-ordinated 
with neighbouring sites. By 
understanding the likely timing 
of construction we can better 
manage its effects. By engaging 
with the FWV system at the earliest 
opportunity, the TMP process is 
likely to be less problematic. The 
LINZ system can be a useful tool 
even when exact construction 
periods are not yet known. 

forwardworks.co.nz
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ATTACHMENT F: Table with recommendation on each submission point 

 

Table identifying submissions that are recommended to be accepted, accepted in part 

or rejected. 
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1 

 

 
Attachment F to Mr David Falconer's evidence in chief dated 26 May 2015 

 
Submissions Table ("Accept/Accept in Part/Reject Table") – Transport Hearing 

  
This table includes the submission points on the Transport Proposal.  Submission points are ordered by submitter number. 

 
 

 

  

Key: 
 
The final three columns on the right of this table indicate the Council's recommendation 
on the submission point as follows: 
 
A = submission point accepted 
A(P) = submission point accepted in part 
R = submission point rejected 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

10 Mellon 10.2 Neutral  7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

 That business parks, especial lint eh west, be required to provide adequate parking spaces in their development to avoid parking 

spillover to the neighbourhood.    

78 Talbot 78.1 Support 7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

7.1.1.6 This should be amended to include a much stronger clause that promotes the strategic development of safe separate 

cycleways. This policy is not clear or adequate. Please amend 
   

78 Talbot 78.2 Support  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

 7.1.1(iv) Christchurch needs to do far more to encourage active transport, cycling and walking for health and economic reasons. 
   

204 McNab 204.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

204 McNab 204.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

204 McNab 204.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

207 Cannon 207.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

207 Cannon 207.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

207 Cannon 207.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

209 Ross 209.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

209 Ross 209.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

209 Ross 209.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

210 Stinson 210.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

210 Stinson 210.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

210 Stinson 210.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

211 Martin 211.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

211 Martin 211.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

211 Martin 211.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

212 Zaadnoordyk 212.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

212 Zaadnoordyk 212.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

212 Zaadnoordyk 212.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

213 Campbell 213.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

213 Campbell 213.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

213 Campbell 213.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

280 Begg 280.1    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

I am totally in favour of all bus routes in our area being through routes. 
   

288 Harvey 

Norman LTD 

288.11 Support  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Appendix 7.1 table 7.2 (cc) - retain provisions as notified 

FS 1237.15, 1450.38 

   

288 Harvey 

Norman LTD 

288.12 Support  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Appendix 7.3, table, row xxii - Amend Table and row xxii to require a minimum of 1 loading bay per tenancy that is less than 

10,000m2 GLFA 

FS 1237.16, 1450.39, 1367.4 

   

306 Halswell 

Residents 

Association 

306.4 Support 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Change requested: That transport planning be integrated with all commercial and residential developments.  

FS 1412.4 

   

307 NZIA 

Canterbury 

307.27 Support 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

Strongly support the philosophy of transport planning being fully integrated with land use planning within an aspirational 'quality 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Branch system compact city' 

FS 1270.9 (supports in part), 1427.15 

307 NZIA 

Canterbury 

Branch 

307.28 Support 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Support the intention to require parking to be predominantly at the rear or side of buildings wherever possible 

 FS 1270.9 (supports in part), 1427.16 

   

307 NZIA 

Canterbury 

Branch 

307.29 Oppose 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Support the concept of increasing facilities for cyclists and encouragement of this mode of transport, but the new requirement for 

Showers is substantially above what the Building Code currently requires. We do not support the requirement to provide lockers for 

cyclists 

FS 1270.9 (supports in part), 1442.27, 1427.17 

   

307 NZIA 

Canterbury 

Branch 

307.30 Support 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Concerned about the impact of the requirements to provide Disabled Carparking for buildings with a GFA > 2500m2 even when no 

other carparking is required. 

FS 1270.9 (supports in part), 1427.18 

   

307 NZIA 

Canterbury 

Branch 

307.31 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Do not support the threshold for an ITA for Retail & Food Beverage Outlets at 70m2 Floor Area. 

The ability to provide a more basic ITA for smaller activities has been introduced however. 

FS 1270.9 (supports in part) 

   

307 NZIA 

Canterbury 

Branch 

307.32 Oppose  7.2.3.4-Rule 4- 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Do not support the blanket ban on backing required for maneuvering for parking and loading areas and consider this to onerous. We 

recommend deletion of rule (a) 

FS 1270.9 (supports in part) 

   

307 NZIA 

Canterbury 

Branch 

307.33 Support  7.2.3.4-Rule 4- 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Recommend retention of rule (b) 

FS 1270.9 (supports in part) 
   

307 NZIA 

Canterbury 

Branch 

307.34 Support  7.2.3.6-Rule 6- 

Design of parking 

and loading areas 

Support the encouragement of permeable parking wherever practicable and would like to see CCC incentive this with a possible 

reduction in Development Contributions similar to the approach being adopted by Auckland City Council 

FS 1270.9 (supports in part) 

   

307 NZIA 

Canterbury 

Branch 

307.35 Support  7.4.6-Appendix 7.6 - 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Support the change to base all maneuvering on 85% vehicles and applaud the reduction in vehicle dimensions as forward - thinking. 

FS 1270.9 (supports in part) 
   

307 NZIA 

Canterbury 

Branch 

307.36 Support  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

Support the use of Parking Reduction factors as a means to reduce onsite carparking requirements, development contributions and 

overall projcect costs. 

FS 1270.9 (supports in part) 

   

317 Nelson 317.1    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

The proposal to relax parking requirements for shopping centres is not acceptable and they should be made to have far more parking 

than is currently required 
   

330 Andersson 330.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

330 Andersson 330.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

330 Andersson 330.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

332 Kim 332.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

332 Kim 332.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

332 Kim 332.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

333 Drown 333.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

333 Drown 333.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

333 Drown 333.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

334 Scott 334.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

334 Scott 334.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

334 Scott 334.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

337 Woodhouse 337.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

337 Woodhouse 337.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

337 Woodhouse 337.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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Submitter 

No. 
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number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

338 Scott 338.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

338 Scott 338.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

338 Scott 338.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

340 Akaroa Civic 

Trust 

340.7    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

That the car parking space requirement for Akaroa Harbour residential activities remains at 2 per unit 
   

343 Turner 343.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

343 Turner 343.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

343 Turner 343.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

346 Beale 346.1 Neutral  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Appendix 7.1 - Take away the requirement  for a disabled car park as long as the user can demonstrate there is sufficient car parking 

space if a disabled person required parking.  
   

356 Marwick 356.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

356 Marwick 356.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

356 Marwick 356.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

357 Ryan 357.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

357 Ryan 357.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

357 Ryan 357.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

358 Creed 358.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

358 Creed 358.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

358 Creed 358.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

359 Beere 359.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

359 Beere 359.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

359 Beere 359.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

360 Wilson 360.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

360 Wilson 360.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

360 Wilson 360.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

363 Spark New 

Zealand 

Trading Ltd 

363.7 Oppose  7.2.2.4-Non 

complying activities 

Spark seeks the following amendment: 

'7.2.2.4 Exemption 

Rules 7.2.3.1 to 7.2.3.10 do not apply to un-staffed telecommunication and radiocommunications facilities'.  

FS 1361.6, 1339.130, 1339.131, 1331.54 

   

364 Chorus New 

Zealand 

Limited 

364.8 Support  7.2.2.4-Non 

complying activities 

Chorus seeks the following amendment:  

'7.2.2.4 Exemptions 

Rules 7.2.3.1 to 7.2.3.10 do not apply to un-staffed telecommunication and radiocommunications facilities'. 

FS 1339.128, 1339.129 

   

367 Millar 367.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

367 Millar 367.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

367 Millar 367.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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372 Telfar 372.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

372 Telfar 372.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

372 Telfar 372.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

373 Behrnes 373.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 

   

373 Behrnes 373.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 

   

373 Behrnes 373.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

374 Paul 374.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

374 Paul 374.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

374 Paul 374.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.4    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review  and  amend  the  transport  objectives  and  policies  to  focus  on transport matters. 

  

FS 1359.169 

FS 1450.128 

FS 1375.46 

FS 1334.5 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.5    7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule. 

  

FS 1444.97 

FS 1334.6 

FS 1450.129 

FS 1375.44 

FS 1359.170 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.6    7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators. 

FS 1334.7 

FS 1450.130 

FS 1359.171 
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377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.7    7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements.  

FS 1450.131 

FS 1359.172 

FS 1375.45 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.8    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Apply minimum car parking requirements apply to all activities, not just non-high trip generators. 

FS 1450.132 

FS 1375.47 

FS 1359.173 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.9    7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters 

FS 1450.133 

FS 1375.48 

FS 1359.174 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.17    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters 

FS 1450.134 

FS 1334.4 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.18    7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators  

FS 1334.8 

FS 1334.9 

FS 1352.92 

FS 1375.44 

FS 1450.135 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.19    7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements.  

FS 1375.45 

FS 1359.175 

FS 1450.136 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.20    7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters 

FS 1427.24 

FS 1450.137 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.80 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Amend as follows:  
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377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.81 Neutral 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

Amend as follows: 

  

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.82 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend as follows: 

 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.83 Neutral 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

Amend as follows: 
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377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.84 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend as follows: 

  

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.85 Neutral 7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

Amend as follows: 

 

  

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.86 Neutral 7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

Amend as follows: 
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377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.87 Neutral 7.1.1.7-Policy 7 - 

Rail level crossings 

Amend as follows: 

  

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.88 Neutral 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

Amend as follows: 
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377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.89 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Amend as follows: 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.90 Neutral  7.2.3.4-Rule 4- 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Amend as follows: 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.91 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend as follows: 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.92 Neutral  7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Amend as follows: 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

 
377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.93 Neutral  7.3.4-Minimum 

number of cycle 

parking facilities 

required 

Amend as follows: 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

 
377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.94 Neutral  7.3.5-Minimum 

number of loading 

spaces required 

Amend as follows: 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.95 Neutral  7.3.10-Vehicle 

access design 

Amend as follows: 

 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.96 Neutral  7.3.11-Queuing 

spaces 

Amend as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 255 of 448



 

21 

 

Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.97 Neutral  7.3.15-Maximum 

number of vehicle 

crossings 

Amend as follows: 

 

 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.98 Neutral  7.3.16-Minimum 

distance between 

vehicle crossings and 

intersections 

Amend as follows: 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.99 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Amend as follows: 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

 

 

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.100 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Amend as follows: 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.101 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Amend as follows: 

  

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.102 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Amend as follows: 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.103 Neutral  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Amend as follows: 

  

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.104 Neutral  7.4.6-Appendix 7.6 - 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Amend as follows: 

 Appendix 7.6 Manoeuvring for parking and loading areas 

1. Parking spaces shall be located so as to ensure than no vehicle is required to carry out any reverse manoeuvring when moving 

from any vehicle access to any parking spaces, except for parallel parking spaces. 

2. Parking and loading spaces shall be located so that vehicles are not required to undertake more than none reverse manoeuvre 

when manoeuvring out of any parking or loading space. 

3. For any activity, the vehicle access manoeuvring area shall be designed to accommodate the 85th percentile design 

motor car, as specified in Appendix 7.4, as a minimum. 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.105 Neutral  7.4.7-Appendix 7.7- 

Access design and 

gradient 

Amend as follows: 

  

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.106 Neutral  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

Amend as follows: 

 

 

   

377 Maurice R 

Carter Limited 

377.107 Neutral  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Amend as follows: 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

 

 
378 Marriner 

Investments 

378.6 Oppose  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters. 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Limited FS 1450.138 

FS 1359.176 
378 Marriner 

Investments 

Limited 

378.7 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule. 

FS 1444.98 

FS 1450.139 

FS 1359.177 

   

378 Marriner 

Investments 

Limited 

378.8 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators. 

FS 1359.178 

FS 1450.140 

   

378 Marriner 

Investments 

Limited 

378.9 Oppose  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

FS 1450.141 

FS 1359.179 

   

378 Marriner 

Investments 

Limited 

378.10 Oppose  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Apply minimum car parking requirements to all activities, not just non-high trip generators. 

FS 1450.142 

FS 1359.180 

   

378 Marriner 

Investments 

Limited 

378.11 Oppose  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters. 

FS 1359.183 

FS 1450.143 

   

379 Avonhead Mall 

Limited 

379.6 Neutral  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters 

1450.144,1274.7,1274.3,1359.184 

   

379 Avonhead Mall 

Limited 

379.7 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule Remove 

prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators  

1450.145,1359.185,1274.5,1359.188,1444.99,1450.146 

   

379 Avonhead Mall 

Limited 

379.8 Neutral  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements.  

1359.185,1450.147 

   

379 Avonhead Mall 

Limited 

379.9 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Apply minimum car parking requirements to all activities, not just non-high trip generators.  

1450.148, 1274.6, 1359.190 
   

379 Avonhead Mall 

Limited 

379.10 Neutral  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters  

1450.149, 1359.191 

   

380 Marriner 

Investments No 

1 Limited 

380.6 Neutral  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters 

1359.193, 1450.150 

   

380 Marriner 

Investments No 

1 Limited 

380.7 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule 

1444.101 

   

380 Marriner 

Investments No 

1 Limited 

380.8 Neutral  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements.  

1450.153, 1359.196 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

380 Marriner 

Investments No 

1 Limited 

380.9 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Apply minimum car parking requirements to all activities, not just non-high trip generators. 

1359.197, 1450.154 
   

380 Marriner 

Investments No 

1 Limited 

380.10 Neutral  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters 

1359.198, 1450.155 

   

380 Marriner 

Investments No 

1 Limited 

380.32 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators. 

1450.182, 1359.195, 1359.194 

   

381 Oakvale Farm 

Limited 

381.7 Neutral  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters 

1443.72, 1450.6, 1359.198 

   

381 Oakvale Farm 

Limited 

381.8 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators 

1450.157, 1359.199 

   

381 Oakvale Farm 

Limited 

381.9 Neutral  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

1450.158, 1359.200 

   

381 Oakvale Farm 

Limited 

381.10 Neutral  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters 

1450.159, 1359.201 

   

381 Oakvale Farm 

Limited 

381.69 Neutral  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters 
   

381 Oakvale Farm 

Limited 

381.70 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators  

1450.161 

   

381 Oakvale Farm 

Limited 

381.71 Neutral  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements.  

1450.162 

   

381 Oakvale Farm 

Limited 

381.72 Neutral  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters  

1450.163 

   

381 Oakvale Farm 

Limited 

381.80 Neutral 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Amend to remove or amend proposed new provisions that increase uncertainty, and are unnecessarily onerous, prescriptive and/or 

complicated.  
   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.6 Oppose  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters 

1359.202 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.7 Oppose  7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule Remove 

prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators 

1444.102, 1359.203 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.8 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators 

1444.103, 1359.204 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

385.9 Oppose  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Trust Central City 1444.104, 1359.205 

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.10 Oppose  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters 

1444.106, 1359.207 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.25 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Apply minimum car parking requirements to all activities, not just non-high trip generators. 

1444.105, 1359.206 
   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.26 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

 
Applicable to 

Rule Matters of discretion 
  

a. Any activity, unless: 

1. located within a 
commercial zone that is 
identified as 
alocalorneighbourhood 
centreinChapter 15; or 

2. it is an activity that 
requires resource 
consent underrule 
7.2.3.10- High Trip 
Generators 

At least the minimum number of 
car parking spaces inTable 7.2 
inAppendix 7.1shall be provided 
on the samesiteas the activity. 

Matters specified in7.3.1 

b. Any required  car parks available 

to the general public. 
Car parking spaces shall be 
provided with the minimum 
dimensions inTable 7.4 
inAppendix 7.1. 

Matters specified in7.3.2 

c. Any activity: 

1. where standard car 
parks are provided, or 

2. containingbuildings with 
aGFAof more than 2,500 
m2 

At least the minimum number of 
car parking spaces for people with 
disabilities in accordance 
withTable 7.3 inAppendix 7.1shall 
be provided on the samesiteas 
the activity. 

Matters specified in7.3.3 

Note: The amount of car parking spaces required for activities that require resource consent under Rule 10 in this 
chapter (i.e. a High Trip Generator) will be determined through the resource consent process under Rule 10 (i.e. as part 
of the Integrated Transport Assessment process). The requirements for a minimum number of car parking spaces 
under Rule 1 can be used as guidance for High Trip Generators. 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.27 Neutral 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

1. a. Minimise the adverse effects and maximise positive  Manage the effects from new transport infrastructure and 
changes to existing transport infrastructure on the environment, including:  

1. i. air quality and water quality; 

2. ii. economic recovery; 

3. iii. severance; 

4. iv. water quality; 

5. v. noise , vibration and glare; 

6. vi. vibration; 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

7. vii. glare; 

8. viii. amenity and safety of all transport users; 

9. ix. effects on the built environment; and 

10. x. safety of users. 

2. b. The cultural values of Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua are recognised, protected and enhanced through:  

1. i. the use of indigenous species in landscaping and tree planting of transport infrastructure; 

2. ii. a multi-value approach to stormwater management of transport infrastructure; and 

3. iii. the protection and enhancement of wahi tapu and wahi taonga including waipuna. 

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.28   7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

1. a.Require that car parking and loading areas are designed to:  

1. i.operate safely and efficiently; 

2. ii. incorporate CPTED and good urban design principles where practicable? 

3. ii. mitigate adverse effects on the character and amenity of the surrounding environment;  

4. iii. provide quality urban amenity outcomes within the development; 

5. iv. prevent crime; 

6. v. support the efficient and safe use and operation of land use activities; and 

7. vi. support amenity and safety for all transport modes.  

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.29 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

 

a. Require car parking and loading spaces which provide for the expected needs of an activity in a way that minimises adverse 

effects. 

b. Enable an assessment of whether a reduction in the number of car parking spaces required can be considered as an opportunity to 

facilitate public and active transport use, but only where: 

i. the function of the surrounding transport network and amenity of the surrounding environment will not be adversely affected; 

and/or 

ii. there is good accessibility by active and public transport and the activity is designed to encourage public and active transport use; 

and/or 

iii. the extent of the reduction is appropriate to the characteristics of the activity and it’s location; and/or 

iv. the extent of the reduction is appropriate having regard to Appendix 7.14– Parking reduction adjustment factors. 

c. Provide for flexible approaches to car parking in local and neighbourhood centres provision to support the use of public and active 

transport and existing parking supply. 

d. Provide car parking for people with disabilities where any car parking is provided and for activities with a Gross Floor Area 

greater than 2500m2 even when no other parking is provided. 

  Require car parking and loading spaces which provide for the expected needs of an activity in a way that minimises adverse 

effects.  

  Enable an assessment of whether a reduction in the number of car parking spaces required can be considered as an opportunity to 

facilitate public and active transport use, but only where:  

1. the function of the surrounding transport network and amenity of the surrounding environment will not be adversely affected; and/or 

2. there is good accessibility by active and public transport and the activity is designed to encourage public and active transport use; 

and/or 

3. the extent of the reduction is appropriate to the characteristics of the activity and it’s location; and/or 

4. the extent of the reduction is appropriate having regard to Appendix 7.14– Parking reduction adjustment factors. 

  Provide for flexible approaches to car parking in local and neighbourhood centres to support the use of public and active transport 

and existing parking supply.  

  Provide car parking for people with disabilities where any car parking is provided and for activities with a Gross Floor Area 

greater than 2500m2 even when no other parking is provided.  

  Require car parking and loading spaces which provide for the expected needs of an activity in a way that minimises adverse 

effects.  
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

  Enable an assessment of whether a reduction in the number of car parking spaces required can be considered as an opportunity to 

facilitate public and active transport use, but only where:  

1. the function of the surrounding transport network and amenity of the surrounding environment will not be adversely affected; and/or 

2. there is good accessibility by active and public transport and the activity is designed to encourage public and active transport use; 

and/or 

3. the extent of the reduction is appropriate to the characteristics of the activity and it’s location; and/or 

4. the extent of the reduction is appropriate having regard to Appendix 7.14– Parking reduction adjustment factors. 

  Provide for flexible approaches to car parking in local and neighbourhood centres to support the use of public and active transport 

and existing parking supply.  

  Provide car parking for people with disabilities where any car parking is provided and for activities with a Gross Floor Area 

greater than 2500m2 even when no other parking is provided.  

  Require car parking and loading spaces which provide for the expected needs of an activity in a way that minimises adverse 

effects.  

  Enable an assessment of whether a reduction in the number of car parking spaces required can be considered as an opportunity to 

facilitate public and active transport use, but only where:  

1. the function of the surrounding transport network and amenity of the surrounding environment will not be adversely affected; and/or 

2. there is good accessibility by active and public transport and the activity is designed to encourage public and active transport use; 

and/or 

3. the extent of the reduction is appropriate to the characteristics of the activity and it’s location; and/or 

4. the extent of the reduction is appropriate having regard to Appendix 7.14– Parking reduction adjustment factors. 

  Provide for flexible approaches to car parking in local and neighbourhood centres to support the use of public and active transport 

and existing parking supply.  

  Provide car parking for people with disabilities where any car parking is provided and for activities with a Gross Floor Area 

greater than 2500m2 even when no other parking is provided.  

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.30   7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

1. f. limit adverse effects and maximise positive effects from transport on the amenity of surrounding areas, on the 
environment, and on Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua values; 

2. g.encourage the use of parking management measures which to the extent they are practicable;  

1. i. make efficient use of land;  

2. ii. minimise adverse effects on the safety, efficiency and amenity of the surrounding area, including the transport 
network;  

3. iii. cater for the parking demand of the activity;  

4. iv. support recovery and economic activity; 

5. v. encourage public and active transport use;  

3. h. provide for the transport needs of people with disabilities; and 

4. i. maximise integrates and coordinates with the transport system, including planned and committed transport 
infrastructure and service improvements by coordinating land use and the implementation of transport infrastructure 
and services. 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.31 Neutral 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

 

a. Ensure the number, location, design and gradient of vehicle accesses and associated manoeuvring: 

 i. is compatible with the range of functions of that part of the road network; 

 ii. promotes safety by minimising conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicle movements; 

 iii. is designed to encourage safe and attractive active transport access; and 

 iv. enables the safe and efficient operation of the transport system. 

Ensure the number, location, design and gradient of vehicle accesses and associated manoeuvring:  
1. is compatible with the range of functions of that part of the road network; 

2. promotes safety by minimising conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicle movements; 
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3. is designed to encourage safe and attractive active transport access; and 

4. enables the safe and efficient operation of the transport system. 

Ensure the number, location, design and gradient of vehicle accesses and associated manoeuvring:  
1. is compatible with the range of functions of that part of the road network; 

2. promotes safety by minimising conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicle movements; 

3. is designed to encourage safe and attractive active transport access; and 

4. enables the safe and efficient operation of the transport system. 

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.32   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

 

a. An integrated  transport system: 

 i. that is safe and efficient foraccessible, affordable, resilient, safe, sustainable and efficient for people using all transport 

modes; 

 ii. that is responsive to the current recovery needs, future needs, and economic development; 

 iii. that supports safe, healthy and liveable communities by maximising integration with land use; 

 iv. that reduces dependency on private motor vehicles and promotes the use of public and active transport where practicable; 

 v. that recognises Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua values; and 

 vi. that is managed using the one network approach. 

An integrated  transport system:  
1. that is accessible, affordable, resilient, safe, sustainable and efficient for people using all transport modes; 

2. that is responsive to the current recovery needs, future needs, and economic development; 

3. that supports safe, healthy and liveable communities by maximising integration with land use; 

4. that reduces dependency on private motor vehicles and promotes the use of public and active transport; 

5. that recognises Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua values; and 

6. that is managed using the one network approach. 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.33 Neutral 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

1. a. A road network that recognises different access and movement functions for all transport modes, whilst:  

1. i. ensuring supporting the continued safe and efficient operation of the transport network for all modes, including 
freight; 

2. ii. providing for public places to enable community activities, including opportunities for people to interact and spend 
time, 

3. iii. providing space for utility services; 

4. iv. reflecting neighbourhood identity and amenity; and 

5. v. recognising cross-boundary connections with adjoining districts. 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.34 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed with regard to ensurethe extent that 
they:  
1. a. are accessible by a range of transport modes and promote public and active transport use; 

2. b. promote the safe and, efficient and effective use of the transport system; 

3. c. optimise use of existing capacity within the transport system; 

4. d. reduce the impact of trip generation through travel plans and other travel demand management measures; 

  

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.38 Neutral  7.2.3.4-Rule 4- 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Rule 4b 

On-site manoeuvring area shall be provided to ensure that a vehicle can manoeuvre in a forward gear onto or and off 
a site. 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.39 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 
Any activity on a site which is not in the Central City Business Zone that is not listed as a permitted activity in the activity 

status tables for any land use zone (irrespective of compliance with permitted activity standards) and generates more than 

250 vehicle trips per day shall be a discretionary activity with the Council discretion limited to the matters specified in 7.3.19 
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  Applicable to Rule- Resource Consent under this rule 

is required for activities with: 
Matters of discretion 

a. Education Activities(unless specified 

below) 

≥ 150FTEStudents Matters specified in7.3.19 

 

 

 

 
b

. 

Education Activities (Pre-School) ≥ 60 Children 

c. Guest Accommodation Activities ≥ 40 bedrooms 

d

. 

Health Care Facilities ≥250 m2GFA 

e. Industrial Activities(unless specified 

below) 

≥830 m2GFA 

f. Industrial Activities(Warehousing and 

Distribution Activities) 

≥10,400 m2GFA 

g

. 

Office ≥960 m2GFA 

h

. 

Residential Activities ≥23Residential units 

i. Retail Activities(unless specified 

below) 

≥250 m2GLFA 

j. Retail Activities(Food and Beverage 

Outlet) 

≥70 m2PFA 

k

. 

Any other activities ≥250vehicle tripsper day1 

 

1. An Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for activities that are High Trip Generators (i.e. are restricted discretionary activities under this 
rule). 

2. If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted resource consent, then this rule does not apply to 
any development that is within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent, unless the resource 
consent has lapsed. 

3. A checklist outlining the requirements that must be covered by an Integrated Transport Assessment is provided inAppendix 7.15. Further guidance on 
preparing an Integrated Transport Assessment to address the assessment matters in7.3.19may be obtained fromChristchurchCity Council'sIntegrated 
Transport Assessment Guidelines. A basic Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for High Trip Generators that do not exceed the 
thresholds in7.3.19 Table 7.1.A full Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for activities that exceed the thresholds in7.3.19 Table 7.1.  
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4. Any application under this rule will require written approval from the NZ Transport Agency and/or KiwiRail, where: 

1. for the NZ Transport Agency, directvehicle accessfrom the activity is to a state highway. 
2. for KiwiRail, directaccessto the activity crosses a railway line. 

1If the activity has fluctuations in daily vehicle trips, then the calculation should be based on an average of the days (across the week) that the activity operates. 

 Applicable to  Rule- Resource Consent under this rule 

is required for activities with: 
Matters of discretion 

  

a. 

Education Activities (unless specified 

below) 

≥ 150 FTE Students Matters specified in 7.3.19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b

. 

 Education Activities  (Pre-School) ≥ 60 Children 

  

c. 

Guest Accommodation Activities ≥ 40 bedrooms 

  

d

. 

Health Care Facilities ≥ 250 m2 GFA 

  

e. 

Industrial Activities (unless specified 

below) 

≥ 830 m2 GFA 

  

f. 

Industrial Activities (Warehousing and 

Distribution Activities) 

≥ 10,400 m2 GFA 

  

g

. 

 Office ≥ 960 m2 GFA 

  

h

. 

 Residential Activities ≥ 23 Residential units 

  

i. 

Retail Activities (unless specified 

below) 

≥ 250 m2 GLFA 

  

j. 

Retail Activities  (Food and Beverage 

Outlet) 

≥ 70 m2 PFA 
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k

. 

Any other activities ≥ 250 vehicle trips per day 1 

 
1. An Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for activities that are High Trip Generators (i.e. 

are restricted discretionary activities under this rule). 

2. If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted 
resource consent, then this rule does not apply to any development that is within the scope of that 
Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent, unless the resource 
consent has lapsed. 

3. A checklist outlining the requirements that must be covered by an Integrated Transport Assessment is 
provided in Appendix 7.15. Further guidance on preparing an Integrated Transport Assessment to 
address the assessment matters in 7.3.19 may be obtained from Christchurch City Council's Integrated 
Transport Assessment Guidelines. A basic Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for 
High Trip Generators that do not exceed the thresholds in 7.3.19 Table 7.1. A full Integrated Transport 
Assessment shall be undertaken for activities that exceed the thresholds in 7.3.19 Table 7.1.  

4. Any application under this rule will require written approval from the NZ Transport Agency and/or 
KiwiRail, where:  

1. for the NZ Transport Agency, direct vehicle access from the activity is to a state highway. 

2. for KiwiRail, direct access to the activity crosses a railway line. 

1If the activity has fluctuations in daily vehicle trips, then the calculation should be based on an 
average of the days (across the week) that the activity operates. 

 Applicable to  Rule- Resource Consent under this rule 

is required for activities with: 
Matters of discretion 

  

a. 

Education Activities (unless specified 

below) 

≥ 150 FTE Students Matters specified in 7.3.19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b

. 

 Education Activities  (Pre-School) ≥ 60 Children 

  

c. 

Guest Accommodation Activities ≥ 40 bedrooms 

  

d

. 

Health Care Facilities ≥ 250 m2 GFA 

  

e. 

Industrial Activities (unless specified 

below) 

≥ 830 m2 GFA 
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f. 

Industrial Activities (Warehousing and 

Distribution Activities) 

≥ 10,400 m2 GFA 

  

g

. 

 Office ≥ 960 m2 GFA 

  

h

. 

 Residential Activities ≥ 23 Residential units 

  

i. 

Retail Activities (unless specified 

below) 

≥ 250 m2 GLFA 

  

j. 

Retail Activities  (Food and Beverage 

Outlet) 

≥ 70 m2 PFA 

  

k

. 

Any other activities ≥ 250 vehicle trips per day 1 

 
1. An Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for activities that are High Trip Generators (i.e. 

are restricted discretionary activities under this rule). 

2. If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted 
resource consent, then this rule does not apply to any development that is within the scope of that 
Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent, unless the resource 
consent has lapsed. 

3. A checklist outlining the requirements that must be covered by an Integrated Transport Assessment is 
provided in Appendix 7.15. Further guidance on preparing an Integrated Transport Assessment to 
address the assessment matters in 7.3.19 may be obtained from Christchurch City Council's Integrated 
Transport Assessment Guidelines. A basic Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for 
High Trip Generators that do not exceed the thresholds in 7.3.19 Table 7.1. A full Integrated Transport 
Assessment shall be undertaken for activities that exceed the thresholds in 7.3.19 Table 7.1.  

4. Any application under this rule will require written approval from the NZ Transport Agency and/or 
KiwiRail, where:  

1. for the NZ Transport Agency, direct vehicle access from the activity is to a state highway. 

2. for KiwiRail, direct access to the activity crosses a railway line. 

1If the activity has fluctuations in daily vehicle trips, then the calculation should be based on an average 
of the days (across the week) that the activity operates. 

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.40 Neutral  7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 1a, Section 7.2.3.1: 

1. Whether the equivalent number of parking spaces can be conveniently and appropriately provided on a separate site which: 

 i. is sited within safe and easy walking distance of the activity; and 

 ii. does not require people to cross arterial roads to gain access to the activity, thereby compromising the safety of 
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 pedestrians and the function of the road, unless there are safe crossing facilities; and/or 

 iii. is clearly associated with the activity through signage or other means; and/or 

 iv. whether a legal agreement has been entered into, bonding the parking to the activity; and/or 

 v. is surrounded by appropriate land use activities with which the car parking is compatible. 

2. Whether the parking demand occurs at a different time from another land use activity, with which a parking area could be shared 

without adverse effects for on street parking. 

3. Whether a legal agreement has been entered into securing mutual usage of any parking areas shared with other activities. 

4. Where the required number of off-street car parking spaces are not to be provided: 

 a. whether the proposal or application demonstrates that it will generate more or less parking and/or staff parking demand 

than is required by this District Plan; 

 b. whether the required parking can physically be accommodated on the site and/or off site; 

 c. whether the movement function, safety and amenity values of the road network and surrounding environment may be 

adversely affected by extra parked and manoeuvring vehicles on these roads; 

 d. whether the site is well serviced by public transport and is designed or operated to facilitate public transport use; 

 e. whether additional cycle parking facilities (more than the number required by this District Plan) have been provided to off-

set a reduction in the number of car parking spaces, and there is a reasonable expectation of them being used; 

 f. the cumulative effect of the lack of on-site parking spaces for the proposal in conjunction with other activities in the 

vicinity which are not providing the required number of parking spaces; 

 g. whether the reduction in parking will affect the ability of future activities on the site to meet the parking requirements; 

 h. whether the safety of pedestrians will be affected by being set down on-street; 

 i. whether a reduction in, or waiver of, the required on-site car parking will reduce travel to the activity by private vehicles 

and facilitate public and active transport use, such as through the development and implementation of a travel plan; 

 j. whether a reduction in, or waiver of, the required on-site car parking will enable a significant improvement in the urban 

design, appearance, and amenity values of the site and a more efficient site layout without compromising the amenity values, safety 

and efficiency of the transport network; 

 k. whether a reduction in, or waiver of, the required on-site car parking is appropriate because there are other public parking 

facilities close to the activity that can be used by people accessing the activity; and 

 l. whether there are mitigating factors for a reduced parking supply, with regard given to the parking reduction adjustment 

factors in Appendix 7.14. 

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.41 Neutral  7.3.4-Minimum 

number of cycle 

parking facilities 

required 

Add: 

6. whether the activity will generate more or less cycle parking demand than is required by this plan 
   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.42 Neutral  7.3.5-Minimum 

number of loading 

spaces required 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 3, Section 7.2.3.3: 
 

1. Whether the nature and operation of the particular activity will require dedicated loading spaces  or alternative 
loading arrangements of a different size, number and frequency of use. 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.43 Neutral  7.3.10-Vehicle 

access design 
The following are assessment matters for Rule 7a, Section 7.2.3.7: 
 

1. Whether the driveway serves more than one site and the extent to which other users of the driveway may be 
adversely affected. 

2. Whether there are any adverse effects on the safety and amenity values of neighbouring immediately 
adjoining properties and/or the function of the transport network. 

3. The effects on the safety and security of people using the facility. 

4. Whether the access disrupts, or results in conflicts with, active frontages, convenient and safe pedestrian circulation 
and cycling flows. 

5. Whether the safety of pedestrians, particularly the aged and people with disabilities, will be compromised by the 
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length of time needed to cross any footpath that adjoins the access wider driveway. 

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.44 Neutral  7.3.11-Queuing 

spaces 
The following are assessment matters for Rule 7b, Section 7.2.3.7: 
 

1. Whether there would be any adverse effects on the safety, amenity values and/or efficient operation and functioning 
of the frontage road or a rail level crossing for all modes. 

2. The effect of queuing vehicles on the safety of pedestrians and cyclists. 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.45 Neutral  7.3.15-Maximum 

number of vehicle 

crossings 

1. Any cumulative effects of the introduction of extra vehicle crossings in the immediate when considered in the context 
of existing and future vehicle crossings serving other activities in the vicinity.    

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.46 Neutral  7.3.16-Minimum 

distance between 

vehicle crossings and 

intersections 

1. 8. Any cumulative effects of the proposed crossing(s) when considered in the context other of existing 
and future vehicle crossings serving other activities in the immediate vicinity. 

2. 9. Whether traffic mitigation measures such as medians, no right turn or left turn signs, or traffic calming 
measures are proposed. 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.47 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 
  

The following are assessment matters for Rule 10, Section 7.2.3.10. 

Note: in some circumstances and for significant developments, the assessment of these matters may be 
assisted through the preparation of an Integrated Transportation Assessment (further guidance on preparing 
an Integrated Transport Assessment may be obtained from Christchurch City Council's Integrated Assessment 
Guidelines 
  
1.The actual or potential level of vehicle, cycle and pedestrian traffic likely to be generated from and moving 
past the proposed access point(s), particuarly at peak times 

2. The extent to which the access point(s) will adversely affect the transport function and/or the safety of the immediately 

adjoining road corridor 

3. The extent to which any extra conflict may be created by vehicles queuing on the frontage road past the vehicle crossing. 

4. The ability to gain access to an alternative road which has a lesser traffic function and the environmental impacts on that 

alternative road in respect of residential amenities where relevant. 

5. The extent to which the noise, vibration and fumes of vehicles at the access would affect surrounding activities, 

particuarly residences. 

6. The extent to which the physical form of the frontage road (either existing or proposed) may mitigate the adverse effects 

of the extra vehicle movements generated. For example the presence of a solid median to stop right hand turns. 

7. Whether the sight distances at the access are adequate to provide safe access/ egress with reference to "Road and Traffic 

Standards Guidelines for Visibility at Driveways" 

8. Whether the environmental effects of vehicles using the site will adversely affect surrounding activities, 
particularly residential activities. 
9. Whether the proposed activity is located, designed or operated to minimise or reduce travel to and from the activity by 
private vehicles and encourage public and active transport use. 
Whether the provision of parking, access and manoeuvring areas, including loading and servicing deliveries, affects the 
safety, accessibility, and amenity values of the site and surrounding network. 
10. Whether the proposal has demonstrated the accessibility of the site by a range of transport modes. 
Whether the proposal considers and responds to issues and outcomes arising from consultation with the 
relevant road controlling authorities, public transport provider1 and/or KiwiRail. 
Whether the proposal adequately provides for the mobility needs of all users of the site, including whether there are 
sufficient parking spaces for people with disabilities to meet demand and whether these parking spaces are coloured 
blue so they can be easily identified. 
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11. Whether the proposal integrates with, and minimises adverse effects on, the safe, efficient functioning of the 
transport network and the amenity values of the surrounding environment. 
12. Whether the proposal minimises the number of vehicle access points proposed is appropriate to transport 
corridors, taking into account: 

1.  

1. a. the movement function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist for 
minimising accesses on to arterial roads, in particular the strategic transport network, or gaining access 
to an alternative road which has a lesser movement function, whilst having regard to the environmental 
effects on that alternative road with respect to residential amenity; 

2. b. opportunities for sharing access with other activities; 

3. c. the place function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist for 
minimising accesses on to streets that are within the Urban (Centres) place function category, 
especially Key Pedestrian Frontages shown on the planning maps, or gaining access to an 
alternative road with lesser pedestrian flows or a lesser adverse effect on amenity values; 

4. d. whether the frontage road is identified as part of one of the five modal networks as described 
in Appendix 7.12.1.b; 

5. e. whether  any conflict arises because of the location of multiple the access points with respect to 
adjacent access points has the potential for vehicle conflict or confusion between drivers turning into and 
out of accessways; 

6. f. visibility and obstruction of pedestrian crossings: 

7. access to network utilities; and 

8. g. the impact of multiple vehicle crossings (which break up berm, landscaping, footpath and cycle 
way continuity) on streetscape amenity values, retail frontage areas and pedestrian and cycle 
movements. 

9. 13 Any effects of any car parking and loading spaces proposed to be provided, and whether the number 
of car parking spaces proposed to be provided meets or exceeds anticipated demand, is appropriate for 
the needs of the activity (considering people's and communities' social, cultural and economic wellbeing), 
supports urban consolidation, and supports the recovery needs of the district. 

2. 14 Whether the minimum car parking space requirements (as shown in Table 7.2 of Appendix 7.1) are 
appropriate for the activity, and whether there are mitigating factors for a reduced parking supply, having 
regard to the parking reduction adjustment factors in Appendix 7.14. 

3. 15 Whether more parking spaces than stated in the minimum car parking space requirements (as shown 
in Table 7.2 of Appendix 7.1) should be provided to address any adverse effects on the safety, efficiency 
and amenity values of the surrounding environment, including the transport network. 

4. 16 The ability to operate parking in a coordinated or shared way with other car park areas. 

5. 17 Where there is more than one public entrance to the building, the extent to which visitor cycle parking 
is apportioned between the entrances in accordance with their potential usage. 

6. 18 Whether any accesses to the activity are directly opposite a T-intersection and whether 
the access can be moved to avoid this situation. 

7. 13 Whether Crime Prevention through Environment Design (CPTED) principles and techniques have 
been used to mitigate any safety issues. 

8. 14 The extent to which pedestrians and cyclists have safe and easy access to and through the site from 
the surrounding area and whether any mitigation measures are proposed to improve accessibility and 
safety for pedestrians and cyclists, including consideration of whether the traffic volumes and speed on 
the nearby streets could affect the ability of pedestrians and cyclists to have safe and easy access to the 
site. 
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9. 15 Whether the activity will increase the amount of freight and volume of heavy vehicles on local or 
collector roads adjoining residential zones. 

1The public transport provider for Christchurch is the Canterbury Regional Council (Environment 
Canterbury). 
  
The following assessment matters (18 - 21) are only applicable for High Trip Generator activities which 
exceed the thresholds in the following Table 7.1. A full Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken 
for high trip generators that exceed the thresholds in Table 7.1. Only a basic Integrated Transport 
Assessment (which does not need to cover assessment matters 18-21) needs to be undertaken for High Trip 
Generators that do not exceed the thresholds inTable 7.1. 

  

 
 

  

Table 7.1- Thresholds for full Integrated Transport Assessments    

   Activity Thresholds 

a

. 

Education Activities (unless specified below) ≥ 600 FTE students 

 

b

. 

Education Activities (Pre-School)  ≥ 240 children 

c

. 

Guest Accommodation Activities  ≥ 160 bedrooms 

d

. 

Health Care Facilities ≥ 1000 m2 GFA 

e

. 

Industrial Activities (unless specified below) ≥ 3320 m2 GFA 

f

. 

Industrial Activities (Warehousing and Distribution 

Activities) 

≥ 41,600 m2 GFA 

g

. 

Offices ≥ 3840 m2 GFA 

h

. 

Residential Activities ≥ 92 Residential Units 
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i

. 

Retail Activities (unless specified below) ≥ 1000 m2 GLFA 

j

. 

Retail Activities (Food and Beverage Outlet) ≥ 280 m 2PFA 

l

. 

All other activities ≥ 1000 vehicle trips per day2 

 
 
2 If the activity has fluctuations in daily vehicle trips, then the calculation should be based on an average of 
the days (across the week) that the activity operates. 

1. 16 Any cumulative effects of present and projected trip generation (for all transport modes) from the 
activity in conjunction with trip generation from other activities in the vicinity. For clarification, this 
is limited to existing and consented activities and associated construction work, when considered in 
the context of existing and future trip generation from other activities in the vicinity. 

2. 17 Whether the development is of a scale and in a location where a public transport interchange should 
be provided. 

3. 18 Whether the proposal has considered the impact of any future planned  and committed upgrades to 
the transport network near to the site which may affect the activity. For clarification this is limited to 
committed transport projects in the Council's Three Year Plan or Long Term Council Community 
Plan 

4. 19 Whether the proposal or application has demonstrated that travel demand will be reduced through the 
implementation of a travel plan for the activity. 

  

  
  

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.48 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

1. 5. Each residential unit shall provide at least one parking space for people with disabilities to enable safe access in 
wet or icy conditions.    

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.49 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

c
. 

> 50 2 for the first 50 car park spaces + 1 

additional disability car park for every 
additional 50 car parks or part therof 

 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.50 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

c. stands shall adequately support the bicycle frame and front wheel. 
   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.51 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Amend 2c,d,e 

1.  

1. c. Located in a covered, secured area that is not open to the general public. 
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2. d. Where a stand is provided, it shall meet the visitor cycle parking requirements in (1) except for (e) and (h). 

3. e. The number of on-site cycle parking end of trip facilities provided shall be at least the minimum number of cycle 
parking end of trip facilities set out inTable 7.6. 

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.52    7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 
1. a. The loading space requirements listed in Table 7.7 are categorised by activity. When calculating the overall loading 

space requirements for an activity the separation of areas into different activities will be required where the GFA of an 
activity (or PFA or other such measurement that the standards for the relevant activity is based upon) exceeds 10 per 
cent of the total GFA of the activity. The total loading space requirement for any activity will be the sum of the 
parking loading requirements for each area. 

2. b. Where the calculation of the required loading space results in a fractional space, any fraction that is less than one-half 
will be disregarded and any fraction of one-half or more will be counted as one space. 

3. c. Where an activity falls under the definition of more than one activity in Table 7.7, then the higher loading space 
requirement shall apply. 

4. d. Where an activity does not fall within a particular category, the activity which is closest in definition shall apply. 

5. e. Any space required for loading other than for a residential activity shall be available for staff and visitors during the 
hours of operation and shall not be diminished by the subsequent erection of any structure, storage of goods, or any 
other use. 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.53 Oppose  7.4.6-Appendix 7.6 - 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Delete clause 3 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.54 Neutral  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

1.   

1. If an activity is a High Trip Generator under 7.2.3.10 Rule 10 of this chapter or requires resource consent 
under 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 of this chapter because the activity does not meet the minimum parking requirements, the 
amount of parking proposed will be assessed through a resource consent application. The following parking reduction 
adjustment factors can be considered as part of the resource consent process. These suggested reductions from the 
minimum parking requirements are simply suggestions: the exact suitability for the reduction, (considering the specific 
characteristics of the activity and its location), can be considered through the resource consent process. 

   

385 Maurice Carter 

Charitable 

Trust 

385.55 Oppose  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Delete Appendix 7.15 

   

388 McDonalds 

Restaurants NZ 

Ltd. 

388.9 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Amend Objective 1 at Section 7.1 to include provision for the movement of goods and services, and operational requirements of 

commercial activities, as well as movement of people. 

FS 1270.17 

FS 1375.35 

FS 1450.257 

FS 1334.61 

   

388 McDonalds 

Restaurants NZ 

Ltd. 

388.10 Support  7.2.2.2-Restricted 

discretionary 

activities 

 Maintain the Restricted Discretionary activity status for infringements of the carparking and access infringements, and high trip 

generating activities at Rule 7.2.2. 

FS 1270.17 

FS 1444.107 

FS 1450.260 

   

388 McDonalds 

Restaurants NZ 

Ltd. 

388.11 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Amend Clause 7.2.3.1 Rule 1(a)(i) to specifically state that no carparking is required for activities on commercially-zoned land 

identified as a local or neighbourhood centre. A note at the end of the table would suffice. 

  
FS 1207.17  
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FS 1450.261 

FS 1359.192 
388 McDonalds 

Restaurants NZ 

Ltd. 

388.12 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Delete Clause 7.2.3.1 Rule 1(a)(ii), which in effect will require ‘high trip generating’ activities to be subject to the normal carparking 

requirements of Table 7.2 of Appendix 7.1. 

  
FS 1270.17 

FS 1444.108 

FS 1450.258 

FS  1375.36 

FS 1359.208 

FS 1442.28 

FS 1436.27 

   

388 McDonalds 

Restaurants NZ 

Ltd. 

388.13 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Delete Rule 27.3.10 relating to ‘high trip generating’ activities and information requirements.  

FS 1270.17 

FS 144.109 

FS 1450.259 

FS 1359.209 

FS 1442.29  

FS 1436.28 

   

388 McDonalds 

Restaurants NZ 

Ltd. 

388.14 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain the carparking ratios of Table 7.2 of Appendix 7.1 as they relate to “food and beverage”, however include clarification that 

the 19 spaces / 100m² be on a pro-rata basis after the first 150m².  

FS 1270.17 

FS 1359.210 

   

388 McDonalds 

Restaurants NZ 

Ltd. 

388.15 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Amend Table 7.2 of Appendix 7.1 to include a carparking ratio for “drive-through services”. This usually entails the carparking ratio 

for the primary activity (i.e. “food and beverage outlet”) plus a queue length for the “drive-through service” component of the 

activity. A queuing space to accommodate 6 to 8 vehicles from the service window is sought. 

FS 1270.17 

   

393 Williams 393.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

393 Williams 393.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

393 Williams 393.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

394 Kinahan 394.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

394 Kinahan 394.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

394 Kinahan 394.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

398 Stevenson 398.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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system 

398 Stevenson 398.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

398 Stevenson 398.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

400 Gilmore 400.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

  

   

400 Gilmore 400.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

  

   

400 Gilmore 400.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

  
   

402 Brown 402.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

402 Brown 402.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

402 Brown 402.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

403 Brittenden 403.3    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

 Ensure new developments provide facilities supporting public and active transportation 
   

410 McCone 410.4    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

 Ensure new developments provide facilities supporting public and active transportation 
   

416 Newlands 416.3    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

 Ensure new developments provide facilities supporting public and active transportation 
   

420 Southon 420.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

420 Southon 420.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

420 Southon 420.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

421 Ryan 421.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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421 Ryan 421.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

421 Ryan 421.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

422 The Salvation 

Army 

422.26    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

New provision requested: 

Carparking for activities in the Salvation Army Addington Overlay a minimum of forty (40) carparking spaces  
   

424 Bradley 424.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

424 Bradley 424.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

424 Bradley 424.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

427 Pairman 427.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

427 Pairman 427.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

427 Pairman 427.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

431 Bowie 431.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

431 Bowie 431.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

431 Bowie 431.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

435 Leigh 435.7 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Appendix 7.1 Parking space requirements. Item Z of Residential Activities section in Table 7.2 Minimum number of car parks 

required. The current requirement in Blair Avenue for 2 off-street residential parking per residential unit be retained with no 

relaxation for units of less than 150m2 GFA. 

   

436 Grant 436.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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436 Grant 436.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

   

436 Grant 436.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

439 Hacker 439.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

439 Hacker 439.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

439 Hacker 439.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

441 Henderson 441.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

441 Henderson 441.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

441 Henderson 441.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

442 Hugo 442.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

442 Hugo 442.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

442 Hugo 442.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

443 John 443.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

443 John 443.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

443 John 443.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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444 Mize 444.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

444 Mize 444.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

444 Mize 444.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

446 Lorimer 446.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

446 Lorimer 446.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

446 Lorimer 446.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

447 Dobson 447.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

   

447 Dobson 447.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

   

447 Dobson 447.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

448 Manktelow 448.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

448 Manktelow 448.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

448 Manktelow 448.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

449 Wells 449.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

449 Wells 449.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

449 Wells 449.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

450 Johns 450.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

450 Johns 450.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

450 Johns 450.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

451 Aspell 451.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

451 Aspell 451.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

451 Aspell 451.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

452 Irwin 452.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

452 Irwin 452.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

452 Irwin 452.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

453 MacDonald 453.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

453 MacDonald 453.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

453 MacDonald 453.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

454 O'Neill 454.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

454 O'Neill 454.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

454 O'Neill 454.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

455 Willcock 455.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

455 Willcock 455.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

455 Willcock 455.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

456 Provost 456.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

456 Provost 456.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

456 Provost 456.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

458 Delaney 458.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

458 Delaney 458.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

458 Delaney 458.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

459 Anderson 459.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

459 Anderson 459.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

459 Anderson 459.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

460 Dalbeth 460.14   7.1.1-Objective 1-     
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Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

460 Dalbeth 460.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

   

460 Dalbeth 460.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

463 Bragg 463.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

463 Bragg 463.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

463 Bragg 463.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

464 Walker 464.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

464 Walker 464.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

464 Walker 464.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

467 Bary 467.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

467 Bary 467.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

467 Bary 467.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

468 Schutte 468.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

468 Schutte 468.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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468 Schutte 468.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

470 Newall 470.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

 
   

470 Newall 470.15   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

470 Newall 470.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

 
   

471 Montagne 471.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

471 Montagne 471.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

471 Montagne 471.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

472 Armstrong 472.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

472 Armstrong 472.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

472 Armstrong 472.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

474 Harvey 474.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

474 Harvey 474.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

474 Harvey 474.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

476 Oakley 476.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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system 

476 Oakley 476.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

476 Oakley 476.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

481 Worsnop 481.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

 
   

481 Worsnop 481.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Rate our buildings - Future-proof our buildings by assessing efficiency and sustainability of new designs. 

   

481 Worsnop 481.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Rate our buildings - Future-proof our buildings by assessing efficiency and sustainability of new designs. 

   

485 Rochford 485.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

 
   

485 Rochford 485.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

 
   

485 Rochford 485.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

 
   

487 Fitzjohn 487.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

 
   

487 Fitzjohn 487.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

487 Fitzjohn 487.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

488 Urmson 488.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

488 Urmson 488.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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488 Urmson 488.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

 
   

489 Martin 489.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

489 Martin 489.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

489 Martin 489.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

490 Kast 490.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

490 Kast 490.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

490 Kast 490.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

491 Naguchi 491.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

491 Naguchi 491.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

491 Naguchi 491.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.265 Oppose 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

AMEND 

Although Proposal 7 largely provides appropriate guidance on land use transport integration, the Crown is concerned that it still 

imposes overly stringent requirements on development. Amongst other things, the Crown is concerned that prescriptive requirements 

in relation to the provision of cycle parking and car parking for certain activities will impose unnecessary costs and limit 

development potential. Furthermore, Proposal 7 does not provide adequate support for freight movement and strategic infrastructure. 

The need for Integrated Transport Assessment is supported, but with amendments to the detailed provisions in order to provide 

greater clarity and to better reflect the nature of the specific activities. 

The Crown seeks the following decisions: 

(a) amend Proposal 7 to: 
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(i) reduce prescriptive regulations, including in relation to cycle parking and car parking; 

(ii) support freight movement; 

(b) such other relief necessary to give effect to the relief sought in Part A of this submission; and 

(c) any additional or alternative relief that achieves the same or similar outcomes to the above. 

  

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1349.6 

FS 1281.6 

FS 1334.33 

FS 1283.1 

FS 1450.347 

FS 1308.15 

FS 1322.17 

FS 1325.8 

FS 1326.1 
495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.312 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend 7.1.1 Objective 1 to better recognise the link between the network and economic development. 

FS 1420 
FS 1294.46 
FS 1270.1 
FS 1270.2 
FS 1450.345  

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.313 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

SUPPORT IN PART 

 Amend Objective 7.1.1 (a)(i) by adding: “that is accessible, affordable, resilient, safe, sustainable and efficient for people and 

goods….'. 

  

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1450.349 

FS 1334.34 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.314 Oppose 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend Objective 7.1.1 (a)(ii) by inserting 'enables' before 'economic development': 

FS 1420 
FS 1294.46 
FS 1270.1 
FS 1270.2 
FS 1450.350 
FS 1334.35 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.315 Support 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

Amend 7.1.1.1 Policy 1a as follows: 

 

Identify a road network that recognises different access and 
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movement functions for all transport modes. 

  

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1450.351 
495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.316 Support 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

SUPPORT IN PART  

Amend Policy 1 a ii as follows: ii providing for public spaces in accordance with the function of the road to enable community 

activities, including opportunities for people to interact and spend time. 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1450.352 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.317 Oppose 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Add an additional clause vii as follows: 

vii by identifying and providing for the efficient and effective functioning of the strategic transport network. 

NB -To support this, NZTA also seeks amendments to the accompanying mapping in Appendix 7.12 (see below). 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.318 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 by: 

a Amending the wording of clause (b) by replacing 'promote' with 'do not compromise'; and 

b deleting 'from development' from clause (e) on the grounds that it is not required and adds potential ambiguity to the clause 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1450.353 

FS 1450.354 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.319 Neutral 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend 7.1.1.3 Policy 3 Clause (i) as follows: “(i) is compatible with the range of functions and classification of that part of the road 

network” 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2  

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.320 Support 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend 7.1.1.3 Policy 3 Clause (iv) as follows: 

(iv) enables the safe and efficient operation of the transport system, particularly the strategic transport network. 
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FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1443.164 

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.321 Support 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend 7.1.1.3 Policy 3 as follows: 

“a. Ensure the number, location, design and gradient of vehicle 

accesses and associated manoeuvring: 

… 

v. provides for the efficient and timely movement of emergency service 

vehicles.” 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.322 Support 7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend 7.1.1.6 Policy 6 a i as follows: 

Ensuring, new road corridors, where appropriate, provide sufficient space and facilities to safely promote walking, cycling and public 

transport 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.323 Oppose  7.2.3.5-Rule 5- 

Gradient of parking 

and loading areas 

SUPPORT  

Retain Rule 5 as notified  

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.324 Oppose  7.2.3.6-Rule 6- 

Design of parking 

and loading areas 

SUPPORT  

  

Retain Rule 6 as notified  

 
FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.325 Neutral  7.2.3.6-Rule 6- 

Design of parking 

and loading areas 

SUPPORT  

Retain exemptions for residential activities  

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

495.326 Support  7.2.3.8-Rule 8- 

Vehicle crossings 

SUPPORT IN PART Submission 

point 
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Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

Amend Rule 8 by including the following additional row: 

Applicable to     Rule      Matters of discretion 

f. Emergency 

service facilities 

       The vehicle 

       crossing standard 

       in Appendix 7.11 

       does not apply. 

NZFS will work to ensure parameters are aligned with design principles. 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

withdrawn as 

per Crown 

memorandum 

of 21 May 

2015. 

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.327 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

OPPOSE IN PART 

Amend rule 7.2.3.10 as follows:  

Applicable to: h. Residential activities, except for residential activities provided under the EDM and CHRM. 

Rule - Resource consent under this rule is required for activities with > 23 Residential units 

Matters of discretion: Matters specified in 7.3.19 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.328 Oppose  7.3.10-Vehicle 

access design 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend the Matters of discretion in 7.3.10 as follows: 

4. Whether the access disrupts, or results in conflicts with, active frontages, convenient and safe pedestrian circulation and cycling 

flows, or will inhibit access for fire appliances where on-site access is required. 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.329 Oppose  7.3.10-Vehicle 

access design 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend the Matters of discretion in 7.3.10 as follows: 

6. Whether the gradient will make the use of the access impracticable, including inhibiting access for fire appliances where on-site 

access is required.  
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FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.330 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend clause 8e as follows: “whether the location of the access 

points with respect to adjacent access points has the potential for 

vehicle conflict or confusion between drivers turning into and out of 

accesses and other road users, including pedestrians and cyclists” 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1349.7 

FS 1281.7 

FS 1294.3 

FS 1308.16 

FS 1436.29 

FS 1442.30 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.331 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Add an additional clause. “Whether the proposal is consistent with the local and regional policy framework” 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 
FS 1450.355 

FS 1349.8 

FS 1281.8 

FS 1294.4 

FS 1436.30 

FS 1308.17 

FS 1442.31 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.332 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Add an additional clause: “Identify the mitigation proposed to ensure 

suitable accessibility proposed by all modes, and outline the 

alternatives considered” 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1281.9 

FS 1450.357 

FS 1308.18 

FS 1349.9 

FS 1294.5 

FS 1436.31 

FS 1442.12 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

495.333 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

SUPPORT IN PART 
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Authority 

(CERA) 

Add note below clause 21: A full Integrated Transport Assessment 

will be expected to cover several of the assessment matters covered 

in 1 to 17 above in greater detail than a basic Integrated Transport 

Assessment.  

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1281.10 

FS 1450.357 

FS 1274.1 

FS 1349.10 

FS 1294.6 

FS 1436.32 

FS 1442.33 

FS 1308.19 
495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.334 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

OPPOSE IN PART 

Amend Assessment matter (7) as follows: 

“(7) Whether the proposal integrates with, and minimises adverse 

effects on, the safe, efficient functioning of the transport network and 

the amenity values of the surrounding environment.” 

FS 1427.29 

FS 1325.9 

FS 1326.2 

FS 1283.2 

FS 1322.18 

FS 1436.33 

FS 1442.34 

FS 1450.358 

FS 1352.52 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.335 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

OPPOSE IN PART 

“(9) Any effects of any car parking and loading spaces proposed to be 

provided, and whether the number of car parking spaces proposed to 

be provided meets or exceeds anticipated demand, is appropriate for 

the needs of the activity (considering people's and communities' 

social, cultural and economic wellbeing), supports urban consolidation, 

and supports the recovery needs of the district.” 

FS 1325.10 

FS 1326.3 

FS 1436.34 

FS 1442.35 

FS 1352.53 

FS 1322.19 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.336 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

OPPOSE IN PART 

Delete Assessment matter (14) 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 
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FS 1270.2 

FS 1325.11 

FS 1326.4 

FS 1322.20 

FS 1436.35 

FS 1442.36 

FS 1352.54 
495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.337 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

OPPOSE IN PART 

Amend matter (18) so it reads: 

“(18) Any cumulative effects of present and projected trip generation (for all transport modes) from the activity and associated 

construction work, when considered in the context of existing and future trip generation from other activities in the vicinity.” 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1326.5 

FS 1325.12 

FS 1436.36 

FS 1442.37 

FS 1352.55 

FS 1322.21 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.338 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

OPPOSE IN PART 

Amend matter (19) so it reads; “(19) Whether the development is of a The scale and in a location of the development in relation to 

where a available public transport routes and transport interchanges should be provided.” 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1326.6 

FS 1325.13 

FS 1436.37 

FS 1442.38 

FS 1352.56 

FS 1322.22 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.339 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

OPPOSE IN PART 

Delete matter (20), and replace it with a new matter (20), as follows: 

 

“(20) Whether the assessment of projected trip generation from the 

activity, and the anticipated mode share of these trips in the context of 

the land use and transport environment, has taken account of any 

future planned infrastructure or provisions proposed by an applicant”. 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 
FS 1326.7  

FS 1325.14 

FS 1436.38 

FS 1442.39 

FS 1352.57 
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FS 1322.23 

FS 1270.35 
495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.340 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

OPPOSE IN PART 

Amend Appendix 7.1 by: 

1. Deleting Point 5 as follows: 

Each residential unit shall provide at least one parking space for 

people with disabilities to enable safe access in wet or icy conditions. 

FS 1420 
FS 1294.46 
FS 1270.1 
FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.341 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

OPPOSE IN PART 

2. Amending Table 7.3 to provide an exemption for 1-2 residential units on a site. 

FS 1420 
FS 1294.46 
FS 1270.1 
FS 1270.2 
FS 1443.165 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.342 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

OPPOSE 

Delete Note 5 in Appendix 7.1. 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.343 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Retain the parking space requirements for social housing in Appendix 

7.1, Table 7.2 as proposed, except as specified below; 

Amend Appendix 7.1, Table 7.2 as follows: 

Activity      Residents / Visitors / Students Parking Spaces     

 Staff 

Residential activities  1 space / unit            

  Nil 

provided under the  

EDM and CHRM 

FS 1420 
FS 1294.46 
FS 1270.1 
FS 1270.2 
FS 1237.17 
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495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.344 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

OPPOSE IN PART 

Amend Appendix 7.1 Table 7.2 to provide parking for community and emergency facilities commensurate to their effects. 

FS 1420 
FS 1294.46 
FS 1270.1 
FS 1270.2 
FS 1237.18 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.345 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

OPPOSE 

Delete Note s. from Appendix 7.1 Table 7.4 

FS 1420 
FS 1294.46 
FS 1270.1 
FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.346 Support  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

OPPOSE IN PART 

Amend Appendix 7.2, Table 7.5 as follows: 

Residential activity  Visitor cycle parks Staff / residents / 

students cycle parks 

Residential activities 

provided under the EDM 

and CHRM 

Nil 1 

Amend Appendix 7.2, Table 7.5 to include the following row:  

Activity Visitor cycle parks Staff / residents / students cycle 

parks 

Emergency service facilities 1 space/1,000m² GFA 1 space/1,000m² GFA 

 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1443.166 

FS 1237.19 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.347 Oppose  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

OPPOSE 

Amend Appendix 7.2 Cycle Parking Facilities, as follows: 

Delete: 
- Clause 2 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.348 Oppose  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

OPPOSE 

Amend Appendix 7.2 Cycle Parking Facilities, as follows: 

Delete rows a, b and d of Table 7.5 and replace with “Sufficient cycle 

parks shall be provided to meet the on-going demand from school 
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students and staff” 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.349 Oppose  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

OPPOSE 

Amend Appendix 7.2 Cycle Parking Facilities, as follows: 

Delete any reference to “student” in Table 7.6 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.350 Support  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

OPPOSE IN PART 

Amend point 2e (referring to Table 7.6) as follows: 

The number of Any non-residential activity on-site cycle parking end of trip facilities provided shall be provide at least the minimum 

number of on-site cycle parking end of trip facilities set out in Table 7.6. 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.351 Support  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend Clause 2(c) in Appendix 7.2 as follows: 

 

“c. Located in a covered, secured area that is not open to the general 

public.” 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1447.78 

FS 1367.63 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.352 Support  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

OPPOSE 

Delete hh. from Table 7.6 in Appendix 7.2. 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1450.360 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

495.353 Support  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend Appendix 7.3 Loading Areas to enable consideration of onstreet 

loading availability or a third party loading facility (as in 
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(CERA) Appendix 7.3 – Loading Areas of the Central City Recovery Plan).  

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.354 Support  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

OPPOSE IN PART 

Amend the Table in Appendix 7.3 to include the following row: 

Activity  Number of heavy vehicle 

bays to be provided 

Number of 99 percentile 

vehicle bays to be 

provided 

Emergency service 

facilities 

Nil Nil 

 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.355 Support  7.4.7-Appendix 7.7- 

Access design and 

gradient 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend Table 7.11 in Appendix 7.7 to include gradients specified in AS/NZS2890.1 

FS 1420 
FS 1294.46 
FS 1270.1 
FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.356 Support  7.4.7-Appendix 7.7- 

Access design and 

gradient 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend Figure 7.8 to reflect the standard. 

FS 1420 
FS 1294.46 
FS 1270.1 
FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.357 Oppose  7.4.7-Appendix 7.7- 

Access design and 

gradient 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend Appendix 7.7 to include the following additional clauses: 

“1. All vehicle access to and within a site shall be in accordance with 

the standards set out in Table 7.10 below. 

… 

f. Where a fire appliance is not able to reach either a habitable 

structure or the source of firefighting water supply from the public 

road (in accordance with the New Zealand Fire Service Fire Fighting 

Water Supplies Code of Practice 2008 SNZ PAS 4509:2008) the 

minimum access way width and height clearance shall be 4 metres. 

g. All vehicle accesses shall be clearly identified as “no parking” areas 

through the use of appropriate markings and/or signs”  

FS 1420 

   

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 304 of 448



 

70 

 

Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.358 Oppose  7.4.7-Appendix 7.7- 

Access design and 

gradient 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend Table 7.10 in Appendix 7.7 as follows: 

Activity  Number of 

marked 

parking spaces 

provided  

Minimum 

legal width 

(m) 

Minimum 

formed width 

(m) 

Minimum 

formed width 

(m) 

Emergency 

service 

facilities  

- 5.0 4.0 - 

 
FS 1420 
FS 1294.46 
FS 1270.1 
FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.359 Oppose  7.4.10-Appendix 

7.10 - Design of rural 

vehicle crossings 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Retain Figures 7.12, 7.13 and 7.14 as notified, and increase their scale to improve clarity and legibility. 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.360 Oppose  7.4.11-Appendix 

7.11- Standards for 

the location of 

vehicle crossings 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Retain Figure 7.16 as notified and increase the scale of figure 7.16 to 

improve clarity and legibility. 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.361 Oppose  7.4.12-Appendix 

7.12- Road 

classification system 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend the Road Classification Maps ( Figures 7.17a – f) as follows: 

a) identify core Public Transport and Freight routes 

b) any revisions to the road classification that are required as a 

consequence of the application of the One Network Road 

Classification.+ (Submission point withdrawn as per Crown memorandum of 21 May 2015.) 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

495.362 Oppose  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Amend the wording in Appendix 7.14 Table 7.19 to provide more certain parking reduction adjustment factors. 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

(CERA) FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1450.361 

FS 1334.36 
495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.363 Oppose  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

OPPOSE 

Delete 7.19 m. and o. in Appendix 7.14. 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 
FS 1450.362 

FS 1367.64 

FS 1427.30 

FS 1447.99 

FS 1443.167 

   

495 Canterbury 

Earthquake 

Recovery 

Authority 

(CERA) 

495.364 Oppose  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

SUPPORT IN PART 

Add wording to clarify the existing lack of data and provide additional advice in guidelines. 

FS 1420 

FS 1294.46 

FS 1270.1 

FS 1270.2 

FS 1450.363 

   

499 MacMillan 499.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

499 MacMillan 499.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

499 MacMillan 499.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

501 Hoult 501.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

501 Hoult 501.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

501 Hoult 501.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

502 Gruschow 502.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

502 Gruschow 502.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

502 Gruschow 502.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

504 Berlet 504.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

504 Berlet 504.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

504 Berlet 504.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

505 Pond 505.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

505 Pond 505.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

505 Pond 505.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

506 Jex-Blake 506.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

506 Jex-Blake 506.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

506 Jex-Blake 506.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

508 Tomlin 508.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

508 Tomlin 508.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

508 Tomlin 508.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

509 Bathish 509.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Integrated transport 

system 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

509 Bathish 509.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

509 Bathish 509.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

510 Messerly 510.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

510 Messerly 510.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

510 Messerly 510.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

511 Rose 511.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

511 Rose 511.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

511 Rose 511.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

512 Jackson 512.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

 
   

512 Jackson 512.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

512 Jackson 512.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

513 Bashnick 513.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

513 Bashnick 513.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

513 Bashnick 513.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

514 Garside 514.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

514 Garside 514.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

514 Garside 514.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

514 Garside 514.17    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't wash our money out to sea - Avoid development where there is an unacceptable risk during its lifespan from natural disasters 

and sea level rise. 
   

516 Neale 516.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

516 Neale 516.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

516 Neale 516.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

517 Wallis 517.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

517 Wallis 517.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

517 Wallis 517.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

518 Dow 518.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

518 Dow 518.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

518 Dow 518.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

519 Metcalfe 519.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

519 Metcalfe 519.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

519 Metcalfe 519.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

520 Scott 520.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

520 Scott 520.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

520 Scott 520.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

521 Lewis 521.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

521 Lewis 521.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

521 Lewis 521.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

522 Truscott 522.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

522 Truscott 522.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

522 Truscott 522.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

523 William 523.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

523 William 523.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

523 William 523.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 

524 Thiele 524.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

524 Thiele 524.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

524 Thiele 524.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

525 Nurse Maude 

Association 

525.7 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend Note 2 under Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows: 

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted current 

resource consent or that holds existing use rights, then this rule does not apply to any development that is 

within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent 

unless the resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, where a development increases the level of traffic 

associated with a site, Rule 7.2.3.10 shall only apply to the net increase from the existing consented 

level or that confirmed under existing use rights. 

FS 1442.40 

FS 1334.50 

FS 1269.3 

   

525 Nurse Maude 

Association 

525.8 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Provide a clearer relationship between Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.2 so that they are able to 

be read together. 

 FS 1334.49 

   

527 Hofmann 527.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

527 Hofmann 527.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

527 Hofmann 527.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

528 Peter 528.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

528 Peter 528.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

528 Peter 528.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

532 Venz 532.11   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

532 Venz 532.12   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

532 Venz 532.13    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

534 Bailey 534.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

534 Bailey 534.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

534 Bailey 534.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

537 Green 537.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

537 Green 537.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

537 Green 537.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

538 Bennett 538.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

538 Bennett 538.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

538 Bennett 538.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

541 Lang 541.6   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

541 Lang 541.7   7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

541 Lang 541.8    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

542 Bradley 542.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

542 Bradley 542.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

542 Bradley 542.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

544 Mockett 544.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

544 Mockett 544.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

544 Mockett 544.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

545 Broughton 545.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

545 Broughton 545.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

545 Broughton 545.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

546 Robilliard 546.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

546 Robilliard 546.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

546 Robilliard 546.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

547 Crocker 547.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

547 Crocker 547.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 313 of 448



 

79 

 

Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

547 Crocker 547.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

550 Williams 550.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

550 Williams 550.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

550 Williams 550.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

552 Baird 552.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

552 Baird 552.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

552 Baird 552.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

554 DeLu 554.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

554 DeLu 554.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

554 DeLu 554.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

556 Leary 556.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

556 Leary 556.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

556 Leary 556.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

558 Stephen 558.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Integrated transport 

system 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 

558 Stephen 558.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

558 Stephen 558.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

559 Saxon 559.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

559 Saxon 559.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

559 Saxon 559.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

561 Merrin 561.4    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

  
   

562 Wu 562.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

562 Wu 562.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

562 Wu 562.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

564 Potter 564.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

564 Potter 564.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

564 Potter 564.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

565 Webber  565.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

565 Webber  565.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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565 Webber  565.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

569 Robertson 569.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

569 Robertson 569.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

569 Robertson 569.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

574 Verena 574.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

574 Verena 574.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

574 Verena 574.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

577 Van Woerkom 577.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

577 Van Woerkom 577.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

577 Van Woerkom 577.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

580 Mollison-

Sjoberg 

580.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

580 Mollison-

Sjoberg 

580.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

580 Mollison-

Sjoberg 

580.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

585 Nicholson 585.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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585 Nicholson 585.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

585 Nicholson 585.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

587 O'Connor 587.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

587 O'Connor 587.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

587 O'Connor 587.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

588 Summerfield 588.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

588 Summerfield 588.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

588 Summerfield 588.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

591 Logan 591.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

591 Logan 591.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

591 Logan 591.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

601 Jenkin 601.6   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

We need to make sure we don’t pave our paradise. This means leaving out parking lots that are not needed by removing minimum 

car parking requirements from developments. This is because minimum car park requirements increase the cost of development and 

by removing minimum parking requirements it will encourage a city designed for people, not cars. Around one third of 

new developments are devoted to car parks. This is a poor use of urban space as well as the fact that car parks encourage people to 

drive, increasing congestion and making active transport modes less attractive. The city of Copenhagen removes 2% of car parks 

every year, replacing these with cycle stands, seating or green areas 

(http://www.camcycle.org.uk/newsletters/103/article5.html). Copenhagen is one of the best cities for cycling in the world, and I 

believe that Christchurch, with our ideal topography and climate, can and should follow their good example! 

   

601 Jenkin 601.7   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

We need to make sure we don’t pave our paradise. This means leaving out parking lots that are not needed by removing minimum 

car parking requirements from developments. This is because minimum car park requirements increase the cost of development and 
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parking and loading by removing minimum parking requirements it will encourage a city designed for people, not cars. Around one third of 

new developments are devoted to car parks. This is a poor use of urban space as well as the fact that car parks encourage people to 

drive, increasing congestion and making active transport modes less attractive. The city of Copenhagen removes 2% of car parks 

every year, replacing these with cycle stands, seating or green areas 

(http://www.camcycle.org.uk/newsletters/103/article5.html). Copenhagen is one of the best cities for cycling in the world, and I 

believe that Christchurch, with our ideal topography and climate, can and should follow their good example! 

601 Jenkin 601.8    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

We need to make sure we don’t pave our paradise. This means leaving out parking lots that are not needed by removing minimum 

car parking requirements from developments. This is because minimum car park requirements increase the cost of development and 

by removing minimum parking requirements it will encourage a city designed for people, not cars. Around one third of 

new developments are devoted to car parks. This is a poor use of urban space as well as the fact that car parks encourage people to 

drive, increasing congestion and making active transport modes less attractive. The city of Copenhagen removes 2% of car parks 

every year, replacing these with cycle stands, seating or green areas 

(http://www.camcycle.org.uk/newsletters/103/article5.html). Copenhagen is one of the best cities for cycling in the world, and I 

believe that Christchurch, with our ideal topography and climate, can and should follow their good example! 

   

601 Jenkin 601.15 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

I support this policy as it will help create a transport network that is active and public transport 

friendly, making it enjoyable, efficient and safe for more people to travel via active and public 

transport as opposed to cars. However I disagree with part g iii: cater for the parking demand of 

the activity. We need to be minimising the amount of car parks wherever possible, particularly in 

high trip generating areas, while making public transport the easiest and most efficient option. 

   

601 Jenkin 601.16 Support 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

I support this as it will help cycling and other modes of active transport become safer and more 

enjoyable.    

601 Jenkin 601.17 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

I agree with the policy other than instead of just reducing parking in places where there is presently 

good active and public transport options, look at increasing active public transport options to more 

areas such that car parks can also be reduced in those areas. This will encourage reduced private 

vehicle usage. 

   

601 Jenkin 601.18 Support 7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

Yes! Fully support this.Would be great to have some more specific 

goals in place i.e. setting targets for increasing bus patronage and monitoring these over the next 

3-5 years. 
   

601 Jenkin 601.19 Support 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

I fully support this policy to create a sustainable, culturally sensitive and environmentally friendly 

transport network. 
   

601 Jenkin 601.20 Neutral 7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

P1 should be removed and replaced with: Maximum number of car parks allowed. 

   

607 Latitude Group 

Limited 

607.7 Neutral  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Combine Table 7.1 with the High Traffic generator Table under Rule 7.2.3.10. 

  

1444.110, 1359.211 

   

607 Latitude Group 

Limited 

607.8 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend Note 2 under Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows (or to like effect): 

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted resource consent or that holds 

existing use rights, then this rule does not apply to any development that is within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment 

and in accordance with the resource consent unless the resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, where a development increases 
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the level of traffic associated with a site, Rule 7.2.3.10 shall only apply to the net increase from the existing consented level or 

that confirmed under existing use rights. 

  

1442.41, 1436.40, 1359.212 

608 Mills-Kelly 608.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

608 Mills-Kelly 608.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

608 Mills-Kelly 608.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

610 Fitzjohn 610.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

610 Fitzjohn 610.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

610 Fitzjohn 610.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

611 Wild 611.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

611 Wild 611.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

611 Wild 611.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

612 Chantreux 612.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

612 Chantreux 612.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

612 Chantreux 612.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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613 Fitzjohn 613.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

613 Fitzjohn 613.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

613 Fitzjohn 613.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

616 O'Keeffe 616.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

616 O'Keeffe 616.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

616 O'Keeffe 616.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

618 Fisher 618.9   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

618 Fisher 618.10   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

618 Fisher 618.11    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

621 Marshall 621.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

621 Marshall 621.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

621 Marshall 621.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

622 Walmisley 622.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

622 Walmisley 622.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

622 Walmisley 622.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

624 Gilbert 624.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

624 Gilbert 624.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

624 Gilbert 624.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

625 Williams 625.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

625 Williams 625.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

625 Williams 625.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

626 West 626.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

626 West 626.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

626 West 626.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

627 Hooker 627.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

627 Hooker 627.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

627 Hooker 627.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

628 Bartlett 628.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

628 Bartlett 628.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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No. 

Last Name Submission 
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number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

628 Bartlett 628.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

631 Pitcaithly 631.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

631 Pitcaithly 631.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

631 Pitcaithly 631.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

632 Christeller 632.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

632 Christeller 632.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

632 Christeller 632.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

633 Patel 633.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

633 Patel 633.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

633 Patel 633.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

635 Lote 635.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

   

635 Lote 635.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

   

635 Lote 635.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

636 Collier 636.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Submitter 

No. 
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number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Integrated transport 

system 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

636 Collier 636.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

636 Collier 636.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

639 Kua 639.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

639 Kua 639.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

640 Blundell 640.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

640 Blundell 640.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

640 Blundell 640.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

641 Hughes-Currie 641.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

641 Hughes-Currie 641.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

641 Hughes-Currie 641.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

642 Gibson 642.9   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

642 Gibson 642.10   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

642 Gibson 642.11    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

644 De Lu 644.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 323 of 448



 

89 
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No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Integrated transport 

system 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 

644 De Lu 644.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

644 De Lu 644.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

648 Canterbury 

District Health 

Board 

648.9 Neutral  7.3.10-Vehicle 

access design 

The CDHB recommends that Rule 7.2.3.10 be amended such that it is a controlled activity status for hospitals zoned Special Purpose 

(Hospital).     

648 Canterbury 

District Health 

Board 

648.10 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Alternatively, the CDHB requests that the following clause be added to the matters of discretion under 7.3.19: 

“Whether the proposed activity is critical infrastructure for which no viable alternative options exist.”     

648 Canterbury 

District Health 

Board 

648.11 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

The CDHB supports the use of GFA-based calculations for determining parking requirements for hospitals in Table 7.2 of Appendix 

7.1 and Table 7.5 in Appendix 7.2 (7.2.3.1 Rule 1 and 7.2.3.2 Rule 2).    

648 Canterbury 

District Health 

Board 

648.12 Support  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

The CDHB supports the use of GFA-based calculations for determining parking requirements for hospitals in Table 7.2 of Appendix 

7.1 and Table 7.5 in Appendix 7.2 (7.2.3.1 Rule 1 and 7.2.3.2 Rule 2).    

650 Thomas 650.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

650 Thomas 650.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

650 Thomas 650.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

651 Gardner 651.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

651 Gardner 651.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

651 Gardner 651.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

653 Hebden 653.3   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

653 Hebden 653.4   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

653 Hebden 653.5    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

656 Catholic 

Diocese of 

Christchurch 

656.14 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend Chapter 7, Rule 7.2.3.10, Note 2 as follows: 

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for this site as part of a granted resource consent or a development 

already exists at (insert date at which plan becomes operative), then this rule does not apply to any development that already exists, 

or is within the scope of that 

Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent unless the resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, 

where a proposed development increases the level of traffic associated with a site, Rule 7.2.3.10 shall only apply when the 

cumulative net increase above the existing or consented level triggers the rule thresholds. 

?1437.31, 1440.31, 1442.42, 1436.41, 1444.111, 1359.213 

   

656 Catholic 

Diocese of 

Christchurch 

656.25 Neutral 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Add a new Policy 7.1.1.9 as follows: 

7.1.1.9 Policy - Traffic Generation and Parking, Existing Activities 

In the case of long-standing activities such as schools and churches, where redevelopment or expansion is proposed, assessment shall 

be confined to any increased effects of such redevelopment or expansion, rather than the existing effects of the activity.   

1437.43, 1440.43, 1444.112 

   

658 Woodall 658.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

658 Woodall 658.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

658 Woodall 658.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

659 Ellingham 659.11   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

659 Ellingham 659.12   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

659 Ellingham 659.13    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

661 Hauraki 661.11   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

661 Hauraki 661.12   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

661 Hauraki 661.13    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 325 of 448



 

91 

 

Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

662 Hobson 662.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

662 Hobson 662.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

662 Hobson 662.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

663 Thiesen 663.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

663 Thiesen 663.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

663 Thiesen 663.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

665 Cross 665.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

665 Cross 665.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

665 Cross 665.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

668 Thomson 668.4   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

668 Thomson 668.5   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

668 Thomson 668.6    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

669 Dickson 669.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

669 Dickson 669.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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parking and loading 

669 Dickson 669.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

670 Boult 670.6   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

670 Boult 670.7   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

670 Boult 670.8    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

671 Tait 671.12   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

671 Tait 671.13   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

671 Tait 671.14    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

673 Go 673.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

673 Go 673.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

673 Go 673.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

674 Bennett 674.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

  

   

674 Bennett 674.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

  

   

674 Bennett 674.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

675 Gursit 675.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

system 

675 Gursit 675.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

675 Gursit 675.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

676 Integrated State 

Schools 

676.8 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend Chapter 7, Rule 7.2.3.10, Note 2 as follows: 

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for this site as part of a granted resource consent or a development 

already exists at (insert date at which plan becomes operative), then this rule does not apply to any development that already exists, 

or is within the scope of that 

Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent unless the resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, 

where a proposed development increases the level of traffic associated with a site, Rule 7.2.3.10 shall only apply when the 

cumulative net increase above the 

existing or consented level triggers the rule thresholds. 

FS 1442.43, 1436.42, 1559.214 

   

676 Integrated State 

Schools 

676.26 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Add a new Policy 7.1.1.9 as follows: 

7.1.1.9 Policy - Traffic Generation and Parking, Existing Activities 

In the case of long-standing activities such as schools and churches, where redevelopment or expansion is proposed, assessment shall 

be confined to any increased effects of such redevelopment or expansion, rather than the existing effects of the activity.   

   

678 Belgravia 

Investments 

Ltd 

678.6 Support  7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

Retain the requirement for only one on-site car park for units of less than 150m2 GFA under the Transport Chapter, Table 7.2(z). 

1427.32 

   

682 Frost 682.6   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

682 Frost 682.7   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

682 Frost 682.8    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

683 Dastgheib 683.11   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

683 Dastgheib 683.12   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

683 Dastgheib 683.13    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

685 Harvey 685.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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685 Harvey 685.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

685 Harvey 685.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

687 Harvey 687.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

687 Harvey 687.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

687 Harvey 687.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

688 Randall 688.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

688 Randall 688.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

688 Randall 688.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

690 Pflaum 690.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

690 Pflaum 690.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

690 Pflaum 690.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

691 Selistre 691.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

691 Selistre 691.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

691 Selistre 691.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    
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R: reject 

A A(P) R 

car parks required 

692 Chen-Wishard 692.4 Support  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Retain Rule 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 (parking space requirements) with respect to dwellings units with a gross floor area of less than 150m2 (as 

set out in Appendix 7.1 z.).  
   

695 Martin 695.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

695 Martin 695.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

695 Martin 695.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

696 Riddell 696.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

696 Riddell 696.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

696 Riddell 696.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

697 Schaufele 697.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

697 Schaufele 697.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

697 Schaufele 697.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

698 Chamber 698.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

698 Chamber 698.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

698 Chamber 698.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

699 Nelson 699.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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system 

699 Nelson 699.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

699 Nelson 699.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

700 Lill 700.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

700 Lill 700.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

700 Lill 700.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

 
   

701 McCormick 701.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

701 McCormick 701.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

701 McCormick 701.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

702 Laing 702.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

702 Laing 702.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

702 Laing 702.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

703 Evans 703.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

703 Evans 703.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

703 Evans 703.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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A A(P) R 

car parks required 

705 Foodstuffs 

South Island 

Limited and  

705.59 Oppose 7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

Amend Policy 7.1.1.5 by deleting (a)(iii): 

?(a)(iii) Provide quality urban amenity outcomes within the development. 

FS1443.33 
FS1443.34 
FS1443.35 
FS1443.36 
FS1450.813 
FS1270.18 

   

705 Foodstuffs 

South Island 

Limited and  

705.60 Support  7.2.3.3-Rule 3- 

Minimum number of 

loading spaces 

required 

Amend appendix 7.3 to include 'warehousing and distribution'  as a separately listed industrial activity, with a provision of 

1bay/2,000 m2 GLFA. 

FS1450.814 

FS1270.18 

   

705 Foodstuffs 

South Island 

Limited and  

705.61 Oppose  7.2.2.2-Restricted 

discretionary 

activities 

Amend to include presumption of non-notification. 

FS1450.815 

FS1378.12 

FS1270.18 

   

705 Foodstuffs 

South Island 

Limited and  

705.62 Oppose  7.2.2.3-

Discretionary 

activities 

Support that there are no discretionary activities in the transport proposal. 
 

FS1450.816 

FS1270.18 

   

705 Foodstuffs 

South Island 

Limited and  

705.63 Support  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Council's discretion should be limited to specific matters required to be assessed in order to avoid adverse effects. 

FS1450.819 

FS1378.13 

FS1270.18 

   

705 Foodstuffs 

South Island 

Limited and  

705.196 Support  7.2.2.4-Non 

complying activities 

Support that there are no non-complying activities in the transport proposal. 
 
FS1450.817 
FS1270.18 

   

705 Foodstuffs 

South Island 

Limited and  

705.197 Support  7.2.2.5-Prohibited 

activities 

Support that there are no prohibited activities in the Transport proposal. 

FS1450.818 

FS1270.18 

   

706 Hubley 706.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

706 Hubley 706.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

706 Hubley 706.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

707 NPT Ltd 707.5 Neutral  7.2.2.1-Permitted 

activities 

Exempt permitted activities from the high traffic generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250 vpd to the rule. 

FS1270.20 

FS1359.215 

FS1450.434 

FS1334.54 
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FS1237.12 
707 NPT Ltd 707.6    7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators. 

 FS1270.20 

FS1359.216 

FS1456.435 

FS1334.56 

   

707 NPT Ltd 707.7    7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Minimum car parking requirements apply to all activities, not just non-high trip generators. 

FS1270.20 

FS1359.217 

FS1237.13 

FS1450.436 

FS1334.57 

   

707 NPT Ltd 707.8 Neutral  7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

FS1450.37 

FS1334.58 

FS1359.218 

FS 1270.20 

   

707 NPT Ltd 707.30 Oppose  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Undertake a comprehensive review and amendment of transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters that are clear 

and easily understood. 

FS1270.20 

FS1444.114 

FS1450.433 

FS1334.54 

   

708 Graham 708.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

708 Graham 708.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

708 Graham 708.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

709 Webb 709.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

709 Webb 709.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

709 Webb 709.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

710 Guthrey 710.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

710 Guthrey 710.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 
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parking and loading sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

710 Guthrey 710.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

711 Scobie 711.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

711 Scobie 711.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

711 Scobie 711.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

712 Gould 712.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

712 Gould 712.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

712 Gould 712.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

713 Muir 713.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

713 Muir 713.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

713 Muir 713.12    7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

714 Dionisio 714.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

714 Dionisio 714.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

714 Dionisio 714.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

719 Addington 

Community 

719.5    7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Collective submission. Some contradictions. 
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Development Central City Make provisions that enable: 

Make provisions that provide or enable: 

More car parks 

Free car parks 

More parking 

Less parking 

Better parking 

More controlled parking  behind Addington shops 

Fast track parking plan 

Car parking places for workers and shoppers 

A mulitstorey parking building 

Better car parking at Barrington Mall. 

More parking around the hospital 
719 Addington 

Community 

Development 

719.6   7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Collective submission. Some contradictions. 
  
Make provisions that enable: 
  
No 4 lane highway through Lincoln Road 
Safer roads 
More right turning arrows at  SelwynStreet/Brougham Street 
Cameras at  SelwynStreet/Brougham Street 
No right turn into Kipling Street 
Better roading 
Better road crossings 
Halswell traffic should use motorway not Lincoln Road 
Cycling assistance at large intersections 
  

   

719 Addington 

Community 

Development 

719.7   7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Collective submission. Some contradictions. 
  
Make provisions that enable: 
  
Commuter buses for office workers 
Family transport 
Free buses 
Better bus system for Addington 
More bus stops 
Bus to run from Westmorland, through Hoon Hay, Spreydon and Addington to town 
  
FS12374 

   

719 Addington 

Community 

Development 

719.8   7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Collective submission. Some contradictions. 
  
Make provisions that enable: 
Cycle track to Barrington and Tower Junction 
Lots of safe bike tracks separate from traffic 
Lots of safe walkways 
Cycle ways through Hagley 
More bus and cycle lanes - less cars 
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FS12374 

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.11 Neutral  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Amend the loading requirements for service stations to require one unmarked heavy vehicle bay to accommodate the fuel delivery 

tanker. 

This could be achieved by making changes along the following lines    

xxiii. Activity: Service Stations   Number of heavy vehicle bays to be provided: 1 unmarked bay for fuel deliveries- 1600m squared GLFA for 

the first 6400m squared GLFA, 1/5000m squared GLFA thereafter. Number of 99 percentile vehicle bays to be provided: Nil  

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.12 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain without modification the proposed standard for parking spaces for service stations, as stated in appendix 7.1 

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.13 Support  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Retain without modification the proposed standard for cycle parking for service stations.  

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.91 Neutral  7.2.3.4-Rule 4- 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Amend 7.2.3.4 Rule 4 section b as follows (deletions in strikethrough and additions in underline): 

On site manoeuvring area shall be provided to ensure that a vehicle can manoeuvre in a forward gear onto or and off a site 
   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.92 Neutral  7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Amend MOD 7.3.1 point 1 reads: 

Whether the equivalent number of parking spaces can be conveniently and appropriately provided on a separate site. 
   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.93 Neutral  7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Amend MOD 7.3.1 point 4 a so it reads: 

Where the required number of off-street car parking spaces are not to be provided: 

a. whether the proposal or application demonstrates that it will generate more or less parking and/or staff parking demand than is 

required by this District Plan.  

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.94 Neutral  7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Amend MOD  7.3.1 4f so it reads: 

f. The cumulative effect of the lack of on-site parking spaces for the proposal in conjunction with other activities in the 

vicinity which are not providing the required number of parking spaces 

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.95 Neutral  7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Amend MOD 7.3.1 4k so it reads: 

k. whether a reduction in, or waiver of, the required on-site car parking is appropriate because there are other public parking facilities 

close to the activity that can be used by people accessing the activity;  

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.96 Neutral  7.3.4-Minimum 

number of cycle 

parking facilities 

required 

Add a point 6 to 7.3.4 that reads: 

6. Whether the activity will generate more or less cycle parking demand than is required by this Plan.  
   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.97 Neutral  7.3.5-Minimum 

number of loading 

spaces required 

Amend 7.3.5 part 1 such that reads:  

1. Whether the nature and operation of the particular activity will require dedicated loading spaces or alternative loading 

arrangements of a different size, number and frequency of use.  
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723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.98 Neutral  7.3.10-Vehicle 

access design 

Amend 7.3.10 part 2 such that it reads: 

2, Whether there are any adverse effects on the safety and amenity values of neighbouring  immediately adjoining  properties and/or 

the function of the transport network.   

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.99 Neutral  7.3.10-Vehicle 

access design 

Amend 7.3.10 part 5 such that it reads: 

5. Whether the safety of pedestrians, particularly the aged and people with disabilities, will be compromised by the length of time 

needed to cross any footpath that adjoins the access wider driveway. 

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.100 Neutral  7.3.11-Queuing 

spaces 

Amend 7.3.11 point 1 such that it reads: 

1. Whether there would be any adverse effects on the the safety, amenity values and/or efficient operation and functioning  of the 

frontage road or a rail level crossing for all modes. The effect of queuing vehicles on the safety of pedestrians and cyclists. 

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.101 Neutral  7.3.15-Maximum 

number of vehicle 

crossings 

Amend 7.3.15 part 2 such that it reads:  

2. Any cumulative effects of the introduction of extra vehicle crossings in the immediate when considered in the context of existing 

and future vehicle crossings serving other activities in the vicinity.  

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.102 Neutral  7.3.16-Minimum 

distance between 

vehicle crossings and 

intersections 

Amend points 8 and delete point 9 of 7.3.16 so they read: 

8. Any cumulative effects of the proposed crossing(s) when considered in the context other of existing and future vehicle crossings 

serving other activities in the immediate vicinity.  

9. 

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.103 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Amend 7.3.19 such that it reads: 

Note- In some circumstances and for significant developments, the assessment of these matters may be assisted through the 

preparation of an Integrated Transportation Assessment (further guidance on preparing an Integrated Transportation Assessment may 

be obtained from Christchurch City Council's Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines). 

1. The actual or potential level of vehicle, cycle, and pedestrian traffic likely to be generated from and moving past the proposed 

access point(s), particularly at peak times. 

2. The extent to which the access point(s) will adversely affect the transport function and/or the safety of he 

immediately adjoining road corridor. 

3. The extent to which any extra conflict may be created by vehicles queuing on the frontage road past the vehicle crossing.  

4. The ability to gain access to an alternative road which has a lesser traffic function and the environmental impacts on that 

alternative road in respect of residential amenities where relevant. 

5. The extent to which the noise, vibration and fumes of vehicles at the access would affect surrounding activities, 

particularly residences.  

6. The extent to which the physical form of the frontage road (either existing or proposed) may mitigate the adverse effects of the 

extra vehicle movements generated. For example, the presence of a solid median to stop right hand turns. 

7. Whether the sight distances at the access are adequate to provide safe access/egress with reference to "Road and Traffic Standards 
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Guidelines for Visibility at Driveways". 

8. Whether the environmental  effects of vehicles using the site will adversely affect surrounding activities, particularly residential 

activities.  

9. Whether the proposed activity is located, designed or operated to minimise or reduce travel to and from the activity by private 

vehicles and encourage public and active ?transport use. 

10. Whether the proposal has demonstrated the accessibility of the site by a range of transport modes.  

11. Whether the proposal integrates with, and minimises adverse effects on, the safe, efficient functioning of the transport network 

and the amenity values of the surrounding environment. 

12. Whether the proposal minimises the  number of vehicle access points proposed is appropriate to transport corridors, taking into 

account: 

a. the movement function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist for minimising accesses on to arterial roads, 

in particular the strategic transport network, or gaining accesses on to arterial roads, in particular the strategic transport network, or 

gaining access to an alternative road which has a lesser movement function, whilst having regard to the environmental effects on that 

alternative road with respect to residential amenity; 

b. opportunities for sharing access with other activities; 

c. the place function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist for minimising accesses on the streets that are 

within the Urban (Centres) place function catergory, especially Key Pedestrian Frontages shown on the planning maps, or gaining 

access to an alternative road with lesserpedestrian flows or a lesser adverse effect on amenity values; 

d. whether the frontage road is idenitified as part of one of five modal networks as described in Appendix 7.12.1.b; 

e. whether any conflict arises because of the location of multiple the access points. with respect to adjacent access points has the 

potenital for vehicle conflict or confusion between drivers turning into and out of accessways; 

f. visibility and obstruction of pedestrian crossings: 

g. the impact of multiple vehicle crossings (which break up berm, landscaping, footpath and cycle way continuity) on 

streetscape ?amenity values, retail frontage areas and pedestrian and cycle movements. 

13. Whether Crime Prevention through Environment Design (CPTED) principles and techniques have been used to mitigate any 

safety issues.  

14. The extent to which pedestrians and cyclists have safe and easy access to and through the site from the surrounding area and 

whether any mitigation measures are proposed to improve accessibility and safety for pedestrians and cyclists, including 

consideration of whether the traffic volumes and speed on the nearby streets could affect the ability of pedestrians and cyclists to 

have safe and easy access to the site. 

15. Whether the activity will increase the amount of freight and volume of heavy vehicles on local or collector roads adjoining 

residential zones.  
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16. Any cumulative effects of present and projected trip generation (for all transport modes) from the activity in conjunction with trip 

generation from other activities in the vicinity. For clarification, this is limited to existing and consented activities.   and associated 

construction work, when considered in the context of existing and future trip generation from other activities in the vicinity. 

17. Whether the development is of a scale and in a location where a public transport interchange should be provided. 

18. Whether the proposal has considered the impact of any future planned and committed  upgrades to the transport network near to 

the site which may affect the activity. For clarification this is limited to committed transport projects in the Council's Three Year 

Plan or Long Term Council Community Plan.  

19. Whether the proposal or application has demonstrated that travel demand will be reduced through the implementation for a travel 

plan for the activity.  

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.104 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Amend Table 7.3 part c so the minimum number of car parks for people with disabilities reads:  

2 for the first 50 car park spaces + 1 additional disability car park for every additional 50 car parks or part thereof.  
   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.105 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Amend Appendix 7.2 so it reads:  

The number of visitor cycle parks provided shall be at least the minimum number of visitor cycle parks specified in Table 7.5. 

  

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.106 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Delete the Staff/ residents/ students cycle parks column of Table 7.5 

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.107 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Amend the Visitor Cycle Parks column so the title becomes Cycle Parks and the rest reads: 

a. 1 space/ 20 FTE staff 5 pupils 

b. 1 space/ 5 pupils 30 of student capacity (year 6 and below), 3 spaces/ 4 pupils (year 7 and above) 

c. 25 spaces/ 100 FTE students capacity 

d. 1 space/ 4 bedrooms. 

e. 1 space/ 50 seats 

f. 1 space/ 60 seats 

g. 1 space/ 100m squared PFA 

h. 1 space/ 100m squared PFA 

i. 1 space/ 50m squared PFA 

j. 1 space/ 150m squared court area 
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o. 1 space/ 1000m squared GFA 3 beds 

p. 1 space/ 100m squared GFA professional staff 

q. 1 space/ 1000m squared 300m squared GFA 

r. 1 space/ 500m squared 200m squared GFA 

u. Nil 

v. Nil 

w. 1 space/ 200m squared GLFA 

x. 1 space/ 400m squared GLFA 

y. 1 space/ 100m squared PFA 

z. 1 space/ 200m squared GLFA 

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.108 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

In table 7.5, amend the Activity column e and f so they read: 

e. Cinemas 

f. Theatres  

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.109 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Delete rows aa, bb, cc and dd of Table 7.5 and delete Table 7.6 

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.110 Neutral  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Amend Appendix 7.3 so it reads: 

1a. The landing space requirements listed in table 7.7 are catergorised by activity. When calculating the overall loading space 

requirements for an activity the separation of areas into different activities will be required where the GFA of an activity (or PFA or 

other such measurement that the standards for the relevant activity is based upon) exceeds 10 per cent of the total GFA of the 

activity. The total loading space requirement for any activity will be the sum of the parking loading requirements for each area. 

..... 

e. Any space required for loadingother than for a residential activity shall be available for staff and visitors during the hours of 

operation and shall not be diminished by the subsequent erection of any structure, storage of goods, or any other use.  

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.111 Neutral  7.4.6-Appendix 7.6 - 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Delete point 3 of Appendix 7.6 

   

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.112 Neutral  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

Amend Appendix 7.14 1 so it reads: 

The following parking reduction adjustment factors can be considered as part of the resource consent process. These suggested 

reductions from the minimum parking requirements are simply suggestions: the exact suitability for the reduction, (considering the 
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specific characteristics of the activity and its location), can be considered through the resource consent process.  

723 Mobil Oil NZ, 

Z Energy Ltd 

and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd 

723.113 Oppose  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Delete Appendix 7.15.  

   

725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.34 Oppose 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Amend the objectives and policies as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1 Objective 1 - Integrated transport system An integrated transport system: 

a. that is accessible, affordable, resilient, safe, sustainable and efficient for people using all transport modes, 

b. that is responsive to the district’s current recovery and future economic development needs;  

c. that supports safe, healthy and liveable communities by maximising is integrated with land use; 

1450.462 

   

725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.35 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Amend objective 1 such that it reads: 

d. that reduces where practical dependency on private motor vehicles and promotes the use of public and active transport; 

1450.463 

   

725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.36 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend Policy 2 such that it reads:  

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generally to ensure that they: .... 

a. are accessible by a range of transport modes and promote public and active transport use;  

b. promote the safe, efficient and effective use of the transport system; 

c. optimise use of existing capacity within the transport roading system; 

d. reduce the impact of trip generation through travel plans and other travel demand management measures;  

e. avoids or mitigates significant adverse effects on the transport roading system, including reverse sensitivity effects on the strategic 

transport network; 

f. limit adverse effects and maximise positive effects from transport infrastructure and operations on the amenity of the surrounding 

areas, on the environment, and on Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values;  

g. encourage the use of parking management measures which i. make efficient use of land; ii. minimise adverse effects on the safety, 

efficiency and amenity of the surrounding area environment, including the transport network; iii. caters for the parking demand of the 

activity; iv. support recovery and economic activity; and v. encourage public and active transport use;  

h. provide for the needs of people with disabilities;  

i. maximise integration with the transport system, including planned transport infrastructure and service improvements by 

   

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 341 of 448



 

107 

 

Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

coordinating land use and the implementation of transport infrastructure and services.  

1450.464 

1450.465 

1450.466 

1450.467 

1450.468 

1450.469 
725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.37 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend policy 4 such that it reads: 

7.1.1.4 Policy 4 - Requirements for car parking and loading  

a. Require onsite car parking and loading spaces which provide for the expected needs of an activity in a way that minimises adverse 

effects.  

b. Enable an assessment of whether a reduction in the number of car parking spaces required can be considered as an opportunity to 

facilitate public and active transport use, but only where: 

 i. the function of the surrounding transport network and amenity of the surrounding environment will not be adversely 

affected; and/or 

 ii. there is good accessibility by active and public transport and the activity is designed to encourage public and active 

transport use; and/or 

 iii. the extent of the reduction is appropriate to the characteristics of the activity and it’s location; and/or 

 iv. The extent of the reduction is appropriate having regard to Appendix 7.14– Parking Reduction Adjustment Factors, will 

maintain onsite parking to meet anticipated demand as determined by Appendix 7.14– Parking Reduction Adjustment Factors.  

c. Provide for flexible approaches to car parking numbers in local and neighbourhood centres to support the use of public and active 

transport and existing parking supply land and car parking spaces support the current and future recovery needs where land is used 

more efficiently for car parking spaces as a whole or where it supports the current and future recovery needs;  

d. Provide car parking for people with disabilities where any car parking is provided and for activities with a Gross Floor Area 

greater than 2500m2 even when no other parking is provided. 

1450.470 

1450.471 

1450.472 

1450.473 

? 

   

725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.38 Neutral 7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

Amend policy 5 such that it reads: 

7.1.1.5 Policy 5 - Design of car parking and loading areas Require that car parking and loading areas are designed to: 

a. operate safely and efficiently; and  

b. mitigate effects on the character and amenity of the surrounding environment;  
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c. provide quality urban amenity outcomes within the development;  

d. prevent crime;  

e. support the efficient and safe use and operation of land use activities; and 

f. support amenity and safety for all transport modes.  

1450.474 

1450.475 
725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.39 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Amend the rules as follows (or similar wording): 

7.2.3.1 Rule 1 and Note 

A. Amend 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 to include minimum car parking requirements for larger activities and delete the accompanying Note.  

1450.476 

1359.219 

   

725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.40 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend Rule 7.2.3.10 with the following wording: 

An Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for activities that are High Trip Generators (i.e. are restricted discretionary 

activities under this rule) except where the activity is located in an existing District, Neighbourhood or Local Centre or Retail Park 

zone and is listed as a permitted activity.  

1450.477 

1359.220 

   

725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.41 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend rule 7.2.3.10 note 2 with the following wording: 

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted current resource consent or a 

development exists at (insert date Plan becomes operative), then this rule does not apply to any development that already exists, or is 

within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent unless the resource consent has 

lapsed. For clarity, where a proposed development increases the level of traffic associated with a site, Rule 7.2.3.10 shall only apply 

when the cumulative net increase above the existing or consented level triggers the rule threshold.  

1450.478 

   

725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.42 Neutral  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Delete the reference to modelling in i. of Table 2 of Appendix 7.15 

1450.479    

725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.43 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

The minimum parking standard for Trade Suppliers is supported. 
   

725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.44 Neutral  7.2.3.3-Rule 3- 

Minimum number of 

loading spaces 

required 

Amend Rule 3 (a)- minimum number of lading spaces required so that where multiple tenancies are proposed the rule should require 

loading bays to be provided by tenancy where those tenancies exceed 1600m squared.  
   

725 Bunnings 

Limited 

725.45 Oppose  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

Delete Table 7.6- Minimum number of cycle parking end of trip facilities required. 
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facilities 

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.10 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Amend the portion of Appendix 7.1 relating to tertiary education and research activities (parking) so each delineated activity type on 

a site shall be assessed against its own defined parking requirements standards. The total of on site parking required shall be the 

cumulative total of each activity type. The relevant parking shall be adjacent to each activity type.  

1442.49 

1436.48 

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.11 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain the portion of appendix 7.1 relating to student hostel accommodation (parking.) 

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.12 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain the portion of appendix 7.1 relating to other activities (parking) 

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.13 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Delete the reference to 1 space per unit less than 150m squared GFA from Appendix 7.1 Residential Activities (Parking)  

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.14 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Add a provision to Appendix 7.1 which requires 1 parking space per bed at a boarding house.  

1442.50 

1436.49 

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.15    7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

With respect to Appendix 7.1, add a provision for 1 space per 2 beds plus 1 space for visitors per 4 beds for tertiary education student 

accommodation parking.  

1442.51 

1436.50 

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.16 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain the minimum number of car parks required for people with disabilities section of Appendix 7.1, table 7.3 

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.17 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain the minimum car park dimensions in table 7.4 

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.18 Support  7.4-Appendices Retain the loading zone specifications for tertiary education and research activities in appendix 7.3 (ii) 

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.19 Support  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Retain the specifications for loading at student hostel accommodation in appendix 7.3 (iii) 

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.20 Neutral  7.4-Appendices Add a specification in appendix 7.3 that states the specifications for loading in tertiary education student accommodation is the same 

as student hostel accommodation loading specifications.  

1442.52 

1436.51 
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738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.21 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Add to table 7.2.3.10 high trip generators: 'or requiring the provision of 25 or more parking spaces.' as per the existing Christchurch 

City Plan. 

1442.53 

1436.52 

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.22 Support  7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Amend the matters of discretion relating to parking, as areas of discretion are too high currently, and leads to too much uncertainty.  

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.23 Support  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

Add cumulative reduction to be no greater than 10% in relation to Parking Reduction Assessment Factors in Appendix 7.14 

1442.54 

1436.53 

   

738 Ilam and Upper 

Riccarton 

Residents 

Association 

738.24 Support  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend the basic and full integrated transport assessments (7.2.3.10, 7.3.19 and Table 7.1) so that they are required for tertiary 

education student accommodation with greater than 40 beds.  
1442.55 

1442.56 

1436.54 

1436.55 

   

741 Calder Stewart 

Industries Ltd 

741.7 Neutral  7.4.7-Appendix 7.7- 

Access design and 

gradient 

That Transport Appendix 7.7, in particular Table 7.10 is amended by deleting the column headed “Maximum formed width (m)”.  

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.4   7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

The roading classification notations that apply to roads surrounding its shopping centre site in Riccarton be retained.  
   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.13 Neutral 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Seeks the amendment of the transport objectives and policies to place less emphasis on 'alternative transport modes', and instead 

emphasise the need for transportation choice, which in many cases will include private vehicles for activities such as retail, at least 

for the foreseeable future. The Proposed Plan should include specific recognition of existing car travel.  

144.115 

1450.504 

1349.15 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.14 Neutral  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Delete references to non-transport matters. 

For example: 7.1.1 Objective 1 - Integrated transport system An integrated transport system: ... 

iii. that supports safe, healthy and liveable communities by maximising is integrated with land use; .... 

144.116 

1218.1 

1378.17 

1450.505 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.15 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend the start of 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 so it reads:  

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generally to ensure that they:  

1218.2 

1450.506 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

742.16 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

Amend 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 e) so that it reads: 
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Limited activities e). avoid or mitigate significant adverse effects from development of unanticipated activities on the transport system, including 

reverse sensitivity effects on the strategic transport network;  

1450.507 

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.17 Neutral  7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

Amend 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 f) so that it reads: 

f). limit adverse effects and maximise positive effects from transport on the amenity of the surrounding areas, on the environment, 

and on Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua values;  

1450.508 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.18 Oppose 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Delete 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 parts g and h. 

1450.509 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.19 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend 7.1.1.4 Policy 4 a) so that it reads: 

 a) Require onsite car parking and loading spaces which provide for the expected needs of an activity in a way that minimises adverse 

effects. 

1450.510 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.20 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend 7.1.1.4 Policy 4 b so that it reads: 

b. Enable an assessment of whether a reduction in the number of car parking spaces required can be considered as an opportunity to 

facilitate public and active transport use, but only where:  

...... 

1450.511 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.21 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend 7.1.1.4 Policy 4 b) iv) so it reads: 

iv. the extent of the reduction is appropriate having regard to Appendix 7.14– Parking reduction adjustment factors. will maintain 

onsite parking to meet anticipated demand. 

1450.512 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.22 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend 7.1.1.4 policy 4 c so that it reads: 

c. Provide for flexible approaches to car parking numbers in local and neighbourhood centres to support the use of public and active 

transport and existing parking supply where land is used more efficiently for car parking spaces as a whole or where it supports the 

current and future recovery needs.  

1450.513 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.23 Oppose 7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

Amend 7.1.1.5 policy 5 a) so only part i remains.  

1450.514 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.24 Neutral 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Seeks the amendment of the proposed transport objectives and policies to clearly explain the role of the road hierarchy and the 

intended outcome, including explicit recognition that centres based planning results in a concentration of traffic around centres.  

1450.515 
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742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.25 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Seeks that commercial activities, community facilities, health care facilities, education activities, spiritual facilities, guest 

accommodation and residential activities in the Commercial Core zone are exempt from the high trip generator rule. 

1349.16 

1142.57 

1436.56 

1444.118 

1450.516 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.26 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Alternatively, as its less preferred relief, Scentre seeks the amendment of the high trip generator rule to provide a partial exception 

for shopping centres or existing centres to allow small extensions to be exempted, while still requiring substantial redevelopments or 

additions to provide an ITA. It is critical that that any such exception for existing centres should be related to a percentage increase in 

retail gross leasable floor area, rather than simply a gross floor area figure.  

1378.19 

1450.517 

1359.221 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.27 Support  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Having the minimum parking requirements set out in the operative Christchurch City Plan apply, or if the minimum parking 

requirements for small activities were to apply to larger activities as well.  

1450.518 

1359.222 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.29 Neutral  7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

cycle parking 

facilities required 

Amend rule 7.2.3.2 Rule 2 such that the prescriptive cycle parking design and location requirements and requirements for additional 

facilities be deleted.  

1450.520 

1359.224 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.30 Neutral  7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

cycle parking 

facilities required 

Amend 7.2.3.2 rule 2 such that assessment criteria be provided to enable a development to provide a lesser number of cycle parking 

spaces. 

For example: 

• the extent to which the supply of cycle parking will meet anticipated demands; and 

• the extent to which alternative cycle parking is available within easy walking distance of the development.  

 
1450.521 

1359.225 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.84 Neutral 7.1.1.7-Policy 7 - 

Rail level crossings 

Amend 7.1.1.7 so it reads: 

a) Improve orand maintain safety at road/rail level crossings by:... 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.85 Neutral 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

Amend 7.1.1.8 a so it reads: Minimise the adverse effects and maximise positiveManage the effects from new transport infrastructure 

and changes to existing transport infrastructure on the environment, including effects associated with: 

i) air quality and water quality; 

ii) economic recovery; 

iii) severance; 

iv) water quality 

iv) noise, vibration and glare; 
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v) amenity and safety of all transport users; 

vi) effects on the built environment and 

vii) cultural values. 

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.86 Neutral  7.2.3.4-Rule 4- 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Amend the rule column in 7.2.3.4 b to read: 

On-site manoeuvring area shall be provided to ensure that a vehicle can manoeuvre in a forward gear or and off a site.  
   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.87 Neutral  7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Amend 7.3.1 to read: 

1. Whether the equivalent number of parking spaces can be conveniently and appropriately provided on a separate site. 

2. .... 

4. Whether the required number of off-street car parking spaces are not to be provided:  

a. whether the proposat or application demonstrates that it will generate more or less parking and/or staff parking demand than is 

required by this District Plan.  

.... 

f. the cumulative effect of the lack of on-site parking spaces for the proposal in conjunction with other activities in the vicinity.  

... 

k. whether a reduction in, or waiver of, the required on-site car parking is appropriate because there are other public parking facilities 

close to the activity that can be use by people accessing the activity; 

  

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.88 Neutral  7.3.4-Minimum 

number of cycle 

parking facilities 

required 

Added a point 6 to 7.3.4 that reads: 

Whether the activity will generate more or less cycle parking demand than is required by this Plan. 
   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.89 Neutral  7.3.5-Minimum 

number of loading 

spaces required 

Amend 7.3.5 point 1 to read: 

Whether the nature and operation of the particular activity will require dedicated loading spaces or alternative loading arrangements 

of a different size, number and frequency of use.  

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.90    7.3.10-Vehicle 

access design 

Amend 7.3.10 points 2 and 5 to read: 

2. Whether there are any adverse effects on the safety and amenity values of neighbouring immediately adjoining properties and/or 

the function of the transport network. .... 

5. Whether the safety of pedestrians, particularly the aged and people with disabilities, will be compromised by the length of time 

needed to cross any footpath that adjoins the access wider driveway. 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.91 Neutral  7.3.11-Queuing 

spaces 

Amend 7.3.11 point 1 to read: 

1. Whether there would be any adverse effects on the safety, amenity values and/or efficient operation and functioning  of the 

frontage road or a rail level crossing for all mode. The effect of queuing vehicles on the safety of pedestrians and cyclists.  

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.92 Neutral  7.3.15-Maximum 

number of vehicle 

crossings 

Amend 7.3.15 point 2 to read: 

2. Any cumulative effects of the introduction of extra vehicle crossings in the immediate vicinity.  

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.93 Neutral  7.3.16-Minimum 

distance between 

vehicle crossings and 

Amend 7.3.16 point 8 to read: 

8. Any cumulative effects of the proposed crossing(s) when considered in the context other of existing and future vehicle crossings in 
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intersections the immediate vicinity.  

And delete point 9. 

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.94 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Amend 7.3.19 to read: 

Note- In some circumstances and for significant developments, the assessment of these matters may be assisted through the 

preparation of an Integrated Transportation Assessment (further guidance on preparing an Integrated Transport Assessment may be 

obtained from Christchurch  City Council's Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines.)  

1. The actual or potential level of vehicle, cycle, and pedestrian traffic likely to be generated from and moving past the proposed 

access point(s), particularly during peak times. 

2. From the extent to which the access point(s) will adversely affect the transport function and/or the safety of the immediately 

adjoining road corridor.  

3. The extent to which any extra conflict may be created by vehicles queuing on the frontage road past the vehicle crossing.  

4. The ability to gain access to an alternative road which has lesser traffic function and the environmental impacts on that alternative 

road in respect of residential amenities where relevant.  

5. The extent to which the noise, vibration and fumes of vehicles at the access would affect surrounding activities, particularly 

residences. 

6. The extent to which the physical form of the frontage road (either existing or proposed) may mitigate the adverse effects of the 

extra vehicle movements generates. For example, the presence of a solid median to stop right hand turns.  

7. Whether the sight distances at the access are adequate to provide safe access/egress with reference to "Road and Traffic Standards 

Guidelines for Visibility at Driveways." 

8. Whether the environmental effects of vehicles using the site will adversely affect surrounding activities, particularly residential 

activities.  

9. Whether the proposed activity is located, designed or operated to minimise or reduce travel to and from the activity by private 

vehicles and encourage public and active transport use.  

10. Whether the proposal has demonstrated the accessibility of the site by a range of transport modes.  

11. Whether the proposal integrates with, and minimises adverse effects on, the safe, efficient functioning of the transport network 

and the amenity values of the surrounding environment. 

12. Whether the number of vehicles access points proposed is appropriate, taking into account: 

a. the movement function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist for minimising accesses on to arterial roads, 

or gaining access to an alternative road which has a lesser movement function, whilst having regard to the environmental effects on 

that alternative road with respect to residential amenity; 
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b. opportunities for sharing access with other activites; 

c, the place function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist minimising accesses on to streets that are withing 

the Urban Centres place function category, especially Key Pedestrian Frontages shown on the planning maps, or gaining access to an 

alternative road with lesser pedestrian lows or a lesser adverse effect on amenity values. ; 

d. whether the frontage road is identified as part of one of five modal networks as described in Appendix 7.12.1.b; 

e. whether any conflict arises because of the location of multiple access points.  

f. visibility and obstruction of pedestrian crossings; 

g. the impact of multiple vehicle crossings (which break up berm, landscaping, footpath and cycle way continuity) on streetscape 

amenity values, retail frontage areas and pedestrian and cycle movements.  

13. Whether Crime Prevention through Environment Design (CPTED) principles and techniques have been used to mitigate any 

safety issues.  

14. The extent to which pedestrians and cyclists have safe and easy access to and through the site from the surrounding are. 

15. Whether the activity will increase the amount of freight and volume of heavy vehicles on local or collector roads adjoining 

residential zones.  

16. Any cumulative effects of trip generation (for all transport modes) from the activity in conjunction with trip generation from 

other activities in the vicinity. For clarification, this is limited to existing and consented activities.  

17. Whether the development is of a scale and in a location where a public transport interchange should be provided. 

18. Whether the proposal has considered the impact of any future planned and committed upgrades to the transport network near the 

site which may affect the activity. For clarification, this is limited to committed transport projects in the Council's Three Year Plan or 

Long Term Council Community Plan. 

19. Whether the proposal or application has demonstrated that travel demand will be reduced through the implementation of a travel 

plan for the activity.  

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.95 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Amend table 7.3, row c, column titled 'Minimum number of car parks for people with disabilities' to read:  

2 for the first 50 car park spaces + 1 additional disability car park for every 50 car parks or part thereof.  

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.96 Neutral  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Amend point 1a's last sentence to read: 

The total loading space requirement for any activity will be the sum of the parking loading requirements for each area. 

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.97    7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Amend point 1 e to read: 

Any space required for loading other than for a residential activity shall be available for staff and visitors during the hours of 

operation and shall not be diminished by the subsequent erection of any structure, storage of goods, or any other use.  

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.98 Neutral  7.4.6-Appendix 7.6 - 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

Delete Appendix 7.6 point 3. 
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areas 

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.99 Neutral  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

Amend Appendix 7.14 point 1 to read: 

The following parking reduction adjustment factors can be considered as part of the resource consent process. These suggested 

reductions from the minimum parking requirements are simply suggestions: the exact suitability for the reduction, (considering the 

specific characteristics of the activity and its location), can be considered through the resource consent process.  

   

742 Scentre New 

Zealand 

Limited 

742.100 Oppose  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Delete Appendix 7.15 

   

744 Grand Limited 744.5 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain the proposed new car parking provisions listed in Table 7.2 

   

745 Ryman 

Healthcare 

Limited 

745.46 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Delete point 5 of Appendix 7.1 
   

745 Ryman 

Healthcare 

Limited 

745.47 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Add in requirements specific to retirement villages under the 'Residential activities' heading: 

Table 7.2 Activity  

Retirement Village  

Car Parking Spaces Residents/Visitors/Students  

1 space / 5 residents in care facilities 1 space per residential unit  

Staff  

1 space per 2 full time staff members  

1433.17 

   

752 Alpine 

Presebytery  

752.19   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Add a new Policy 7.1.1.9 as follows: 

7.1.1.9 Policy - Traffic Generation and Parking, Existing Activities 

In the case of long-standing activities such as health care facilities, pre-schools and churches, where redevelopment or expansion 

is proposed, assessment shall be confined to any increased effects of such redevelopment or expansion, rather than the existing 

effects of the activity. 

FS1463 

FS1444.119 

FS1442.58 

FS1436.57 

FS1359.226 

   

752 Alpine 

Presebytery  

752.20 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

Combine Table 7.1 with the High Traffic Generator Table under Rule 7.2.3.10 

FS1463 
FS1444.120 
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car parks required FS1359.227 

752 Alpine 

Presebytery  

752.21 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 
Amend Note 2 under Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows (or to like effect): 

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted resource consent, or a 

development already exists at (insert date at which Plan becomes operative), then this rule does not apply to any development that 

already exists, or is within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent unless the 

resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, where a proposed development increases the level of traffic associated with a site, Rule 

7.2.3.10 shall only apply when the cumulative net increase above the existing or consented level triggers the rule thresholds. 

FS1463 

FS1444.121 

FS1359.228 

FS1442.59 

FS1436.58 

   

756 Christchurch 

Polytechnic 

Institute of 

Technology 

756.6 Support  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

The CPIT supports the car parking assessment standards which are based on full time equivalent student numbers.  

1359.229 
   

756 Christchurch 

Polytechnic 

Institute of 

Technology 

756.7 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain the inclusion of car parking for accommodation which is ancillary to a tertiary education and research activity, within the 

overall parking associated with the tertiary education and research activity. 

  

1359.236 

   

756 Christchurch 

Polytechnic 

Institute of 

Technology 

756.8 Support  7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

cycle parking 

facilities required 

Reword Rule 7.2.3.2 to clarify the trigger for calculating cycle parking.  

  

1359.232 

   

756 Christchurch 

Polytechnic 

Institute of 

Technology 

756.9 Support  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Retain the inclusion of cycle parking for accommodation which is ancillary to a tertiary education and research activity, within the 

overall parking associated with the tertiary education and research activity. 

  

1359.233 

   

756 Christchurch 

Polytechnic 

Institute of 

Technology 

756.10 Support  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

The primary relief sought is to delete Rule 7.2.3.10 in its entirety insofar as it relates to Education Activities.  

  

1359.235 

   

756 Christchurch 

Polytechnic 

Institute of 

Technology 

756.12    7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Full time equivalent student numbers in the Specific Purpose (Education) Zones shall be assessed annually as of 1 July, and 

shall be rounded to the nearest 100 FTE students. Any additional cycle parks required shall be provided within 12 months of 

the date of assessment. Note: Full-time equivalent student means the equivalent number of students based on the number of 

papers taken to complete a full time course in the normal time, divided by the actual number of students.  

144.122 

   

756 Christchurch 

Polytechnic 

Institute of 

756.14 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Delete the ‘student hostel accommodation’ parking requirement in Table 7.2 from under the ‘education activity’ heading and include 

it under the ‘residential activity’ heading.    
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Technology 1359.231 

756 Christchurch 

Polytechnic 

Institute of 

Technology 

756.15 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Delete the ‘student hostel accommodation’ parking requirement in Table 7.5 from under the ‘education activity’ heading and include 

it under the ‘residential activity’ heading. 

1359.234 

   

756 Christchurch 

Polytechnic 

Institute of 

Technology 

756.16 Oppose  7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

  

   

756 Christchurch 

Polytechnic 

Institute of 

Technology 

756.17 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Provide an exclusion from Rule 7.2.3.10 for education activities. 

   

760 Henderson 760.3    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

 Ensure new developments provide facilities supporting public and active transportation 
   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.24 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Amend objective 1 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1 Objective 1 - Integrated transport system 

An integrated transport system:  

a. that is accessible, affordable, resilient, safe, sustainable and efficient for people using all transport modes,    

b. that is responsive to the district’s current recovery and future economic development needs;    

c. that supports safe, healthy and liveable communities by maximising  is integrated with land use;  

1450.579 

1359.238 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.25 Neutral 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

Amend Policy 1 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.1 Policy 1 - Establishment of a road classification system  

A road network that recognises different access and movement functions for all transport modes, whilst;   

a. ensuring the continued safe and efficient operation of the transport road network;  

1359.240 

1450.581 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.26 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend Policy 2 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities  

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generally to ensure that they: 

1444.124 

1450.583 

1359.243 
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1270.25 
761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.27 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend Policy 4 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.4 Policy 4 - Requirements for car parking and loading  

a. Require onsite car parking and loading spaces which provide for the expected needs of an activity in a way that minimises adverse 

effects. 

1450.588 

1359.247 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.28 Neutral 7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

Amend Policy 5 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.5 Policy 5 - Design of car parking and loading areas  

Require that car parking and loading areas are designed to:  

a. operate safely and efficiently; . 

1450.592 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.29 Neutral 7.1.1.7-Policy 7 - 

Rail level crossings 

Amend Policy 7 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.7 Policy 7 - Rail level crossings  

Improve and maintain safety at road/rail level crossings by:  

i. requiring high safe visibility at uncontrolled level crossings;  

ii managing vehicle accesses close to level crossings; and    

iii managing the creation of new level crossings. 

1450.597 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.30 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend 7.2.3.10 Rule 10 as follows:  

?7.2.3.10 Rule 10 – High trip generators   

1. An Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for activities that are High Trip Generators (i.e. are restricted 

discretionary activities under this rule) except where the activity is located in an existing District, Neighbourhood or Local 

Centre and is listed as a permitted activity.    

1450.598 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.31 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Amend 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 to include minimum car parking requirements for larger activities and delete the accompanying Note.   

1450.600 

1270.25 
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761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.32 Neutral  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Delete the reference to modelling in i. of Table 2 of Appendix 7.15 as follows:   

Appendix 7.15 – Integrated transport assessment requirements checklist 

2. Requirements for a full Integrated Transport Assessment 

i. Assessment of effects Consideration of the 

effects the activity will 

have on the transport 

network for all modes 

including freight, and the 

effects the proposed 

transport infrastructure 

will have on the 

environment. This could 

include transport 

modelling. 
 

1450.601 

1270.25 

 
 
 

 

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.33 Neutral  7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

cycle parking 

facilities required 

Amend the cycle parking rule (7.2.3.2 Rule 2) and confine the requirement to the minimum supply of covered cycle parking for 

developments (at the rates set out in the operative Christchurch City Plan, 2.2.1 Parking space numbers -  Table 1) 

1450.602 

1443.70 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.54   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Amend objective 1 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1 Objective 1 - Integrated transport system  

An integrated transport system: 

d. that reduces where practical dependency on private motor vehicles and promotes the use of public and active transport; 

1443.61 

1450.580 

1359.239 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.55   7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

Amend Policy 1 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.1 Policy 1 - Establishment of a road classification system  

A road network that recognises different access and movement functions for all transport modes, whilst;  

… 

b. providing in appropriate locations for public places to enable community activities including opportunities for people to interact 

and spend time ;   
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c. providing space for utility services;   

d. reflecting neighbourhood identity and amenity; and  

e. recognising cross boundary connections with adjoining Districts. 

1270.25 

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.56   7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend Policy 2 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities  

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generally to ensure that they: 

... 

e. avoids or mitigates significant adverse effects on the transport roading system of unanticipated activities, including reverse 

sensitivity effects on the strategic transport network;  

... 
1450.584 

1359.242 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.57   7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend Policy 2 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities  

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generally to ensure that they: 

... 

g. encourage the use of parking management measures which    

i. make efficient use of land;  

ii. minimise adverse effects on the safety, efficiency and amenity of the surrounding area environment, including the transport 

network; 

iii. caters for the parking demand of the activity;  

iv. support recovery and economic activity; and  

v. encourage public and active transport use;  

... 
1359.245 

1443.62 

1450.586 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.58   7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend Policy 2 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities  

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generally to ensure that they: 

... 

h. provide for the needs of people with disabilities;  

i. maximise integration with the transport system, including planned transport infrastructure and service improvements by 

coordinating land use and the implementation of transport infrastructure and services. 

... 
1443.63 

1450.587 

1359.246 
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1270.25 
761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.59   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend Policy 4 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.4 Policy 4 - Requirements for car parking and loading 

...  

? 

b. Enable an assessment of whether a reduction in the number of car parking spaces required can be considered as an opportunity to 

facilitate public and active transport use, but only   where: 

... 
1359.248 

1443.64 

1450.589 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.60   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend Policy 4 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.4 Policy 4 - Requirements for car parking and loading 

...  

? 

b.  ... 

iv. The extent of the reduction is appropriate having regard to Appendix 7.14– Parking Reduction Adjustment Factors, will maintain 

onsite parking to meet anticipated demand. 
... 
1359.248 

1443.64 

1450.589 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.61   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend Policy 4 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.4 Policy 4 - Requirements for car parking and loading 

...  

c. Provide for flexible approaches to car parking numbers in local and neighbourhood centres to support the use of public and active 

transport and existing parking supply land and car parking spaces support the current and future recovery needs where land is used 

more efficiently for car parking spaces as a whole or where it supports the current and future recovery needs; 
... 
1443.65 

1450.591 

1359.250 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.62   7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

Amend Policy 5 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.5 Policy 5 - Design of car parking and loading areas 

...  

b. mitigate effects on the character and amenity of the surrounding environment;  

... 
1450.593 

1270.25 
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761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.63   7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

Amend Policy 5 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.4 Policy 5 - Design of car parking and loading areas 

...  

c. provide quality urban amenity outcomes within the development; 

... 
1443.66 

1450.594 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.64   7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

Amend Policy 5 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.4 Policy 5 - Design of car parking and loading areas 

... 

d. prevent crime; 

... 
1443.67 

1450.595 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.65   7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

Amend Policy 5 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.4 Policy 5 - Design of car parking and loading areas 

...  

e. support the efficient and safe use and operation of land use activities; and 

? 

f. support amenity and safety for all transport modes 

... 
1443.68 

1443.69 

1450.596 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.66    7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

In the alternative, if the relief sought in (a) above is not granted, either delete all Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and replace with 

workable provisions that are appropriately targeted to ensure that ITA requirements, including modelling, are only required in 

appropriate circumstances where they represent analysis necessary and proportionate to the proposed development in its particular 

context, and make any other consequential amendments as necessary, and/or amend note 2 as follows:   

2. If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted current resource consent or a 

development exists at (insert date Plan becomes operative), then this rule does not apply to any development that already exists, 

or is within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent unless the resource 

consent has lapsed. For clarity, where a proposed development increases the level of traffic associated with a site, Rule 7.2.3.10 

shall only apply when the cumulative net increase above the existing or consented level triggers the rule threshold. 

1270.25 

   

761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.67    7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

cycle parking 

facilities required 

f. Include assessment criteria to enable a development to provide a lesser number of cycle parking spaces. For example:    

 - the extent to which the supply of cycle parking will meet anticipated demands; and 

- the extent to which alternative cycle parking is available within easy walking distance of the development. 
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1450.604 

1270.25 
761 Kiwi Income 

Property Trust 

761.69   7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend Policy 2 as follows (or similar wording): 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities  

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generally to ensure that they: 

... 

c. optimise use of existing capacity within the transport roading system;  

... 
1450.584 

1359.243 

   

762 Lyttelton/ Mt 

Herbert 

Community 

Board 

762.16   7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

Amend 7.1.1.1 Policy 1 Establishment of a road classification system to read:  

a. a road network that connects people and places and recognising different access and movement functions for all people and 

transport modes, whilst: 

   

762 Lyttelton/ Mt 

Herbert 

Community 

Board 

762.17   7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 High trip generating activities to read: 

a. are accessible by a range of physical abilities and transport modes and promote public and active transport use...  
   

762 Lyttelton/ Mt 

Herbert 

Community 

Board 

762.18   7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

Amend Policy 3 to include references to mobility impairment and accessibility as well as related amendments to rules and 

appendices specified in submission 1145 (pp23- 24).  
   

762 Lyttelton/ Mt 

Herbert 

Community 

Board 

762.19   7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

Amend 7.1.1.8 Policy 8 Effects from transport infrastructure by adding another clause which reads:  

a minimise the adverse effects and maximises the positive effects...on the environment, including: xi connectivity of communities. 
   

762 Lyttelton/ Mt 

Herbert 

Community 

Board 

762.20    7.4.12-Appendix 

7.12- Road 

classification system 

Amend Appendix 7.12 – Road Classification system table 7.17 Explanation box for Major arterial roads to read: Some major 

arterials, particularly state highways, serve an important bypass function within Christchurch District, directing traffic through it to 

areas beyond. Some state highways create severence issues for communities they pass through. They are managed to minimise 

adverse effects from access on network efficiency...etc.  

   

762 Lyttelton/ Mt 

Herbert 

Community 

Board 

762.36   7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

Amend 7.1.1.1 Policy 1 Establishment of a road classification system to read: 

.iv  connecting communities and reflecting neighbourhood identity and amenity; and...etc. 
   

762 Lyttelton/ Mt 

Herbert 

Community 

Board 

762.37   7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 High trip genertaing activities to read: 

 f. limit adverse effects amd maximise positive effects from transport on communities, the amenity of surrounding areas, on the 

environment...etc. 

   

762 Lyttelton/ Mt 

Herbert 

Community 

Board 

762.38   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend Policy 4 to include references to mobility impairment and accessibility as well as related amendments to rules and 

appendices specified in submission 1145 (pp23- 24). 
   

762 Lyttelton/ Mt 

Herbert 

Community 

Board 

762.39   7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

Amend Policy 5 to include references to mobility impairment and accessibility as well as related amendments to rules and 

appendices specified in submission 1145 (pp23- 24). 
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762 Lyttelton/ Mt 

Herbert 

Community 

Board 

762.42   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

 Include 7.1.1(a)(vii) That connects communities 

   

763 Methodist 

Church of New 

Zealand 

763.26 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Add a new Policy 7.1.1.9 as follows:  

7.1.1.9 Policy - Traffic Generation and Parking, Existing Activities  

In the case of long-standing activities such as health care facilities, pre-schools and churches, where redevelopment or expansion 

is proposed, assessment shall be confined to any increased effects of such redevelopment or expansion, rather than the existing 

effects of the activity.  

FS 1359.251 

FS 1444.126 

FS1442.66 

FS 1442.59 

   

763 Methodist 

Church of New 

Zealand 

763.27 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Combine Table 7.1 with the High Traffic Generator Table under Rule 7.2.3.10 

FS 1444.125 

FS 1359.252 

   

763 Methodist 

Church of New 

Zealand 

763.28 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend Note 2 under Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows (or to like effect)  

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted resource consent, or a 

development already exists at (insert date at which Plan becomes operative), then this rule does not apply to any development that 

already exists, or is within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent unless the 

resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, where a proposed development increases the level of traffic associated with a site, Rule 

7.2.3.10 shall only apply when the cumulative net increase above the existing or consented level triggers the rule thresholds.  

FS 1442.61 

FS 1436.60 

FS 1359.253 

   

768 Orchard Trust 768.2 Oppose 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Reduce complexity and consenting requirements, address areas of uncertainty. 

Specific provisions of concern are detailed below, however this submission also seeks a reduction in complexity and consenting 

requirements across all provisions 

   

768 Orchard Trust 768.3 Oppose 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Delete 

   

768 Orchard Trust 768.4 Oppose  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

Amend the 'Suggested reduction from the minimum parking requirements' column and Note 2 to remove uncertainty as to the 

percentage reduction to be applied 

Delete: m Travel Plan 

   

768 Orchard Trust 768.5 Oppose  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Delete or amend item descriptions and details to be included to provide clarity and ensure only practical and cost effective measures 

are included 

   

769 Lyttelton 

Harbour 

Business 

769.3 Support  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

We support the relaxation of the current car parking rules and in addition we support an investigation into future parking 

requirements    
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Association car parks required 

771 Citadel Limited 771.3 Support  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

The transport objectives and policies require comprehensive review and amendments to focus on transport matters 
   

771 Citadel Limited 771.4 Support  7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators 

   

771 Citadel Limited 771.5    7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

Minimum car parking requirements apply to all activities, not just non-high trip generators 

   

771 Citadel Limited 771.6    7.4-Appendices Reduce and / or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements 
   

771 Citadel Limited 771.8    7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters 

   

775 Annex 

Developments 

Limited 

775.4 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Combine Table 7.1 with the High Traffic generator Table under Rule 7.2.3.10.  

FS 1444.127 

FS 1274.9 

FS 1359.254 

   

775 Annex 

Developments 

Limited 

775.10 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend Note 2 under Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows (or to like effect):  

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted resource consent, or a 

development exists at (insert date at which Plan becomes operative), then this rule does not apply to any development that already 

exists, or is within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent unless the 

resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, where a proposed development increases the level of traffic associated with a site, Rule 

7.2.3.10 shall only apply when the cumulative net increase above the existing or consented level triggers the rule thresholds.  

FS 1442.62 

FS 1436.61 

   

779 Dopheide 779.3    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

 Ensure new developments provide facilities supporting public and active transportation 
   

785 South Island 

Region Trust 

Board 

785.39 Support 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

Amend 7.1.1.3 Policy 3 as follows:  

a. Ensure the number, location, design and gradient of vehicle accesses and associated manoeuvring: 

…  

v. provides for emergency vehicle access.  

   

785 South Island 

Region Trust 

Board 

785.40 Support  7.2.3.8-Rule 8- 

Vehicle crossings 

Amend 7.2.3.8 Rule 8 Vehicle crossings via an exemption for emergency service vehicles:  

This rule does not apply to emergency service facilities. Any application arising from noncompliance with this rule will only require 

written approval from the NZ Transport Agency and only where there is direct … 

   

785 South Island 

Region Trust 

Board 

785.41 Oppose  7.3.10-Vehicle 

access design 

Amend Matters of discretion: 7.3.10 Vehicle access design as follows: 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7a, Section 7.2.3.7:…  

5a. Whether the access way dimensions will inhibit access for emergency service vehicles. 

   

786 Woods 786.3    7.1-Objectives and      
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policies 

787 Kennaway 

Park Joint 

Venture 

Partnership 

787.3 Oppose  7.2.3.7-Rule 7- 

Access design 

Amend Table 7.10 iv. and v. to delete the maximum formed width for private ways and vehicle access  

   

787 Kennaway 

Park Joint 

Venture 

Partnership 

787.4 Oppose  7.2.3.7-Rule 7- 

Access design 

Amend Table 7.12 ii. minimum queuing length for carparks accessed from local or collector roads with 11-20 car parks from 7.5m 

to 5.5m  
   

787 Kennaway 

Park Joint 

Venture 

Partnership 

787.5 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain parking space requirements listed in Appendix 7.1 of the Replacement District Plan, in particular those for industrial 

activities, offices and commercial services. 
   

787 Kennaway 

Park Joint 

Venture 

Partnership 

787.6 Support  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Retain Heavy Vehicle Bay (HGV) requirements for industrial activities, commercial services, and offices listed in Appendix 7.3 – 

Loading Areas. 
   

787 Kennaway 

Park Joint 

Venture 

Partnership 

787.7 Support  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend (e) as below by increasing the gross floor area (GFA) threshold which triggers the requirement for resource consent for 

Industrial Activities to match (f) which triggers the requirement for resource consent for Industrial Activities (Warehousing and 

Distribution) at a threshold of = 10,400 m2 GFA. 

Retain all other listed thresholds for this resource consent requirement as within the Replacement Plan, listed below: 

  Applicable to Rule – Resource Consent 

under this rule is 

required for activities 

with: 

e. Industrial Activities 

(unless specified below) 

= 830 m2 GFA  

= 10,400 m2 GFA 

f. Industrial Activities 

(Warehousing and 

Distribution Activities) 

= 10,400 m2 GFA 

g. Office = 960 m2 GFA 

i. Retail Activities (unless 

specified below) 

= 250 m2 GLFA 

j. Retail Activities (Food and 

Beverage Outlet) 

= 70 m2 PFA 

k. Any other activities = 250 vehicle trips per day 
 

   

789 K I 

Commercial 

Limited 

789.5 Oppose  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Amend Rule 7.2.3.1(c)(ii) as follows:  

Any activity:  

 (i) where standard car parks are provided, or  

 (ii) containing new buildings with a GFA of more than 2,500 m2.  
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

FS 1400.6 

FS 1401.6 

FS 1402.6 

FS 1403.6 

FS 1405.6 

FS 1406.6 

FS 1408.6 

FS 1409.6 

FS 1410.6 

FS 1288 

FS 1383 

FS 1285.5 

FS 1382 

FS 1384 

FS 1249 

FS 1307.1 

FS 1267.2 

FS 1322.2 

FS 1315.1 

789 K I 

Commercial 

Limited 

789.6 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend the table in Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows:  

 

 

 

i. 

 

 

j. 

Applicable to 

 

 

Retail Activities (unless 

specified below) 

 

Retail Activities (Food and 

Beverage Outlet) 

Rule – Resource consent 

under this rule is required 

for activities with 

= 250 500 m2 GLFA 

 

 

= 70 250 m2 PFA 

FS 1400.7 

Fs 1401.7 

FS 1402.7 

Fs 1403.7 

FS 1405.7 

FS 1406.7 

FS 1408.7 

FS 1409.7 

FS 1410.7 

FS 1288 

FS 1383 

FS 1285.5 

FS 1382 

FS 1384 

FS 1249 

FS 1307.1 

FS 1267.2 

FS 1322.2 

FS 1315.1 

   

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.14 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These 

provisions do not appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and 

especially for specific retail outlets (such as Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
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No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, 

PEL  accepts  that  this  may only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic 

policy identified in Chapter 7. 

 

50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail 

development  seems to have been lost. PEL therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre 

commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre 

commercial development. 

 

51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and 

avoid doubling up.   For example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car 

parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip generating activities. 

PEL seeks as follows: 

 

(a)  Clause 7.1.1 Objective  1 - Integrated  transport  system  be amended  as  follows  (or similar): 

 

'7.1.1 Objective 1 - Integrated transport system 

 

An integrated transport system: 

 

a. that is accessible, affordable, resilient, safe, sustainable and efficient for people using all transport modes, 

b.  that is responsive to the district's current recovery and future economic development needs; 

c.  that supports safe, healthy and liveable communities by maximising  is integrated with land use; 

d. that reduces where practical dependency on private motor vehicles and promotes the use of public and active transport; 

e.  that recognises Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values; and  

f.  that is managed using the one network approach.' 

 
FS 1270.26 

FS 1359.255 
790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.15 Neutral 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not appropriately recognise that 

car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 

 

49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may only be able  to be 

located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 

 

50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL therefore 

considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an Integrated Transport Assessment 

(ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 

 

51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For example 'catering for 

the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip generating activities. 

PEL seeks as follows: 

 

 

(b)  Clause 7.1.1.1 Policy 1 -Establishment of a road classification system be amended as follows (or similar): 

 

'7.1.1.1 Policy 1- Establishment  of a road classification system 

 

A road network that recognises different access and movement functions for all transport modes, whilst; 

 

a. ensuring the continued safe and efficient operation of the transport road network; 

b. providing in appropriate locations for public places to enable community activities including opportunities for people to interact and spend time; 
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No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

c.  providing space for utility services; 

d.  reflecting neighbourhood identity and amenity; and 
e. recognising cross boundary connections with adjoining Districts. ' 

FS 1270.26 

FS 1359.257 
790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.16 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
 
(c)  Clause 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip  generating  activities  be amended  as  follows  (or similar): 

 
'7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities 
 
Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generallv to ensure that they: 
 
h. provide for the needs of people with disabilities; 

FS 1270.26 
FS 1443.26 
FS 1359.265 

   

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.17 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
(d)  Clause 7.1.1.4 Policy 4- Requirements  for car parking  and loading be amended  as follows (or similar): 

 
' 7.1.1.4 Policy 4 - Requirements for car parking and loading 
 
b. Enable an assessment of whether a reduction in the number of car parking spaces required can be considered an opportunity to facilitate public and 
active transport use, but only where: 
iv.  The extent of the reduction is appropriate having regard to Appendix 7.14 Parking Reduction Adjustment Factors, will maintain onsite parking to meet 
anticipated demand as determined bv  Appendix 7.14 - Parking Reduction Adjustment  Factors. 
  

FS 1270.26 
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A A(P) R 

FS 1359.267 
FS 1443.27 

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.18 Neutral 7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
(e) Clause  7.1.1.5  Policy  5- Design  of car parking and loading areas  be amended as follows (or similar): 

 
'7.1.1.5 Policy 5 - Design of car parking and loading areas 
 
Require that car parking and loading areas are designed to: 
 
c. provide quality urban amenity outcomes within the development; 
  

FS 1270.26 
FS 1359.269 
FS 1443.29 

   

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.19 Neutral 7.1.1.7-Policy 7 - 

Rail level crossings 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
(f)          Clause 7.1.1.7 Policy  7- Rail level  crossings be amended as follows (or similar): 

 
'7.1.1. 7 Policy 7- Rail level crossings 
 
Improve and maintain safety at road/rail/eve/ crossings by: 
 
i. requiring high safe-visibility at uncontrolled level crossings; 
 

FS 1270.26 

FS 1359.273 
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790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.20 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

53.  Under 7.2.3.10 Rule 10 - High trip generators, the requirement for an ITA for a retail development or expansion kicks 

in at 250m2  for a basic assessment and 1000m2  for a full assessment. This results in a requirement where a 250m2  retail 

development or expansion, requiring just 11 parking 

spaces,  would  require  resource  consent  and  a  basic  ITA   A  1,000m2   retail development  or 

expansion requiring only 44 parking spaces would need to provide a full ITA which 'could include transport modelling'' (Appendix 

7.15 - Integrated transport assessment requirements checklist; clause 2(i)). 

 

54.  PEL notes that the  requirement  for the basic ITA  under Rule  10 is more  onerous than  the Operative Plan's 25 car 

parks or 250 vehicle movement threshold.  PEL has been unable to find any justification in the documentation supporting the 

Replacement Plan for this more onerous approach. 

  

55.  In addition to the above, PEL considers that requiring ITAs for development within existing centres runs counter to 

the objectives and policies which encourage development and intensification within centres. It has been accepted in caselaw that 

greater transport congestion  is an anticipated 

aspect of a centres based strategy,6  and this is the situation which has been adopted for the 

Central City. 

 

56. Notwithstanding the above, PEL considers that Note 2 of Rule 7.2.3.10 appears to state that if an ITA has been undertaken for 

a site previously, then that site is in effect reset to zero for the purpose of applying the rule thresholds. The wording of this note is 

unclear and requires clarification to avoid situations where an activity that may already be above the thresholds does not continually 

require resource consent for any new addition or changes no matter how small. It is considered more appropriate that only new 

additions that would in themselves generate traffic beyond the thresholds should require another ITA. 

 

57.        PEL is also concerned about the requirement for transport modelling to be undertaken for a full ITA.   It considers that 

transport modelling, if necessary, would form part of any assessment of effects and be determined by the nature of the activity, the 

level of traffic generation and the reading environment. By referring to the assessment potentially needing traffic modelling in 

Appendix 7.15, PEL considers such modelling, which is extremely expensive, might be seen as the norm rather than being 

considered on a case by case basis taking into account the above factors. 

 

58.       Finally, PEL is concerned about the approach taken under Clause 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 in relation to car parking requirements for 

high trip generating activities such as supermarkets. As currently drafted, Rule 1 provides only minimum car parking requirements 

for small activities.  The Note that follows Rule 1 explains that car parking requirements for High Trip Generators is to be assessed 

as part of the ITA process under Rule 10, and the car parking requirements under Rule 1 (for small activities} can be used as 

'guidance' in that assessment. 

 

59.  In  PEL's view, the approach taken under Rule 1 and the associated Note creates significant uncertainty to those 

planning or designing developments with high trip generation, given that car parking  requirements 

for  the  development  will  not  be  determined  until resource  consent  is assessed and subsequently approved by the Council.  This 

makes development planning very difficult as car parking supply and layout are critical to the design process which occurs well in 

advance of the resource consent process.  To address this concern, PEL considers that the Replacement Plan should specifically 

provide minimum car parking requirements for larger (i.e. high trip generating) activities. 

  

PEL seeks as follows: 

 

(a}        Amend 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 to include minimum car parking requirements for larger activities and delete the accompanying Note. 

FS 1270.26 
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790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.21 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

53.  Under 7.2.3.10 Rule 10 - High trip generators, the requirement for an ITA for a retail development or expansion kicks in at 250m2  for a basic 
assessment and 1000m2  for a full assessment. This results in a requirement where a 250m2  retail development or expansion, requiring just 11 parking 
spaces,  would  require  resource  consent  and  a  basic  ITA   A  1,000m2   retail development  or 
expansion requiring only 44 parking spaces would need to provide a full ITA which 'could include transport modelling'' (Appendix 7.15 - Integrated transport 
assessment requirements checklist; clause 2(i)). 
 
54.  PEL notes that the  requirement  for the basic ITA  under Rule  10 is more  onerous than  the Operative Plan's 25 car parks or 250 vehicle 
movement threshold.  PEL has been unable to find any justification in the documentation supporting the Replacement Plan for this more onerous approach. 
  
55.  In addition to the above, PEL considers that requiring ITAs for development within existing centres runs counter to the objectives and policies 
which encourage development and intensification within centres. It has been accepted in caselaw that greater transport congestion  is an anticipated 
aspect of a centres based strategy,6  and this is the situation which has been adopted for the 
Central City. 
 
56. Notwithstanding the above, PEL considers that Note 2 of Rule 7.2.3.10 appears to state that if an ITA has been undertaken for a site previously, then 
that site is in effect reset to zero for the purpose of applying the rule thresholds. The wording of this note is unclear and requires clarification to avoid situations 
where an activity that may already be above the thresholds does not continually require resource consent for any new addition or changes no matter how small. 
It is considered more appropriate that only new additions that would in themselves generate traffic beyond the thresholds should require another ITA. 
 
57.        PEL is also concerned about the requirement for transport modelling to be undertaken for a full ITA.   It considers that transport modelling, if necessary, 
would form part of any assessment of effects and be determined by the nature of the activity, the level of traffic generation and the reading environment. By 
referring to the assessment potentially needing traffic modelling in Appendix 7.15, PEL considers such modelling, which is extremely expensive, might be seen 
as the norm rather than being considered on a case by case basis taking into account the above factors. 
 
58.       Finally, PEL is concerned about the approach taken under Clause 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 in relation to car parking requirements for high trip generating activities 
such as supermarkets. As currently drafted, Rule 1 provides only minimum car parking requirements for small activities.  The Note that follows Rule 1 explains 
that car parking requirements for High Trip Generators is to be assessed as part of the ITA process under Rule 10, and the car parking requirements under Rule 
1 (for small activities} can be used as 'guidance' in that assessment. 
 
59.  In  PEL's view, the approach taken under Rule 1 and the associated Note creates significant uncertainty to those planning or designing 
developments with high trip generation, given that car parking  requirements for  the  development  will  not  be  determined  until resource  consent  is assessed 
and subsequently approved by the Council.  This makes development planning very difficult as car parking supply and layout are critical to the design process 
which occurs well in advance of the resource consent process.  To address this concern, PEL considers that the Replacement Plan should specifically provide 
minimum car parking requirements for larger (i.e. high trip generating) activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
(b)        Delete all the floor space and other thresholds in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and retain the 250 and  1000 vehicle movement thresholds provided in the 
Operative Plan to determine the necessity for ITA's outside of centres. 
  
FS 1270.26 

   

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.22 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

53.  Under 7.2.3.10 Rule 10 - High trip generators, the requirement for an ITA for a retail development or expansion kicks in at 250m2  for a basic 
assessment and 1000m2  for a full assessment. This results in a requirement where a 250m2  retail development or expansion, requiring just 11 parking 
spaces,  would  require  resource  consent  and  a  basic  ITA   A  1,000m2   retail development  or 
expansion requiring only 44 parking spaces would need to provide a full ITA which 'could include transport modelling'' (Appendix 7.15 - Integrated transport 
assessment requirements checklist; clause 2(i)). 
 
54.  PEL notes that the  requirement  for the basic ITA  under Rule  10 is more  onerous than  the Operative Plan's 25 car parks or 250 vehicle 
movement threshold.  PEL has been unable to find any justification in the documentation supporting the Replacement Plan for this more onerous approach. 
  
55.  In addition to the above, PEL considers that requiring ITAs for development within existing centres runs counter to the objectives and policies 
which encourage development and intensification within centres. It has been accepted in caselaw that greater transport congestion  is an anticipated 
aspect of a centres based strategy,6  and this is the situation which has been adopted for the 
Central City. 
 
56. Notwithstanding the above, PEL considers that Note 2 of Rule 7.2.3.10 appears to state that if an ITA has been undertaken for a site previously, then 
that site is in effect reset to zero for the purpose of applying the rule thresholds. The wording of this note is unclear and requires clarification to avoid situations 
where an activity that may already be above the thresholds does not continually require resource consent for any new addition or changes no matter how small. 
It is considered more appropriate that only new additions that would in themselves generate traffic beyond the thresholds should require another ITA. 
 
57.        PEL is also concerned about the requirement for transport modelling to be undertaken for a full ITA.   It considers that transport modelling, if necessary, 
would form part of any assessment of effects and be determined by the nature of the activity, the level of traffic generation and the reading environment. By 
referring to the assessment potentially needing traffic modelling in Appendix 7.15, PEL considers such modelling, which is extremely expensive, might be seen 
as the norm rather than being considered on a case by case basis taking into account the above factors. 
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58.       Finally, PEL is concerned about the approach taken under Clause 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 in relation to car parking requirements for high trip generating activities 
such as supermarkets. As currently drafted, Rule 1 provides only minimum car parking requirements for small activities.  The Note that follows Rule 1 explains 
that car parking requirements for High Trip Generators is to be assessed as part of the ITA process under Rule 10, and the car parking requirements under Rule 
1 (for small activities} can be used as 'guidance' in that assessment. 
 
59.  In  PEL's view, the approach taken under Rule 1 and the associated Note creates significant uncertainty to those planning or designing 
developments with high trip generation, given that car parking  requirements for  the  development  will  not  be  determined  until resource  consent  is assessed 
and subsequently approved by the Council.  This makes development planning very difficult as car parking supply and layout are critical to the design process 
which occurs well in advance of the resource consent process.  To address this concern, PEL considers that the Replacement Plan should specifically provide 
minimum car parking requirements for larger (i.e. high trip generating) activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
 
(c)  Either: 
 
(i)        within all existing commercial centres exclude the requirement for an ITA for commercial development or expansion on the basis that transport congestion 
is an anticipated aspect  of  zoned centres by  amending  Rule  7.2.3.10 - High  trip generators as follows: 

  

 
FS 1270.26 

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.23 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

53.  Under 7.2.3.10 Rule 10 - High trip generators, the requirement for an ITA for a retail development or expansion kicks in at 250m2  for a basic 
assessment and 1000m2  for a full assessment. This results in a requirement where a 250m2  retail development or expansion, requiring just 11 parking 
spaces,  would  require  resource  consent  and  a  basic  ITA   A  1,000m2   retail development  or 
expansion requiring only 44 parking spaces would need to provide a full ITA which 'could include transport modelling'' (Appendix 7.15 - Integrated transport 
assessment requirements checklist; clause 2(i)). 
 
54.  PEL notes that the  requirement  for the basic ITA  under Rule  10 is more  onerous than  the Operative Plan's 25 car parks or 250 vehicle 
movement threshold.  PEL has been unable to find any justification in the documentation supporting the Replacement Plan for this more onerous approach. 
  
55.  In addition to the above, PEL considers that requiring ITAs for development within existing centres runs counter to the objectives and policies 
which encourage development and intensification within centres. It has been accepted in caselaw that greater transport congestion  is an anticipated 
aspect of a centres based strategy,6  and this is the situation which has been adopted for the 
Central City. 
 
56. Notwithstanding the above, PEL considers that Note 2 of Rule 7.2.3.10 appears to state that if an ITA has been undertaken for a site previously, then 
that site is in effect reset to zero for the purpose of applying the rule thresholds. The wording of this note is unclear and requires clarification to avoid situations 
where an activity that may already be above the thresholds does not continually require resource consent for any new addition or changes no matter how small. 
It is considered more appropriate that only new additions that would in themselves generate traffic beyond the thresholds should require another ITA. 
 
57.        PEL is also concerned about the requirement for transport modelling to be undertaken for a full ITA.   It considers that transport modelling, if necessary, 
would form part of any assessment of effects and be determined by the nature of the activity, the level of traffic generation and the reading environment. By 
referring to the assessment potentially needing traffic modelling in Appendix 7.15, PEL considers such modelling, which is extremely expensive, might be seen 
as the norm rather than being considered on a case by case basis taking into account the above factors. 
 
58.       Finally, PEL is concerned about the approach taken under Clause 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 in relation to car parking requirements for high trip generating activities 
such as supermarkets. As currently drafted, Rule 1 provides only minimum car parking requirements for small activities.  The Note that follows Rule 1 explains 
that car parking requirements for High Trip Generators is to be assessed as part of the ITA process under Rule 10, and the car parking requirements under Rule 
1 (for small activities} can be used as 'guidance' in that assessment. 
 
59.  In  PEL's view, the approach taken under Rule 1 and the associated Note creates significant uncertainty to those planning or designing 
developments with high trip generation, given that car parking  requirements for  the  development  will  not  be  determined  until resource  consent  is assessed 
and subsequently approved by the Council.  This makes development planning very difficult as car parking supply and layout are critical to the design process 
which occurs well in advance of the resource consent process.  To address this concern, PEL considers that the Replacement Plan should specifically provide 
minimum car parking requirements for larger (i.e. high trip generating) activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 

(d)  Delete the reference to transport modelling in clause  (i) of Table 2, Appendix 7.15 as follows: 

 

Appendix 7.15 - Integrated transport assessment requirements checklist 

 

   

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 369 of 448



 

135 

 

Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

2. Requirements for a full Integrated Transport Assessment 

i. Assessment of effects Consideration of the effects the activity will have onthe transp
ort network for all modes including freight, andthe 
effects the proposed transport infrastructure will have on the 
environment. This could include transport modelling. 

  

  
FS 1270.26 
FS 1444.129 

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.46 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These 

provisions do not appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and 

especially for specific retail outlets (such as Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 

 

49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, 

PEL  accepts  that  this  may only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic 

policy identified in Chapter 7. 

 

50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail 

development  seems to have been lost. PEL therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre 

commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre 

commercial development. 

 

51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and 

avoid doubling up.   For example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car 

parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip generating activities. 

PEL seeks as follows: 

 

(a)  Clause 7.1.1 Objective  1 - Integrated  transport  system  be amended  as  follows  (or similar): 

 

'7.1.1 Objective 1 - Integrated transport system 

 

An integrated transport system: 

 

a. that is accessible, affordable, resilient, safe, sustainable and efficient for people using all transport modes, 

b.  that is responsive to the district's current recovery and future economic development needs; 

c.  that supports safe, healthy and liveable communities by maximising  is integrated with land use; 

d. that reduces where practical dependency on private motor vehicles and promotes the use of public and active transport; 

e.  that recognises Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values; and  

f.  that is managed using the one network approach.' 

 
FS 1270.26 

FS 1443.23 

FS 1359.256 

   

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.47 Neutral 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not appropriately recognise that 

car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 

 

49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may only be able  to be 

located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 

 

50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL therefore 
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considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an Integrated Transport Assessment 

(ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 

 

51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For example 'catering for 
the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip generating activities. 

PEL seeks as follows: 

 

(b)  Clause 7.1.1.1 Policy 1 -Establishment of a road classification system be amended as follows (or similar): 

 

'7.1.1.1 Policy 1- Establishment  of a road classification system 

 

A road network that recognises different access and movement functions for all transport modes, whilst; 

 

a. ensuring the continued safe and efficient operation of the transport road network; 

b. providing in appropriate locations for public places to enable community activities including opportunities for people to interact and spend time; 

c.  providing space for utility services; 

d.  reflecting neighbourhood identity and amenity; and 

e. recognising cross boundary connections with adjoining Districts. ' 

FS 1270.26 

FS 1359.258 
790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.48 Neutral 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not appropriately recognise that 

car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 

 

49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may only be able  to be 

located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 

 

50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL therefore 

considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an Integrated Transport Assessment 

(ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 

 

51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For example 'catering for 
the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip generating activities. 

PEL seeks as follows: 

 

 

(b)  Clause 7.1.1.1 Policy 1 -Establishment of a road classification system be amended as follows (or similar): 

 

'7.1.1.1 Policy 1- Establishment  of a road classification system 

 

A road network that recognises different access and movement functions for all transport modes, whilst; 

 

a. ensuring the continued safe and efficient operation of the transport road network; 

b. providing in appropriate locations for public places to enable community activities including opportunities for people to interact and spend time; 

c.  providing space for utility services; 

d.  reflecting neighbourhood identity and amenity; and 
e. recognising cross boundary connections with adjoining Districts. ' 

FS 1270.26 

FS 1359.259 

   

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.49 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
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51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
 
(c)  Clause 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip  generating  activities  be amended  as  follows  (or similar): 

 
'7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities 
 
Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generallv to ensure that they: 
 
a. are accessible by a range of transport modes and promote public and active transport use; 
b. promote the safe, efficient and effective use of the transport system; 
c. optimise use of existing capacity within the transport roading system; 
d. reduce the impact of trip generation through travel plans and other travel demand management measures; 
e. avoids or mitigates significant adverse effects on the transport roading system, including reverse sensitivity effects on the strategic transport network; 
f. limit adverse effects and maximise positive effects from transport infrastructure and operations on the amenity of the surrounding areas, on 
the environment, and on Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua values; 
g. encourage the use of parking management measures which 
i. make efficient use of land; 
ii. minimise adverse effects on the safety, efficiency and amenity of the surrounding area environment, including the transport network; 
iii. caters for the parking demand of the activity; 
iv. support recovery and economic activity; and 
v. encourage public and active transport use; 
h. provide for the needs of people with disabilities; 
i. maximise integration with the transport system, including planned transport infrastructure and service improvements by coordinating land use and the 
implementation of transport infrastructure and services.' 
FS 1270.26 
FS 1359.260 
FS 1444.128 

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.50   7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
 
(c)  Clause 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip  generating  activities  be amended  as  follows  (or similar): 

 
'7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities 
 
Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generallv to ensure that they: 
 
 
c. optimise use of existing capacity within the transport roading system; 
  
FS 1270.26 
FS 1359.261 
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790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.51 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
 
(c)  Clause 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip  generating  activities  be amended  as  follows  (or similar): 

 
'7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities 
 
Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generallv to ensure that they: 
 
e. avoids or mitigates significant adverse effects on the transport roading system, including reverse sensitivity effects on the strategic transport network; 
  
FS 1270.26 
FS 1359.262 
  

   

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.52 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
 
(c)  Clause 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip  generating  activities  be amended  as  follows  (or similar): 

 
'7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities 
 
Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generallv to ensure that they: 
 
g. encourage the use of parking management measures which 

FS 1270.26 
FS 1443.25 
FS 1359.264 

   

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.53 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
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50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
(d)  Clause 7.1.1.4 Policy 4- Requirements  for car parking  and loading be amended  as follows (or similar): 

 
' 7.1.1.4 Policy 4 - Requirements for car parking and loading 
 
a.  Require onsite car parking and loading spaces which provide for the expected needs of an activity in a way that minimises adverse effects.. 

FS 1270.26 
FS 1359.266 
  

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.54 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
(d)  Clause 7.1.1.4 Policy 4- Requirements  for car parking  and loading be amended  as follows (or similar): 

 
' 7.1.1.4 Policy 4 - Requirements for car parking and loading 
 
 
c.  Provide for flexible approaches to car parking numbers in local and neighbourhood centres to support the use of public and active transport and existing 
parking supply land and car parking spaces support the current and future recovery needs where it recognises the traffic generation characteristics and 
associated car park demand requirements of a particular activity. where land is used more efficiently for car parking spaces as a whole and/or where 
it supports the current and future recovery needs: 
  
FS 1270.26 
FS 1359.268 
FS 1443.28 

   

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.55 Neutral 7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
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PEL seeks as follows: 
 
(e) Clause  7.1.1.5  Policy  5- Design  of car parking and loading areas  be amended as follows (or similar): 

 
'7.1.1.5 Policy 5 - Design of car parking and loading areas 
 
Require that car parking and loading areas are designed to: 
 
d. prevent crime; 
  

FS 1270.26 
FS 1359.270 
FS 1443.30 

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.56 Neutral 7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
(e) Clause  7.1.1.5  Policy  5- Design  of car parking and loading areas  be amended as follows (or similar): 

 
'7.1.1.5 Policy 5 - Design of car parking and loading areas 
 
Require that car parking and loading areas are designed to: 
 
e. support the efficient and safe use and operation of land use activities; and 
  

FS 1270.26 
FS 1359.271 
FS 1443.31 

   

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.57 Neutral 7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

48. There is a substantial focus on active and public transport modes in the Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 - Transport. These provisions do not 
appropriately recognise that car based transport will be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, and especially for specific retail outlets (such as 
Trade Suppliers and Supermarkets). 
 
49.  PEL considers that at a minimum a narrative should be provided in the Replacement Plan as to car based  travel.   However, PEL  accepts  that  this  may 
only be able  to be located  in Chapter  3 - Strategic Directions given an absence of issues and strategic policy identified in Chapter 7. 
 
50.        The principle that greater transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of a centres based strategy for retail development  seems to have been lost. PEL 
therefore considers that, at a minimum, there should be a distinction favouring in-centre commercial  development  that excludes  the requirement for an 
Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for District Centre commercial development. 
 
51.        PEL considers  that a number  of amendments  to these provisions  are necessary  to ensure  that they are topic related and avoid doubling up.   For 
example 'catering for the parking demand of the activity' is a matter for Policy 4 - Requirements  for car parking and loading rather than Policy 2 - High trip 
generating activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
(e) Clause  7.1.1.5  Policy  5- Design  of car parking and loading areas  be amended as follows (or similar): 

 
'7.1.1.5 Policy 5 - Design of car parking and loading areas 
 
Require that car parking and loading areas are designed to: 
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f. support amenity and safety for all transport modes'. 
  
FS 1270.26 
FS 1359.272 
FS 1443.32 

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.58    7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

53.  Under 7.2.3.10 Rule 10 - High trip generators, the requirement for an ITA for a retail development or expansion kicks in at 250m2  for a basic 
assessment and 1000m2  for a full assessment. This results in a requirement where a 250m2  retail development or expansion, requiring just 11 parking 
spaces,  would  require  resource  consent  and  a  basic  ITA   A  1,000m2   retail development  or 
expansion requiring only 44 parking spaces would need to provide a full ITA which 'could include transport modelling'' (Appendix 7.15 - Integrated transport 
assessment requirements checklist; clause 2(i)). 
 
54.  PEL notes that the  requirement  for the basic ITA  under Rule  10 is more  onerous than  the Operative Plan's 25 car parks or 250 vehicle 
movement threshold.  PEL has been unable to find any justification in the documentation supporting the Replacement Plan for this more onerous approach. 
  
55.  In addition to the above, PEL considers that requiring ITAs for development within existing centres runs counter to the objectives and policies 
which encourage development and intensification within centres. It has been accepted in caselaw that greater transport congestion  is an anticipated 
aspect of a centres based strategy,6  and this is the situation which has been adopted for the 
Central City. 
 
56. Notwithstanding the above, PEL considers that Note 2 of Rule 7.2.3.10 appears to state that if an ITA has been undertaken for a site previously, then 
that site is in effect reset to zero for the purpose of applying the rule thresholds. The wording of this note is unclear and requires clarification to avoid situations 
where an activity that may already be above the thresholds does not continually require resource consent for any new addition or changes no matter how small. 
It is considered more appropriate that only new additions that would in themselves generate traffic beyond the thresholds should require another ITA. 
 
57.        PEL is also concerned about the requirement for transport modelling to be undertaken for a full ITA.   It considers that transport modelling, if necessary, 
would form part of any assessment of effects and be determined by the nature of the activity, the level of traffic generation and the reading environment. By 
referring to the assessment potentially needing traffic modelling in Appendix 7.15, PEL considers such modelling, which is extremely expensive, might be seen 
as the norm rather than being considered on a case by case basis taking into account the above factors. 
 
58.       Finally, PEL is concerned about the approach taken under Clause 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 in relation to car parking requirements for high trip generating activities 
such as supermarkets. As currently drafted, Rule 1 provides only minimum car parking requirements for small activities.  The Note that follows Rule 1 explains 
that car parking requirements for High Trip Generators is to be assessed as part of the ITA process under Rule 10, and the car parking requirements under Rule 
1 (for small activities} can be used as 'guidance' in that assessment. 
 
59.  In  PEL's view, the approach taken under Rule 1 and the associated Note creates significant uncertainty to those planning or designing 
developments with high trip generation, given that car parking  requirements for  the  development  will  not  be  determined  until resource  consent  is assessed 
and subsequently approved by the Council.  This makes development planning very difficult as car parking supply and layout are critical to the design process 
which occurs well in advance of the resource consent process.  To address this concern, PEL considers that the Replacement Plan should specifically provide 
minimum car parking requirements for larger (i.e. high trip generating) activities. 
  
PEL seeks as follows: 
 
(b)        Delete all the floor space and other thresholds in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and retain the 250 and  1000 vehicle movement thresholds provided in the 
Operative Plan to determine the necessity for ITA's outside of centres. 
  
FS 1270.26 

  

   

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.59 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

PEL seeks as follows, amend:  

(c) Either: 

(i) within all existing commercial centres exclude the requirement for an ITA for commercial development or expansion on the basis 

that transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of zoned centres by amending Rule 7.2.3.10 - High trip generators as follows: 

"7.2.3.10 rule 10 - High trip generators 

... 
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1. An Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for activties that are High Trip Generators (i.e are restricted discretionary 

activities under this rule) except where the activity is located in an existing District, Neighbourhood or Local Centre or Retail 

Park one and is listed as a permitted activity or controlled activity. 

..." 

or, 

(ii) in the alternative, amend Note 2 under Rule 7.2.3.10 - High trip generators as follows: 

"... 

2. If an integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted current resource consent or a 

development exists at (insert date when Plan becomes operative), then this rule does not apply to any development that already 

exists, or is within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent unless the 

resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, where a proposed devleopment increases the level of traffic associated with a site, 

Rules 7.2.3.10 shall only apply when the cumulative net increase above the existng or consented level triggers the rule 

threshold. 

..." 

790 Progressive 

Enterprises 

Limited 

790.76 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

PEL seeks as follows: 
 
 
(c)  Clause 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip  generating  activities  be amended  as  follows  (or similar): 

 
'7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities 
 
Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed so that generallv to ensure that they: 
 
f. limit adverse effects and maximise positive effects from transport infrastructure and operations on the amenity of the surrounding areas, on 
the environment, and on Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua values; 
FS 1270.26 
FS 1359.263 

   

793 Church 

Property 

Trustees 

793.16 Oppose 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Add an additional clause to Policy 7.1.1.4. as follows:  

e. Provide for flexible approaches for car parking for existing community facilities that may be subject to post quake 

redevelopment including, but not limited to, reduced parking requirements.  

   

793 Church 

Property 

Trustees 

793.17 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend 7.2.3.10 Rule 10 High trip generators  

Note 2 as follows, or similar:  

This rule does not apply to any repair or redevelopment of a site and associated buildings, facilities and items, where that 

redevelopment or repair is required due to the effects of a natural hazard.  

   

795 Brents 

Investments 

Ltd 

795.7    7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Combine Table 7.1 with the High Traffic generator Table under Rule 7.2.3.10.  

1444.133 
1359.274 

   

795 Brents 

Investments 

Ltd 

795.8    7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

Amend Note 2 under Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows (or to like effect): 

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted resource consent or that holds 

existing use rights, then this rule does not apply to any development that is within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment 
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Submitter 
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Last Name Submission 
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Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

and in accordance with the resource consent unless the resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, where a development increases the 

level of traffic associated with a site, Rule 7.2.3.10 shall only apply to the net increase from the existing consented level or that 

confirmed under existing use rights.  

1442.63 

1436.62 

1444.134 

1359.275 
797 University of 

Canterbury 

797.5 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain the inclusion of car parking for accommodation which is ancillary to a tertiary education and research activity, within the 

overall parking associated with the tertiary education and research activity. 

FS 1427.38 

FS 1436.43 

FS 1442.44 

   

797 University of 

Canterbury 

797.6 Support  7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

cycle parking 

facilities required 

Reword Rule 7.2.3.2 to clarify the trigger for calculating cycle parking.   

   

797 University of 

Canterbury 

797.7    7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Retain the inclusion of cycle parking for accommodation which is ancillary to a tertiary education and research activity, within the 

overall parking associated with the tertiary education and research activity.    

797 University of 

Canterbury 

797.8 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Retain the cycle parking ratios in Appendix 7.2, but reword as follows:  

Activity Visitor Cycle Parks Staff/Student Cycle Parks 

Tertialry Education and 

Research Activtiy 

1 space / 100 student parks 

provided of student 

capacity 

1 staff space/ 4 FTE staff 

and 1 student space / 4 

FTE students 
 

   

797 University of 

Canterbury 

797.9 Oppose  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Reword Table 7.6 as follows:  

  

Number of staff/residents/students cycle 

parks 

Number of end of trip facilities required 

>10 1 locker per every 4 staff/resident/stu 

dent cycle park provided + 1 shower per 

every 10 50 staff cycle parks provided. 
 

   

797 University of 

Canterbury 

797.10 Support  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

The primary relief sought is to delete Rule 7.2.3.10 in its entirety insofar as it relates to Education Activities.  

FS 1442.46 

FS 1436.45 

FS 1444.130 

FS 1427.40 

   

797 University of 

Canterbury 

797.21 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

 

At least the minimum number of car parking spaces in Table 7.2 in Appendix 7.1 shall be provided on the same site as the activity. 

In the case of the University of Canterbury, site includes all three campuses.  

   

797 University of 

Canterbury 

797.22    7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

cycle parking 

facilities required 

Amend as follows:  

Cycle parking facilities in accordance with Appendix 7.2 shall be provided on the same site as the activity. In the case of the 
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

University of Canterbury, site includes all three campuses.  

FS 1427.39 

FS 1442.45 

FS 1436.44 
797 University of 

Canterbury 

797.23    7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Delete the ‘student hostel accommodation’ parking requirement in Table 7.2 from under the ‘education activity’ heading and include 

it under the ‘residential activity’ heading.      

797 University of 

Canterbury 

797.24    7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Delete the ‘student hostel accommodation’ parking requirement in Table 7.5 from under the ‘education activity’ heading and include 

it under the ‘residential activity’ heading.    

797 University of 

Canterbury 

797.26 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Provide an exclusion from Rule 7.2.3.10 for education activities. 

FS 1442.48 

FS 1436.47 

FS 1427.42 

   

803 Hagley / 

Ferrymead 

Community 

Board 

803.17 Neutral 7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

The Board submit that the plan should look toward the future uses and requirements and that the plan’s strategic direction and 

transport chapters should include reference to provision of rail transport. 

 

   

808 Cook 808.1 Oppose  7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

 Amend rules so that Residential units are required to provide 2 car parking spaces. 

1427.50, 1427.49 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.9 Oppose  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Amend 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 to include minimum car parking requirements for larger activities and delete the accompanying Note 

1450.634, 1444.135, 1270.21    

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.10 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 vehicle 

movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.278, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.11 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

In the first instance within all commercial centres exclude the requirement for an ITA for commercial development or expansion on 

the basis that transport congestion is an anticipated aspect of zoned centres as follows: 

7.2.3.10 Rule 10 – High trip generators 

…  

An Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for activities that are High Trip Generators (i.e. are restricted discretionary 

activities under this rule) except where the activity is located in an existing District or Local Centre or Retail Park zone and is 

listed as a permitted activity.  

1444.136, 1450.635, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

810.12 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

In the alternative amend Note 2. If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted 

current resource consent or a development exists at (insert date Plan becomes operative), then this rule does not apply to any 

development that already exists, or is within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource 

consent unless the resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, where a proposed development increases the level of traffic 
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 
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A A(P) R 

Ltd associated with a site, Rule 7.2.3.10 shall only apply when the cumulative net increase above the existing or consented level 

triggers the rule threshold. 

1450.636, 1359.275, 1270.21 

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.13 Neutral  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Delete the reference to modelling in i. of Table 2 of Appendix 7.15 as follows:  

Appendix 7.15 – Integrated transport assessment requirements checklist  

…  

2. Requirements for a full Integrated Transport Assessment  

…  

i . Assessment of effects Consideration of the effects the activity will have on the transport network for all modes including freight, 

and the effects the proposed transport infrastructure will have on the environment. This could include transport modelling.  

1450.637, 1359.276, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.14 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

. Delete table Table 7.6 - Minimum number of cycle parking end of trip facilities required  

1270.21    

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.16 Oppose  7.4-Appendices   

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.18 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 vehicle 

movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.279, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.19 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 vehicle 

movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.280, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.20 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

[7.2.3.10d] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.281,1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

810.21 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

[7.2.3.10e] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  
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Ltd 1359.282, 1270.21 

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.22 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

[7.2.3.10 f] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.   

1359.282, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.23 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

[7.2.3.10 g] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.284 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.24 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

[7.2.3.10 h] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.285,1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.25 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

[7.2.3.10 i] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.286, 1270.21  

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.26 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

[7.2.3.10 j] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.287, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.27 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

[Table 7.1 a] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.288, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.28 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

[Table 7.1 b] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.289, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.29 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

[Table 7.1 c] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.290, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.30 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

[Table 7.1 d] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.291, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 810.31 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip [Table 7.1 e] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000    
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Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

generators vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.292, 1270.21 

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.32 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

[Table 7.1 f] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.293, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.33 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

[Table 7.1 g] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.294, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.34 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

[Table 7.1 h] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.295, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.35 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

[Table 7.1 i] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.296, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.36 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

[Table 7.1 j] Delete all the floorspace and other thresholds in a. – j. in Rule 7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 and rely on the 250 and 1000 

vehicle movement thresholds (k. or l. in the two tables) to determine the necessity for ITA’s outside of centres and make any other 

consequential amendments as necessary.  

1359.297, 1270.21 

   

810 Environ 

Projects Ltd 

and Luney 

Developments 

Ltd 

810.37 Oppose  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Delete table Table 7.6 - Minimum number of cycle parking end of trip facilities required 

   

811 Dunn 811.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

811 Dunn 811.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

811 Dunn 811.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

812 Gray 812.6 Neutral 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

I request a Barrington transport management plan be implemented 
   

813 Bain 813.4 Neutral 7-Chapter 7 I also request a Barrington Transport Management plan be implemented    
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Transport 

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.8 Oppose  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

The transport objectives and policies require comprehensive review and amendments to focus on transport matters. 

7.1.1 (a) 

An integrated transport system: 

i. that is safe and efficient for accessible, affordable, resilient, safe, sustainable and efficient for people using  all transport modes 

ii. that is responsive to the current recovery needs, future needs and economic development 

iii. that supports safe, healthy and liveable communities by maximising integration with land use 

iv. that reduces dependency on private motor vehicles and promotes the use of public and active transport where practicable 

[delete v and vi] 

1450.164, 1444.137, 1270.5, 1376, 1443.87 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.9 Oppose  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule  

7.2.3.10 Rule 10 High trip generators 

Any activity on a site which is not in the Central City Business Zone that is not listed as a permitted acitivty in the activity status 

tables for any land use zone (irrepective of compliance with permitted acitivy standards) and generates more than 250 vehicle trips 

per day shall be a discretionary activity with the Council's discretion limited to the matters specified in 7.3.19 

[delete all other standards under 7.2.3.10] 

1359.298, 1444.138, 1450.165, 1270.5, 1376 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.10 Oppose  7.3.10-Vehicle 

access design 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators. 

7.2.3.10 Rule 10 High trip generators 

Any activity on a site which is not in the Central City Business Zone that is not listed as a permitted acitivty in the activity status 

tables for any land use zone (irrepective of compliance with permitted acitivy standards) and generates more than 250 vehicle trips 

per day shall be a discretionary activity with the Council's discretion limited to the matters specified in 7.3.19 

[delete all other standards under 7.2.3.10]? 

1450.1666, 1270.5, 1376 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.11 Oppose  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters.  

1359.300, 1450.168 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.12 Oppose  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Minimum car parking requirements apply to all activities, not just non-high trip generators. 

  Applicable to Rule Matters of 
discretion 

a
. 

Any activity, unless: 

1. located within a 
commercial zone that 
is identified as 
a local or neighbourho
od centre in Chapter 
15; or 

At least the 
minimum number of 
car parking spaces 
inTable 7.2 
inAppendix 7.1shall 
be provided on the 
samesiteas the 
activity. 

Matters specified 
in7.3.1 
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2. it is an activity that 
requires resource 
consent underrule 
7.2.3.10- High Trip 
Generators 

b
. 

Any required car parks 
available to the general public. 

Car parking spaces 
shall be provided 
with the minimum 
dimensions inTable 
7.4 inAppendix 7.1. 

Matters specified 
in7.3.2 

c
. 

Any activity: 

1. where standard car 
parks are provided, or 

2. containingbuildings 
with aGFAof more 
than 2,500 m2 

At least the 
minimum number of 
car parking spaces 
for people with 
disabilities in 
accordance 
withTable 7.3 
inAppendix 7.1shall 
be provided on the 
samesiteas the 
activity. 

Matters specified 
in7.3.3 

Note: The amount of car parking spaces required for activities that require resource consent under Rule 10 in this 
chapter (i.e. a High Trip Generator) will be determined through the resource consent process under Rule 10 (i.e. as part 
of the Integrated Transport Assessment process). The requirements for a minimum number of car parking spaces 
under Rule 1 can be used as guidance for High Trip Generators.  

1359.301, 1450.169, 1270.5, 1376 

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.13 Oppose  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements 

  Applicable to Rule Matters of 
discretion 

a
. 

Any activity with avehicle 
access. 

On-
site manoeuvring 
area shall be 
provided in 
accordance 
with Appendix 7.6. 

Matters 
specified 
in7.3.6 

b
. 

Any activity with a vehicle 
access to: 

1. a major or minor 
arterial road; or 

2. acollector roadwhere 
three or more car 
parking spaces are 
provided on site; or 

3. six or more car 

On-
site manoeuvring 
area shall be 
provided to 
ensure that a 
vehicle can 
manoeuvre in a 
forward gear onto 
or and off a site. 

Matters 
specified 
in7.3.6 
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No. 
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point 
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Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

parking spaces; or 
4. a heavy vehicle bay 

required b yRule 
7.2.3.3. 

1359.302, 1450.170, 1270.5, 1376 

 

 Applicable to  Rule Matters of discretion 

 
a
. 

 Any activity with a vehicle 
access. 

 On-site manoeuvring area shall 
be provided in accordance 
with Appendix 7.6. 

Matters specified in 7.3.6 

 
b
. 

Any activity with a vehicle 
access to:  
 

1.  a major or minor arterial road; or 

2. a collector road where three or 
more car parking spaces are 
provided onsite; or 

3. six or more car parking spaces; or 

4. a heavy vehicle bay required 
byRule 7.2.3.3. 

On-site manoeuvring area shall 
be provided to ensure that a 
vehicle can manoeuvre in a 
forward gear onto or off asite. 

Matters specified in 7.3.6 

 

 Applicable to  Rule Matters of discretion 

 
a
. 

 Any activity with a vehicle 
access. 

 On-site manoeuvring area shall 
be provided in accordance 
with Appendix 7.6. 

Matters specified in 7.3.6 

 
b
. 

Any activity with a vehicle 
access to:  
 

1.  a major or minor arterial road; or 

2. a collector road where three or 
more car parking spaces are 
provided onsite; or 

3. six or more car parking spaces; or 

4. a heavy vehicle bay required 
byRule 7.2.3.3. 

On-site manoeuvring area shall 
be provided to ensure that a 
vehicle can manoeuvre in a 
forward gear onto or off asite. 

Matters specified in 7.3.6 
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.33 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators.  

1359.299, 1450.167 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.49 Neutral 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

7.1.1.1. a 

A road network that recognises different access and movement functions for all transport modes, whilst: 

i. ensuring supporting the continued safe and efficient operation of the transport network for all modes, including freight; 

[delete ii] 

iii providing space for utility services 

iv reflecting neighbourhood identity and amenity 

v. recognising cross-boundary connections with adjoining districts 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.50 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed with regard to ensurethe extent that they: 

a. are accessible by a range of transport modes and promote public and active transport use 

b. promote the safe and efficient and effectiveuse of the transport system 

[delete c.] 

d. c reduce the impact of trip generation through travel plans and other travel demand management measures 

ed avoid or mitigate significant adverse effects from development on the transport systemincluding reverse sensitivity efffects on the 

strategic network 

[delete what is currently f] 

 gf encourage the use of parking managments measures which to the extent they are practicable: 

i. makes efficient use of the land 

ii. minimise adverse effects on the safety. efficiency and amenity of the surrounding areas, including the transport network, 

[delete iii] 

iv support recovery and economic activity 

v. encourage public and active transport use 

h g provide for the transport needs of people with disabilities 

ih maximise  integrates and coordinatesion with the transport system including planned and committed  transport infrastructure and 

service improvements by coordinating land use and the implementation of transport infrastructure and services 

1270.6? 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.51 Neutral 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

(a) 

Ensure the number, location, design and gradient of vehicle accesses and associated manouvering 

[delete i,ii,iii] 

iv. is designed to encourage safe and attractive transport access; and enables the safe and efficient operation of the transport system. 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.52 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend 7.1.1.4. c: 

c.  Provide for flexible approaches to car parking in local and neighbourhood centres provision to support the use of public and active 

transport and existing parking supply. 
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.53 Neutral 7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

a. Require that car parking and loading areas are designed to: 

i. operate safely and efficiently 

ii. incorporate CPTED and good urban design principles where practicable 

[delete all other requirements] 

1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.54 Neutral 7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

7.1.1.6 a (ii) 

ensuring activities provide an adequate amount of safe, secure, attractive and convenient cycle parking and associated end of trip 

facilities  

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.55 Neutral 7.1.1.7-Policy 7 - 

Rail level crossings 

7.1.1.7 a: 

Improve or ?and maintain safety at road/ rail level crossings 

1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.56 Neutral 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

a. Minimise the adverse effects and maximise positive Manage the  effects from new transport infrastructure and changes to existing 

transport infrastructure on the environment, including effects associated with: 

i. air quality and water quality 

ii. economic recovery 

iii. severance 

iv. water quality 

iv. noise, vibration and glare 

vi the vibration 

vii. glare 

v. the Amenity and safety of all transport users 

vi. effects on the built environment; and 

vii cultural values 

[delete xi, and all of b.] 

1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.57 Neutral  7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Amend the following are assessment matters for Rule 1a, Section 7.2.3.1: 

1. Whether the equivalent number of parking spaces can be conveniently and appropriately provided on a 
separate site which:  

1. is sited within safe and easy walking distance of the activity; and 

2. does not require people to cross arterial roads to gain access to the activity, thereby compromising the safety of 
pedestrians and the function of theroad, unless there are safe crossing facilities; and/or 

3. is clearly associated with the activity through signage or other means; and/or 

4. whether a legal agreement has been entered into, bonding the parking to the activity; and/or 

5. is surrounded by appropriate land use activities with which the car parking is compatible. 

2. Whether the parking demand occurs at a different time from another land use activity, with which a parking area could 
be shared without adverse effects for on street parking. 

3. Whether a legal agreement has been entered into securing mutual usage of any parking areas shared with other 
activities. 
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

4. Where the required number of off-street car parking spaces are not to be provided:  

1. whether the proposal or application demonstrates that it will generate more or less parking and/or staff parking 
demand than is required by this District Plan; 

2. whether the required parking can physically be accommodated on the site and/or off site; 

3. whether the movement function, safety and amenity values of the road network and surrounding environment may be 
adversely affected by extra parked and manoeuvring vehicles on these roads; 

4. whether the site is well serviced by public transport and is designed or operated to facilitate public transport use; 

5. whether additional cycle parking facilities (more than the number required by this District Plan) have been provided to 
off-set a reduction in the number of car parking spaces, and there is a reasonable expectation of them being used; 

6. the cumulative effect of the lack of on-site parking spaces for the proposal in conjunction with other activities in the 
vicinity which are not providing the required number of parking spaces; 

7. whether the reduction in parking will affect the ability of future activities on the site to meet the parking requirements; 

8. whether the safety of pedestrians will be affected by being set down on-street; 

9. whether a reduction in, or waiver of, the required on-site car parking will reduce travel to the activity by private 
vehicles and facilitate public and active transport use, such as through the development and implementation of 
a travel plan; 

10. whether a reduction in, or waiver of, the required on-site car parking will enable a significant improvement in the 
urban design, appearance, andamenity values of the site and a more efficient site layout without compromising 
the amenity values, safety and efficiency of the transport network; 

11. whether a reduction in, or waiver of, the required on-site car parking is appropriate because there are other public 
parking facilities close to the activity that can be used by people accessing the activity; and 

12. whether there are mitigating factors for a reduced parking supply, with regard given to the parking reduction 
adjustment factors in Appendix 7.14. 

13. 1270.6 

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.58 Neutral  7.3.4-Minimum 

number of cycle 

parking facilities 

required 

7.3.4 additional  

6 Whether the activity will generate more or less cycle parking demand than is required by this Plan 

1270.6? 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.59 Neutral  7.3.5-Minimum 

number of loading 

spaces required 

Amend 7.3.5 (1) 

1. Whether the nature and operation of the particular activity will require dedicated loading spaces or alternative loading 

arrangements of a different size, number and frequency of use 

1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.60 Neutral  7.3.10-Vehicle 

access design 
Amend the following are assessment matters for Rule 7a, Section 7.2.3.7: 
 

1. 1. Whether the driveway serves more than one site and the extent to which other users of the driveway may be 
adversely affected. 

2. 2. Whether there are any adverse effects on the safety and amenity values of neighbouring immediately 
adjoining properties and/or the function of the transport network. 

3. 3. The effects on the safety and security of people using the facility. 

4. 4. Whether the access disrupts, or results in conflicts with, active frontages, convenient and safe pedestrian 
circulation and cycling flows. 

5. 5. Whether the safety of pedestrians, particularly the aged and people with disabilities, will be compromised by the 
length of time needed to cross any footpath that adjoins the access wider driveway. 
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814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.61    7.3.11-Queuing 

spaces 
The following are assessment matters for Rule 7b, Section 7.2.3.7: 
 
1. 1.Whether there would be any adverse effects on the safety, amenity values and/or efficient operation and 

functioning of the frontage road or a rail level crossing for all modes. 

2. The effect of queuing vehicles on the safety of pedestrians and cyclists. 

3. 1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.62 Neutral  7.3.15-Maximum 

number of vehicle 

crossings 

   

1. Any cumulative effects of the introduction of extra vehicle crossings in the immediate when considered in the context 
of existing and future vehicle crossings serving other activities in the vicinity. 

1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.63 Neutral  7.3.16-Minimum 

distance between 

vehicle crossings and 

intersections 

Amend 7.3.18 (8) and (9) 

1. 8. Any cumulative effects of the proposed crossing(s) when considered in the context other of existing and 
future vehicle crossings serving other activities in the immediate vicinity. 

2. 9. Whether traffic mitigation measures such as medians, no right turn or left turn signs, or traffic calming measures 
are proposed. 

3. 1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.64 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Amend High Trip Generators 7.3.19 as follows:  
Note- In some circumstances and for significant developments, the assessment of these matters may be assisted through the preparation of an Integrated 

Transportation Assessment (further guidance on preparing an Integrated Transport Assessment may be obtained from Christchurch City Council's Integrated 

Transport Assessment Guidelines) 

1. The actual or potential level of vehicle, cycle and pedestrian traffic likely to be generated from and moving past the proposed access point(s), particuarly at 

peak times. 

2. The extent to which the access point(s), particuarly at peak times. 

3. The extent to which any extra conflict may be created by vehicles queuing on the frontage road  past the vehicle crossing 

4. The ability to gain access to an alternative road which has a lesser traffic function and the environmental impacts on that alternative in respect to residential 

amenities where relevant. 

5. The extent to which the noise, vibration and fumes of vehicles at the access would affect surrounding activities, particularly residences. 

6. The extent to which the physical form of the frontage road (either existing or proposed) may mitigate the adverse effects of the extra vehicle movements 

generated. For Example the presence of a solid median to stop right hand turns. 

7. Whether the sight distances at the access are adequate to provide safe access/egress with reference to 'Road and Traffic Standards Guidelines for Visibility at 

Driveways' 

1. 8 Whether the environmental effects of vehicles using the site will adversely affect surrounding activities, particularly residential activities. 
2. 9 Whether the proposed activity is located, designed or operated to minimise or reduce travel to and from the activity by private vehicles and 

encourage public and active transport use. 
3. Whether the provision of parking,accessandmanoeuvring areas, includingloadingand servicing deliveries, affects the safety,accessibility,andamenity 

valuesof thesiteand surrounding network. 
4. 10 Whether the proposal has demonstrated theaccessibilityof thesiteby a range of transportmodes. 
5. Whether the proposal considers and responds to issues and outcomes arising from consultation with the relevantroadcontrolling authorities, public 

transport provider
1
and/or KiwiRail. 

6. Whether the proposal adequately provides for the mobility needs of all users of thesite, including whether there are sufficient parking spaces for people 

with disabilities to meet demand and whether these parking spaces are coloured blue so they can be easily identified. 
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7. 11 Whether the proposal integrates with, and minimises adverse effects on, the safe, efficient functioning of the transport network and theamenity 

values of the surrounding environment. 
8. 12 Whether the proposal minimises the number of vehicle access points proposed is appropriate to transport corridors, taking into account:  

a. the movement function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist for minimisingaccesses on to arterial roads, in particular 

the strategic transport network, or gaining access to an alternative road which has a lesser movement function, whilst having regard to the 

environmental effects on that alternativeroadwith respect toresidential amenity; 
b. opportunities for sharing access with other activities; 
c. the place function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist for minimisingaccesses on to streets that are within the Urban 

(Centres) place function category, especiallyKey Pedestrian Frontagesshown on the planning maps, or gainingaccessto an alternativeroadwith 

lesser pedestrian flows or a lesser adverse effect onamenity values; 
d. whether the frontage road is identified as part of one of the five modal networks as described inAppendix 7.12.1.b; 
e. whether any conflict arises because of the location of multiple theaccess points. with respect to adjacentaccesspoints has the potential for 

vehicle conflict or confusion between drivers turning into and out of accessways; 
f. visibility and obstruction of pedestrian crossings: 
g. access to networkutilities; and 
h. the impact of multiplevehicle crossings(which break up berm,landscaping, footpath andcycle waycontinuity) on streetscapeamenity values, 

retail frontage areas and pedestrian and cycle movements.  
9. Any effects of any car parking andloading spacesproposed to be provided, and whether the number of car parking spaces proposed to be provided 

meets or exceeds anticipated demand, is appropriate for the needs of the activity (considering people's and communities' social, cultural and economic 

wellbeing), supports urban consolidation, and supports the recovery needs of the district. 
10. Whether the minimum car parking space requirements (as shown inTable 7.2ofAppendix 7.1) are appropriate for the activity, and whether there are 

mitigating factors for a reduced parking supply, having regard to the parking reduction adjustment factors inAppendix 7.14. 
11. Whether more parking spaces than stated in the minimum car parking space requirements (as shown inTable 7.2 of Appendix 7.1)should be provided 

to address any adverse effects on the safety, efficiency andamenity values of the surroundingenvironment, including the transport network. 
12. The ability to operate parking in a coordinated or shared way with other car park areas. 
13. Where there is more than one public entrance to thebuilding, the extent to which visitor cycle parking is apportioned between the entrances in 

accordance with their potential usage. 
14. Whether anyaccesses to the activity are directly opposite a T-intersection and whether theaccesscan be moved to avoid this situation. 
15. Whether Crime Prevention through Environment Design (CPTED) principles and techniques have been used to mitigate any safety issues. 
16. The extent to which pedestrians and cyclists have safe and easy access to and through the site from the surrounding area and whether any mitigation 

measures are proposed to improve accessibility and safety for pedestrians and cyclists, including consideration of whether the traffic volumes and 

speed on the nearby streets could affect the ability of pedestrians and cyclists to have safe and easy access to the site. 
17. Whether the activity will increase the amount of freight and volume of heavy vehicles on local or collector roads adjoining residential zones.  

1
The public transport provider for Christchurch is the Canterbury Regional Council (Environment Canterbury). 

  

The following assessment matters (18 - 21) are only applicable for High Trip Generator activities which exceed the thresholds in the following Table 

7.1. A full Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for high trip generators that exceed the thresholds in Table 7.1. Only a basic Integrated 

Transport Assessment (which does not need to cover assessment matters 18-21) needs to be undertaken for High Trip Generators that do not exceed 

the thresholds inTable 7.1. 

  
  
Table 7.1- Thresholds for full Integrated Transport Assessments   
  
 Activity 
Thresholds 
a. 
Education Activities (unless specified below) 
≥ 600 FTE students 
 b. 
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Education Activities (Pre-School) 
 ≥ 240 children 
c. 
Guest Accommodation Activities 
 ≥ 160 bedrooms 
d. 
Health Care Facilities 
≥ 1000 m

2 
GFA 

e. 
Industrial Activities (unless specified below) 
≥ 3320 m

2 
GFA 

f. 
Industrial Activities (Warehousing and Distribution Activities) 
≥ 41,600 m

2 
GFA 

g. 
Offices 
≥ 3840 m

2 
GFA 

h. 
Residential Activities 
≥ 92 Residential Units 
i. 
Retail Activities (unless specified below) 
≥ 1000 m

2 
GLFA 

j. 
Retail Activities (Food and Beverage Outlet) 
≥ 280 m

 2
PFA 

l. 
All other activities 
≥ 1000 vehicle trips per day

2 
  
 

 
2 
If the activity has fluctuations in daily vehicle trips, then the calculation should be based on an average of the days (across the week) that the activity 

operates. 
  

  

18. Any cumulative effects of present and projected trip generation (for all transport modes) from the activity in conjunction with trip generation from 

other activities in the vicinty. For Clarificcation, this is limited to exsiting and consented activities  and associated construction work, when considered 

in the context of existing and future trip generation from other activities in the vicinity. 
19. Whether the development is of a scale and in a location where a public transport interchange should be provided. 
20. Whether the proposal has considered the impact of any future planned and committed upgrades to the transport network near to thesitewhich may 

affect the activity. For clarification this is limited to committed transport projects in the Councils Three Year Plan or Long Term Council Community 

Plan 
21. Whether the proposal or application has demonstrated that travel demand will be reduced through the implementation of atravel planfor the activity. 

 1270.6 

  Whether the environmental effects of vehicles using the site will adversely affect surrounding activities, particularly residential 

activities.  

  Whether the proposed activity is located, designed or operated to minimise or reduce travel to and from the activity by private 

vehicles and encourage public and active transport use.  

  Whether the provision of parking, access and manoeuvring areas, including loading and servicing deliveries, affects the 
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safety, accessibility, and amenity values of the site and surrounding network.  

  Whether the proposal has demonstrated the accessibility of the site by a range of transport modes.  

  Whether the proposal considers and responds to issues and outcomes arising from consultation with the relevant road controlling 

authorities, public transport provider1 and/or KiwiRail.  

  Whether the proposal adequately provides for the mobility needs of all users of the site, including whether there are sufficient 

parking spaces for people with disabilities to meet demand and whether these parking spaces are coloured blue so they can be easily 

identified.  

  Whether the proposal integrates with, and minimises adverse effects on, the safe, efficient functioning of the transport network and 

the amenity values of the surrounding environment.  

  Whether the proposal minimises the number of vehicle access points to transport corridors, taking into account: 

 

1. the movement function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist for minimising accesses on to arterial roads, in 

particular the strategic transport network, or gaining access to an alternative road which has a lesser movement function, whilst 

having regard to the environmental effects on that alternative road with respect to residential amenity; 

2. opportunities for sharing access with other activities; 

3. the place function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist for minimising accesses on to streets that are within 

the Urban (Centres) place function category, especially Key Pedestrian Frontages shown on the planning maps, or gaining access to 

an alternative road with lesser pedestrian flows or a lesser adverse effect on amenity values; 

4. whether the frontage road is identified as part of one of the five modal networks as described in Appendix 7.12.1.b; 

5. whether the location of the access points with respect to adjacent access points has the potential for vehicle conflict or confusion 

between drivers turning into and out of accessways; 

6. visibility and obstruction of pedestrian crossings: 

7. access to network utilities; and 

8. the impact of multiple vehicle crossings (which break up berm, landscaping, footpath and cycle way continuity) on 

streetscape amenity values, retail frontage areas and pedestrian and cycle movements. 

  Any effects of any car parking and loading spaces proposed to be provided, and whether the number of car parking spaces 

proposed to be provided meets or exceeds anticipated demand, is appropriate for the needs of the activity (considering people's and 

communities' social, cultural and economic wellbeing), supports urban consolidation, and supports the recovery needs of the district.  

  Whether the environmental effects of vehicles using the site will adversely affect surrounding activities, particularly residential 

activities.  

  Whether the proposed activity is located, designed or operated to minimise or reduce travel to and from the activity by private 

vehicles and encourage public and active transport use.  

  Whether the provision of parking, access and manoeuvring areas, including loading and servicing deliveries, affects the 

safety, accessibility, and amenity values of the site and surrounding network.  

  Whether the proposal has demonstrated the accessibility of the site by a range of transport modes.  

  Whether the proposal considers and responds to issues and outcomes arising from consultation with the relevant road controlling 

authorities, public transport provider1 and/or KiwiRail.  

  Whether the proposal adequately provides for the mobility needs of all users of the site, including whether there are sufficient 

parking spaces for people with disabilities to meet demand and whether these parking spaces are coloured blue so they can be easily 

identified.  

  Whether the proposal integrates with, and minimises adverse effects on, the safe, efficient functioning of the transport network and 

the amenity values of the surrounding environment.  

  Whether the proposal minimises the number of vehicle access points to transport corridors, taking into account: 

 

1. the movement function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist for minimising accesses on to arterial roads, in 

particular the strategic transport network, or gaining access to an alternative road which has a lesser movement function, whilst 
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having regard to the environmental effects on that alternative road with respect to residential amenity; 

2. opportunities for sharing access with other activities; 

3. the place function classification of the frontage road and opportunities that exist for minimising accesses on to streets that are within 

the Urban (Centres) place function category, especially Key Pedestrian Frontages shown on the planning maps, or gaining access to 

an alternative road with lesser pedestrian flows or a lesser adverse effect on amenity values; 

4. whether the frontage road is identified as part of one of the five modal networks as described in Appendix 7.12.1.b; 

5. whether the location of the access points with respect to adjacent access points has the potential for vehicle conflict or confusion 

between drivers turning into and out of accessways; 

6. visibility and obstruction of pedestrian crossings: 

7. access to network utilities; and 

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.65 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

delete point 5 of Appendix 7.1 

1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.66 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Amend Table 7.3- minimum number of car parks for people with disabilities 

c. 2 for the first 50 car park spaces +1 additional disability car park for every additional 50 car parks or part thereof 

1207.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.67 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Amend 1 (c) 

c. Stands shall adequately support the bicycle frame and front wheel 

1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.68 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Amend 2 (c)  

Located in a covered, secured area that is not open to the general public 

Delete 2(d) 

1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.69 Neutral  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 
1. The minimum number of on-site loading spaces provided shall be in accordance with Table 7.7. Where an activity 
does not fall within a particular category, the activity which is closest in definition shall apply. Where the calculation of the 
required loading space results in a fractional space, any fraction that is less than one-half will be disregarded and any 
fraction of one-half or more will be counted as one space.  

1. a. The loading space requirements listed in Table 7.7 are categorised by activity. When calculating the overall loading 
space requirements for an activity the separation of areas into different activities will be required where the GFA of an 
activity (or PFA or other such measurement that the standards for the relevant activity is based upon) exceeds 10 per 
cent of the total GFA of the activity. The total loading space requirement for any activity will be the sum of the parking 
loading requirements for each area. 

2. b. Where the calculation of the required loading space results in a fractional space, any fraction that is less than one-
half will be disregarded and any fraction of one-half or more will be counted as one space. 

3. c. Where an activity falls under the definition of more than one activity in Table 7.7, then the higher loading space 
requirement shall apply. 

4. d.Where an activity does not fall within a particular category, the activity which is closest in definition shall apply. 

5. e. Any space required for loading other than for a residential activity shall be available for staff and visitors during the 
hours of operation and shall not be diminished by the subsequent erection of any structure, storage of goods, or any 
other use. 
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1270.6 

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.70 Oppose  7.4.6-Appendix 7.6 - 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Delete Appendix 7.6 (3) 

1270.6 
   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.71 Neutral  7.4.7-Appendix 7.7- 

Access design and 

gradient 

Amend 7.7 c as follows: 

All vehicle access to and within a site in a residential zone shall allow clear visibility above 1 metre for a width of at least 1.5 metres 

either side of the entrance for at least 2 metres measured from the road boundary 

1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.72 Neutral  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

1. If an activity is a High Trip Generator under7.2.3.10 Rule 10of this chapter or requires resource consent under7.2.3.1 Rule 1of this chapter because the 
activity does not meet the minimum parking requirements, the amount of parking proposed will be assessed through a resource consent application. 
The following parking reduction adjustment factors can be considered as part of the resource consent process. These suggested reductions from the 
minimum parking requirements are simply suggestions: the exact suitability for the reduction, (considering the specific characteristics of the activity and 
its location), can be considered through the resource consent process. 

1270.6 

   

814 AMP Capital 

Palms Pty 

Limited 

814.73 Oppose  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Delete Appendix 7.15 Integrated transport assessment requirements checklist 

1270.6    

816 TEL Property 

Nominees 

Limited 

816.7 Oppose 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

The transport objectives and policies require comprehensive review and amendments to focus on transport matters. 

1450.171, 1270.6 

   

816 TEL Property 

Nominees 

Limited 

816.8 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule 

1450.172, 1270.6 

   

816 TEL Property 

Nominees 

Limited 

816.9 Oppose  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators. 

1450.173, 1270.6 

   

816 TEL Property 

Nominees 

Limited 

816.10 Oppose  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

1450.176, 1270.6 

   

816 TEL Property 

Nominees 

Limited 

816.11 Oppose  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Minimum car parking requirements apply to all activities, not just non-high trip generators 

1450.175, 1270.6 
   

816 TEL Property 

Nominees 

Limited 

816.12 Oppose  7.2-Rules- All zones 

outside the Central 

City 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters. 

1450.174, 1270.6 

   

816 TEL Property 

Nominees 

Limited 

816.13 Oppose  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

1270.6, 1450.176 

   

816 TEL Property 

Nominees 

Limited 

816.14 Oppose  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

1270.6, 1450.176 
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816 TEL Property 

Nominees 

Limited 

816.15 Oppose  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

1270.6, 1450.176 
   

816 TEL Property 

Nominees 

Limited 

816.16    7.4.6-Appendix 7.6 - 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

1270.6, 1450.176    

816 TEL Property 

Nominees 

Limited 

816.17 Oppose  7.4.7-Appendix 7.7- 

Access design and 

gradient 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

1270.6, 1450.176 
   

818 Fendalton / 

Waimairi 

Community 

Board 

818.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Objective 7.1.1: 

The Board supports the objective of a more sustainable transport system, improved cycle ways and public transport. However the 

Board also notes that the number of on site parking spaces for new developments (including medium and high density housing 

complexes) suggested under the model in Tables 7.2 and 7.3 appear to be at an absolute minimum and potentially impractical level 

until such time as the public transport and cycleway infrastructure is in place.  

FS - 1347.21, 1351.38 

   

818 Fendalton / 

Waimairi 

Community 

Board 

818.11    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Appendix 7.1: In the short term the pressure for on and off street parking will continue.  

FS - 1347.22 
   

818 Fendalton / 

Waimairi 

Community 

Board 

818.13    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

The Board advises that such formulae ( 7.2 and 7.3 ) must also take into account the impact of the proposals in Chapter 3 Temporary 

Recovery Activities - to extend the timeframe to 2018 for temporary relocations which of themselves generate traffic/parking ‘hot 

spots’ that may now continue to 2018/19. ie there is already huge on street parking pressure from such relocations leaving little or no 

capacity for any additional short term parking requirements necessitated whilst cycle ways and public transport facilities are 

improved.  

FS - 1347.22 

   

828 Brooke 828.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

828 Brooke 828.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

828 Brooke 828.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

837 Rangi Ruru 

Girls' School 

837.6 Oppose 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Policy 7.1.1 NPR: 

Add a new Policy 7.1.1.9 as follows:  

In the case of long-standing activities such as schools and churches, where redevelopment or expansion is proposed, assessment shall 

be confined to any increased effects of such redevelopment or expansion, rather than the existing effects of the activity.  

FS - 1347.27, 1359.303, 1442.64, 1436.63, 1250.5 
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837 Rangi Ruru 

Girls' School 

837.7    7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Rule 7.2.3.10, Note 2 

Amend Chapter 7, Rule 7.2.3.10, Note 2 as follows:  

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for this site as part of a granted current resource consent or that 

holds existing use rights, then this rule does not apply to any development that is within the scope of that Integrated Transport 

Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent unless the resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, where a proposed 

development increases the level of traffic associated with a site, Rule 7.2.3.10 shall only apply to the net increase above the existing 

consented level or that existing all this site as of 1 August 2014;  

or other and consequential relief or further amendments as are considered appropriate and necessary by the hearings panel to address 

the concerns set out herein.  

FS - 1442.65, 1250.6, 1359.34 

   

851 Oldman 851.2    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Rule 7.2.3.1 Appendix 7.1: Amend as follows: 

Any development needs to provide for a minimum of two off-street car spaces (including one garage) per unit, plus one visitor park 

per five apartments to help mitigate the parking, and accessibility of the street. 

   

855 Beintmann 855.6   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

855 Beintmann 855.7   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

855 Beintmann 855.8    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

856 Thompson 856.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

856 Thompson 856.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

856 Thompson 856.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

857 Goto 857.11   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

857 Goto 857.12   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

857 Goto 857.13    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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car parks required 

858 Horrell 858.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

858 Horrell 858.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

858 Horrell 858.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

859 Fairhurst 859.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

859 Fairhurst 859.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

859 Fairhurst 859.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

860 Dalley 860.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

860 Dalley 860.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

860 Dalley 860.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

861 Wilson 861.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

861 Wilson 861.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

861 Wilson 861.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

862 Ferguson 862.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

862 Ferguson 862.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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862 Ferguson 862.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.25 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

[add a new sub-clause] 

(a) An integrated transport system….  

(v) that provides high quality, safe and efficient transport links between rail, road, port and airport facilities and that 

provides for the use and development of strategic transport infrastructure; 

1453, 1435, 1434, 1354.2 

   

863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.26 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

7.1.1.2 High trip generating activities  

High trip generating activities are anticipated in the locations identified for accommodating significant urban growth and 

development, including the strategic Christchurch International Airport and Lyttelton Port of Christchurch transportation 

hubs, the City Centre, Key Activity Centres, and Neighbourhood Centres, and greenfield priority growth areas. The 

transport network is to be managed and upgraded to support trip growth in these locations where such growth is anticipated 

and planned for. The triggers for assessing the trips generated by new activities are to be set in accordance with the location 

in which the activity is located. The location and design of high trip generating activities are to be assessed to ensure that 

they:….  

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed to ensure that they: …..  

FS 1453, 1435, 1434, 1444.143, 1334.21, 1450.671, 1354.3 

   

863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.27 Neutral 7.1.2-Objective 2 - 

Adverse effects from 

the transport system 

Relocate and renumber Policy 7.1.1.8 so that it sits under Objective 7.1.2 as policy 7.1.2.1.  

FS 1453, 1435, 1434,  
   

863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.28 Neutral 7.1.2-Objective 2 - 

Adverse effects from 

the transport system 

b. Add a new Policy as follows: 

7.1.2.2 Effects from strategic transport infrastructure  

To manage any adverse effects from the ongoing use, repair, and development of strategic transport infrastructure including 

Christchurch International Airport and Lyttelton Port of Christchurch, whilst recognising the national and regional scale 

and importance of this infrastructure, the role of strategic infrastructure in the recovery of the City and in the case of 

Lyttelton Port of Christchurch the significant repair and reconfiguration necessary as a result of earthquake damage.  

FS 1453, 1435, 1434 

   

863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.30 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

(a) Exclusion of the requirement for an ITA for development within the Special Purpose (Airport) zone.   

FS 1453, 1435, 1434, 1444.144, 1450.672 
   

863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.31 Support  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

In the alternative: (b) That the thresholds for ITA’s (both Basic and Full) be reconsidered so as to realign more with the current 

operative Christchurch City Plan provisions. 

FS 1453, 1435, 1434, 1334.22, 1450.673 
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863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.32    7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

That in relation to Full ITA’s, consideration be given to the situations in which they would actually be necessary, in particular the 

need for costly modelling, taking into account the potential for actual and potential effects on the transport network, and the ability to 

request further information under Section 92 of the RMA. 

FS 1453, 1435, 1434, 1450.674 

   

863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.33    7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

That the assessment matters in 7.3.19 be reconsidered to better reflect the above relief. [That in relation to Full ITA’s, consideration 

be given to the situations in which they would actually be necessary, in particular the need for costly modelling, taking into account 

the potential for actual and potential effects on the transport network, and the ability to request further information under Section 92 

of the RMA]  

FS 1453, 1435, 1434, 1450.675 

   

863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.34    7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

That Table 7.1 be incorporated into the High Traffic Generator rule rather than its current location in the assessment matters. 

FS 1453, 1435, 1434, 1450.676 
   

863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.35 Support  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend Note 2 under Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows (or to like effect): 

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted current resource consent or that 

holds existing use rights, then this rule does not apply to any development that is within the scope of that Integrated Transport 

Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent unless the resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, where a proposed 

development increases the level of traffic associated with a site, 7.2.3.10 shall only apply to the net increase above the existing 

consented level or development that exists at the date the Plan becomes operative, and when a proposed new development in 

itself generates trips above the rule threshold.  

FS 1453, 1435, 1434, 1450.677, 1354.4 

   

863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.36    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

If CIAL’s submission point above (exclusion from Rule 7.3.10) is accepted, then CIAL requests that 7.2.3.1 Rule 1 is amended to 

include minimum car parking requirements for all activities in the Special Purpose Airport Zone.  

FS 1453, 1435, 1434 

   

863 Christchurch 

International 

Airport 

Limited 

863.37 Support  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

SUPPORT 

CIAL supports the minimum car parking requirements specified in this Rule. 

FS 1453, 1435, 1434 

   

864 Pratt 864.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

864 Pratt 864.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

864 Pratt 864.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

869 Ashman 869.6   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

869 Ashman 869.7   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

869 Ashman 869.8    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

870 Croft 870.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

870 Croft 870.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

870 Croft 870.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

871 O'Keefe 871.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

871 O'Keefe 871.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

871 O'Keefe 871.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

872 Haddock 872.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

872 Haddock 872.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

872 Haddock 872.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

873 de Wit 873.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

873 de Wit 873.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

873 de Wit 873.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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number 
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

875 Black 875.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

875 Black 875.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

875 Black 875.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

877 Hughes 877.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

877 Hughes 877.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

877 Hughes 877.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

878 Currie 878.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

878 Currie 878.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

878 Currie 878.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

879 Brown 879.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

879 Brown 879.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

879 Brown 879.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

880 Moyle 880.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

880 Moyle 880.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

880 Moyle 880.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Submitter 

No. 
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number 
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

881 Heynike 881.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

881 Heynike 881.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

881 Heynike 881.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

883 Meldrum 883.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

883 Meldrum 883.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

883 Meldrum 883.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.19 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Policy 7.1.1 - NPR: 

Insert a new policy addressing reverse sensitivity issues adjacent to transport routes integral to mineral extraction activities as 

follows:  

7.1.1.X Policy X – Mineral extraction transport routes  

To manage reverse sensitivity effects and ensure utilisation of mineral resources is not constrained by avoiding the establishment of 

sensitive activities including subdivision, use and development adjacent to routes identified for transport associated with mineral 

extraction activities.  

FS - 1412, 1445, 1279.19, 1445.20, 1347.26 

   

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.20 Oppose 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Modify the provisions of Chapter 7 – Transport to better reflect the land use and location associated with high trip generating 

activities. 

FS - 1445, 1412, 1445.21, 1316.18, 1279.20 

   

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.21 Oppose 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Policy 7.1.1.2: 

Modify 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities to better account for the land use responsible for the traffic generation as 

follows:  

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities  

Where appropriate based on the land use and location, Rrequire that the location and design of high trip generating activities are 
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 
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R: reject 

A A(P) R 

assessed to ensure that they:  

a. are accessible by a range of transport modes and promote public and active transport use;  

b. promote the safe, efficient and effective use of the transport system;  

c. […]  

FS - 1412, 1445, 1445.22, 1279.21, 1316.19 

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.22 Support 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

AMEND 

Modify 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities to better account for the land use responsible for the traffic generation as 

follows:  

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities Where appropriate based on the land use and location, Rrequire that the 

location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed to ensure that they: 

a. are accessible by a range of transport modes and promote public and active transport use;  

b. promote the safe, efficient and effective use of the transport system;  

c. […]  

1445.22, 1279.21, 1316.19 

   

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.23 Support  7.2.2.1-Permitted 

activities 

AMEND 

Insert a new permitted activity rule addressing transport related matters for mineral extraction activities as follows: 

P7 […] 

P8 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.8 Rule 8 –Vehicle crossings 

P9 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.9 Rule 9- Location of buildings and 

access in relation to road/rail level crossings 

P10 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.10 Rule 10-High trip generators 

P11 Any activity within the Rural Q (Quarry Zone) that complies with 

7.2.3.7 Rule 7 - Access design, 7.2.3.8 Rule 8 – Vehicle Crossings, 

7.2.3.9 Rule 9- Location of buildings and access in relation to road/rail 

level crossings, and 7.2.3.10 Rule 10-High trip generators. 

1445.23, 1279.22, 1316.20, 1357.27 

   

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.24 Oppose  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

AMEND 

Or include an exception under the column “Applicable to” for activities occurring in the Rural Q (Quarry Zone) 

1445.24 

   

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

886.25 Support  7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

cycle parking 

AMEND 
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 
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A A(P) R 

Group facilities required Or include an exception under the column “Applicable to” for activities occurring in the Rural Q (Quarry Zone) 

1445.25 

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.26 Support  7.2.3.3-Rule 3- 

Minimum number of 

loading spaces 

required 

AMEND 

Or include an exception under the column “Applicable to” for activities occurring in the Rural Q (Quarry Zone) 

1445.26 

   

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.27    7.2.3.4-Rule 4- 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

AMEND 

Or include an exception under the column “Applicable to” for activities occurring in the Rural Q (Quarry Zone) 

1445.27 

   

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.28    7.2.3.5-Rule 5- 

Gradient of parking 

and loading areas 

AMEND 
Or include an exception under the column “Applicable to” for activities occurring in the Rural Q (Quarry Zone) 

1445.28    

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.29    7.2.3.6-Rule 6- 

Design of parking 

and loading areas 

AMEND 
Or include an exception under the column “Applicable to” for activities occurring in the Rural Q (Quarry Zone) 

1445.29    

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.30    7.2.2.2-Restricted 

discretionary 

activities 

AMEND 

Amend 7.2.2.2 Restricted discretionary activities as follows:  

Activity The Council’s Discretion 

shall be limited to the 

following Matters 

RD1 

Any activity that is not in 

accordance with any one 

or more of Rules 1 – 1011 

in Section 7.2.3 

Matters over which the 

Council has restricted 

discretion are set out in 

sections 7.3.1 - 7.3.19 for 

each standard. 

1445.30, 1279.23, 1316.21, 1357.28 

   

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.31    7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

AMEND 

Amend 7.2.3.10 Rule 10 – High trip generators, to include additional categories for vehicle movements from sites within the Rural Q 

(Quarry Zone) during and after the period affected by the Christchurch re-build (the period after the Christchurch re-build defined by 

the date when the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 expires). 

  Applicable to Rule- Resource Consent under this 

rule is required for activities with: 
Matters of discretion 

a. Education Activities(unless specified 
below) 

≥ 150FTEStudents Matters specified in7.3.19 
 
 
 

b. Education Activities (Pre-School) ≥ 60 Children 
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c. Guest Accommodation Activities ≥ 40 bedrooms  

d. Health Care Facilities ≥250 m2GFA 

e. Industrial Activities(unless specified 
below) 

≥830 m2GFA 

f. Industrial Activities(Warehousing and 
Distribution Activities) 

≥10,400 m2GFA 

g. Office ≥960 m2GFA 

h. Residential Activities ≥23Residential units 

i. Retail Activities(unless specified 
below) 

≥250 m2GLFA 

j. Retail Activities(Food and Beverage 
Outlet) 

≥70 m2PFA 

k. Mineral extraction activities 
occurring within the Rural Q 
(Quarry Zone) during the period 
the Canterbury Earthquake Act has 
effect 

≥720vehicle tripsper day1 

Matters 1.5- 11 and 17 
specified in 7.3.19 

l Mineral extraction activities 
occurring within the Rural Q 
(Quarry Zone) once the Canterbury 
Earthquake Act has expired 

≥480vehicle tripsper day 
Matters 1.5- 11 and 17 
specified in 7.3.19 

m Any other activities ≥250vehicle tripsper day Matters specified in 7.3.19 

1279.26, 1316.22, 1357.29, 1279.25, 1445.31, 1445.32, 1279.24, 1357.30,  

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.32    7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

AMEND 

Amend 7.2.3.10 Rule 10 – High trip generators, to include additional categories for vehicle movements from sites within the Rural Q 

(Quarry Zone) during and after the period affected by the Christchurch re-build (the period after the Christchurch re-build defined by 

the date when the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 expires). 

  Applicable to Rule- Resource Consent under this 

rule is required for activities with: 
Matters of discretion 

a. Education Activities(unless specified 
below) 

≥ 150FTEStudents Matters specified in7.3.19 
 
 
 

 
b. Education Activities (Pre-School) ≥ 60 Children 

c. Guest Accommodation Activities ≥ 40 bedrooms 
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d. Health Care Facilities ≥250 m2GFA 

e. Industrial Activities(unless specified 
below) 

≥830 m2GFA 

f. Industrial Activities(Warehousing and 
Distribution Activities) 

≥10,400 m2GFA 

g. Office ≥960 m2GFA 

h. Residential Activities ≥23Residential units 

i. Retail Activities(unless specified 
below) 

≥250 m2GLFA 

j. Retail Activities(Food and Beverage 
Outlet) 

≥70 m2PFA 

k. Mineral extraction activities 
occurring within the Rural Q 
(Quarry Zone) during the period 
the Canterbury Earthquake Act has 
effect 

≥720vehicle tripsper day1 

Matters 1.5- 11 and 17 
specified in 7.3.19 

l Mineral extraction activities 
occurring within the Rural Q 
(Quarry Zone) once the Canterbury 
Earthquake Act has expired 

≥480vehicle tripsper day 
Matters 1.5- 11 and 17 
specified in 7.3.19 

m Any other activities ≥250vehicle tripsper day Matters specified in 7.3.19 

1279.26, 1316.22, 1357.29, 1279.25, 1445.31, 1445.32, 1279.24, 1357.30,  

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

Group 

886.33    7.4-Appendices AMEND 

Include a description and figure within a new Appendix 7.X identifying transport routes integral to mineral extraction activities. To 

ensure clarity it will also be necessary to identify these on the planning maps during Stage 2 of the plan review 

These routes are:  

-SH73 (West Coast Road) between Miners Road and Buchanans Road 

- Old West Coast Road between Miners Road and Buchanans Road 

- Kettlewell Drive, and 

-Miners Road 

1279.27, 1445.33 

   

886 Canterbury 

Aggregate 

Producers 

886.34    7.4.11-Appendix 

7.11- Standards for 

the location of 

SUPPORT 
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http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43363
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43363
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41586
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41642
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41586
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41681
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41684
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41686
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43532
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41686
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41581
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41581
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43534
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=42803
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=42803
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=42803
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A A(P) R 

Group vehicle crossings Retain Table 7.15 as notified 

1279.28, 1445.34 

887 Hofmann 887.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

887 Hofmann 887.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

887 Hofmann 887.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

888 Hofmann 888.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

888 Hofmann 888.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

888 Hofmann 888.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

889 Just 889.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

889 Just 889.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

889 Just 889.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

892 Wong 892.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

  

   

892 Wong 892.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

  

   

892 Wong 892.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

  
   

894 O'Connell 894.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

894 O'Connell 894.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

894 O'Connell 894.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

896 Backham 896.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

896 Backham 896.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

896 Backham 896.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

897 KiwiRail 897.20 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Objective 7.1.1 - Amend as follows: 

Delete the word affordable. Affordable is not an RMA term or matter of consideration. Efficient allows for that to be considered. 

Add effective.  

   

897 KiwiRail 897.21 Neutral 7.1.2-Objective 2 - 

Adverse effects from 

the transport system 

Objective 7.1.2 - Amend as follows: 

Amend the Heading to read: Adverse effects from and on the Transport system, or similar wording.  

Add b.  

a. Enable Christchurch’s transport system to provide for the transportation needs of people and freight whilst managing adverse 

effects from the transport system.  

 b. Protect the strategic transport system (or network) from the adverse effects of subdivision, use and development and 

reverse sensitivity (or similar wording) 

   

897 KiwiRail 897.22 Neutral 7.1.2-Objective 2 - 

Adverse effects from 

the transport system 

Objective 7.1.2 NPR: 

 Add a new policy:  

Noise sensitive land use activities are located and/or designed to avoid, mitigate or remedy reverse sensitivity effects on the 

strategic transport network, including the strategic rail network. 

The most appropriate terminology e.g network, system or infrastructure to be considered further.  

   

897 KiwiRail 897.23 Support 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Chapter 7 NPR:  

Add a new Objective 7.X and Policy 7.X.X, for Vibration (or incorporate vibration into existing noise objectives, and 

policies):  

Objective 7.X  
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Reduce reverse-sensitivity vibration effects arising from new development locating near to the rail transport network.  

 Policy 7.X.X  

New buildings locating near to the rail network should include design and materials to reduce vibration to acceptable levels. 

FS - 1277.5, 1444.145 

897 KiwiRail 897.24 Neutral 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Chapter 7 NPR:  

Add a new Objective 7.X and Policy 7.X.X, for Vibration (or incorporate vibration into existing noise objectives, and 

policies):  

Objective 7.X  

Reduce reverse-sensitivity vibration effects arising from new development locating near to the rail transport network.  

 Policy 7.X.X  

New buildings locating near to the rail network should include design and materials to reduce vibration to acceptable levels. 

FS - 1444.146 

   

897 KiwiRail 897.25 Neutral  7.4.12-Appendix 

7.12- Road 

classification system 

Appendix 7.12 - Amend as follows: 

Amend the heading to read:  

Description of Road Transport Network Classification.  

Identify the modal networks and show these on the Planning Maps; in particular the freight and the strategic rail network.  

Make amendments to clause b: Use hierarchy (modal networks):  

b. Use hierarchy (modal networks):  

In addition to the functional hierarchy, a road use hierarchy has also been defined within the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan. 

These networks highlight that different modes of transport have different priorities within the network. There are five modal 

networks defined in the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan  

i. the cycle network of major, local and recreational cycle routes (including on and off road cycle ways, and cycle ways within rail 

corridors);  

ii. the core public transport route network and the rail tourist passenger link  

iii. the walking network; (some may be on rail land)  

iv. the freight network (including the rail network); and  
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v. the strategic road and rail network.  

Amend Item 2: Summary of the Transport road Classification categories and add Rail to the movement function category (or 

similar text):  

The rail network is an important part of the transport infrastructure providing freight and passenger links to Christchurch 

and to other regions and other parts of the country. The rail network within the City is based primarily on freight movement 

with the main yard located at Middleton, and the passenger station at Addington.  

The rail corridor also occupies significant land areas which are important in terms of their interrelationships with the land 

use activities adjoining those corridors.  

897 KiwiRail 897.27 Neutral  7.4.12-Appendix 

7.12- Road 

classification system 

Appendix 7.12 (1)(b) - Amend as follows: 

Amend the heading to read:  

Description of Road Transport Network Classification.  

Identify the modal networks and show these on the Planning Maps; in particular the freight and the strategic rail network.  

Make amendments to clause b: Use hierarchy (modal networks):  

b. Use hierarchy (modal networks):  

In addition to the functional hierarchy, a road use hierarchy has also been defined within the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan. 

These networks highlight that different modes of transport have different priorities within the network. There are five modal 

networks defined in the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan  

i. the cycle network of major, local and recreational cycle routes (including on and off road cycle ways, and cycle ways within rail 

corridors);  

ii. the core public transport route network and the rail tourist passenger link  

iii. the walking network; (some may be on rail land)  

iv. the freight network (including the rail network); and  

v. the strategic road and rail network.  

Amend Item 2: Summary of the Transport road Classification categories and add Rail to the movement function category (or 

similar text):  

The rail network is an important part of the transport infrastructure providing freight and passenger links to Christchurch 

and to other regions and other parts of the country. The rail network within the City is based primarily on freight movement 

with the main yard located at Middleton, and the passenger station at Addington.  

The rail corridor also occupies significant land areas which are important in terms of their interrelationships with the land 

use activities adjoining those corridors.  
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897 KiwiRail 897.28 Neutral  7.4.12-Appendix 

7.12- Road 

classification system 

Appendix 7.12 (2) NPR - Amend as follows: 

Amend the heading to read:  

Description of Road Transport Network Classification.  

Identify the modal networks and show these on the Planning Maps; in particular the freight and the strategic rail network.  

Make amendments to clause b: Use hierarchy (modal networks):  

b. Use hierarchy (modal networks):  

In addition to the functional hierarchy, a road use hierarchy has also been defined within the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan. 

These networks highlight that different modes of transport have different priorities within the network. There are five modal 

networks defined in the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan  

i. the cycle network of major, local and recreational cycle routes (including on and off road cycle ways, and cycle ways within rail 

corridors);  

ii. the core public transport route network and the rail tourist passenger link  

iii. the walking network; (some may be on rail land)  

iv. the freight network (including the rail network); and  

v. the strategic road and rail network.  

Amend Item 2: Summary of the Transport road Classification categories and add Rail to the movement function category (or 

similar text):  

The rail network is an important part of the transport infrastructure providing freight and passenger links to Christchurch 

and to other regions and other parts of the country. The rail network within the City is based primarily on freight movement 

with the main yard located at Middleton, and the passenger station at Addington.  

The rail corridor also occupies significant land areas which are important in terms of their interrelationships with the land 

use activities adjoining those corridors.  

   

897 KiwiRail 897.29 Neutral  7.4.12-Appendix 

7.12- Road 

classification system 

Appendix 7.12 - Figure 7.17 - Amend as follows: 

Amend the heading Figure 7.2 Map to read: Road Transport Network Classification  

Add the Rail network to Figure 7.2 Map and identify this as “the strategic rail network” in the legend.  

   

897 KiwiRail 897.30 Neutral  7.4.12-Appendix 

7.12- Road 

classification system 

Appendix 7.12 Figure 7.17(a) - Amend as follows: 

Amend the heading Figure 7.2 Map to read: Road Transport Network Classification  

Add the Rail network to Figure 7.2 Map and identify this as “the strategic rail network” in the legend.  
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897 KiwiRail 897.31 Neutral 7.1.1.7-Policy 7 - 

Rail level crossings 

Policy 7.1.1.7 

a. Improve and maintain safety at road/rail level crossings by: 

i. requiring safe visibility and sightline controls at uncontrolled level crossings;  

ii. managing vehicle accesses close to level crossings; and  

iii. avoiding managing the creation of new level crossings.  

iv. Providing grade separated level crossings  

v. Assessing the impacts of development on the safe and efficient operation of the level crossing  

   

897 KiwiRail 897.32 Neutral 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

Policy 7.1.1.3 (a)(ii) - retain 
   

897 KiwiRail 897.33 Support 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

Policy 7.1.1.3 (a)(iv) - retain 
   

897 KiwiRail 897.34 Neutral  7.4.12-Appendix 

7.12- Road 

classification system 

Appendix 7.12 (i)(b)(iv) - Amend: 

Amend (1)(b) iv. to add the strategic freight and rail network 

   

897 KiwiRail 897.35 Neutral  7.2.3.9-Rule 9- 

Location of buildings 

and access in relation 

to road/rail level 

crossings 

Rule 7.2.3.9 - Amend: 

KiwiRail supports the inclusion of location of buildings and access in relation to road/rail level crossings. However, KiwiRail also 

seeks that plantings are included. It is important to maintain clear visibility around level crossings to reduce the risk of confusion, 

congestion, queuing over level crossings and potential collisions.  

All the conditions set out in this standard apply during both the construction and operation stages of any development.  

   

897 KiwiRail 897.36 Neutral  7.2.3.9-Rule 9- 

Location of buildings 

and access in relation 

to road/rail level 

crossings 

Rule 7.25.3.9(d) - Amend: 

Applicable to:  

d. Any building, structure and plantings located close to a level crossing not controlled by automated warning devices (such as 

alarms and/or barrier arms).  

   

897 KiwiRail 897.37 Neutral  7.13-Appendix 7.13- 

Building set backs to 

level crossings 

Appendix 7.13 - Amend: 

Building, structures and plantings shall be located outside of the sight triangles in Appendix 7.13  

Amendments to standards to provide clarity and correct terminology or simplify e.g reference to controlled automated warning 

devices, level crossing limit line 

   

897 KiwiRail 897.38 Neutral  7.3.18-Location of 

building and access 

in relation to 

rail/road level 

crossings 

7.3.18 Matters of Discretion: Retain. 
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897 KiwiRail 897.39 Neutral  7.11-Appendix 7.11- 

Standards for the 

location of vehicle 

crossings 

Appendix 7.11 - Amend: 

Add the vehicle access standards that apply for rail into Appendix 7.11 and make any consequential amendments to give effect to 

this.  

   

897 KiwiRail 897.40 Neutral  7.4.13-Appendix 

7.13- Building set 

backs to level 

crossings 

Appendix 7.43 - Amend: 

KiwiRail seeks to make amendments to the sight triangle diagrams in Appendix 7.13 to provide clarity and accuracy to their 

application, including, but not limited to, the amendment of the Heading to reflect the matters to which the diagrams apply (e.g 

building, structures, planting and access) or to remove reference to those and Sight Triangles  

Amendment to the clarity and accuracy relates to the specification of the distances on the sightline triangle. The distance for 

approach and restart triangles will vary depending on a number of factors identified in the NZTA Traffic Control Manual - Part 9 

Level Crossings, including the speed of the train. As a result the sightline requirement will change, KiwiRail can supply a list of level 

crossings and the train speed. 

Reference to building, structures, planting and access is proposed on the diagram to which sightlines apply. 

   

897 KiwiRail 897.41 Neutral  7.15-Appendix 7.15- 

Integrated trans 

port assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Include reference to the rail network in Appendix 7.15 checklist. 

Add an additional item requirement to both 1 and 2: 

Consultation with the transport network provider (operator) and demonstration of this 

   

898 De Abrey 898.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

898 De Abrey 898.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

898 De Abrey 898.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

899 Spreydon / 

Heathcote 

Community 

Board 

899.1    7.3.3-Parking spaces 

for people with 

disabilities 

AMEND 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 1c, Section 7.2.3.1: 

1.Whether the equivalent number of disability car park spaces can be provided on a separate site which: 

1.  

1. is sited within a readily accessible distance from the activity for persons with disabilities; and 

2. is clearly associated with the activity through signage or other means. 

3. Whether the nature of the particular activity is such that it will generate less disability car parking demand 

than is required by this District Plan. 

2. Whether the safety of people with disabilities will be affected by being set down on-street. 

3. The assessment matters under 7.3.1 also apply. 

4.  

? 
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899 Spreydon / 

Heathcote 

Community 

Board 

899.2    7.4.12-Appendix 

7.12- Road 

classification system 

AMEND 

Cashmere Road (Hendersons Road-) to a Collector Road 
   

899 Spreydon / 

Heathcote 

Community 

Board 

899.3    7.4.12-Appendix 

7.12- Road 

classification system 

AMEND 

Centaurus Road amend to a collector Road 
   

899 Spreydon / 

Heathcote 

Community 

Board 

899.25 Support  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

SUPPORT 

? 

The Board supports the inclusion in the Plan of provision for minimum cycle parking. 

   

901 Phillips 901.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

901 Phillips 901.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

901 Phillips 901.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

902 Dy 902.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

902 Dy 902.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

902 Dy 902.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

903 Dy 903.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

903 Dy 903.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

903 Dy 903.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

905 Jonsson 905.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

905 Jonsson 905.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 

905 Jonsson 905.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

906 Rolleston 906.2 Neutral 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

The CERA City Plan be further developed and amended to comprehensively cover the entire area of the Central City. 

That this plan honestly recognises the reality of the new city's position both in physical terms and demand terms. 

That the vision focuses on hoe Christchurch will get 15,000 to 20,000 people living within the four avenues. 

That this new plan be overseen by a professional and independent non-conflicted planning team who are experienced in such planning and development and who will listen to 
sound local experience and advice, the community itself and will take advice from international experts with real experience rebuilding cities and towns. 

That both CERA and Council planners remain engaged and work with and under the direction of the new planning team 

That the planning team report to the Christchurch City Council and CERA via a professional and non-conflicted advisory board with proven experience in this field and a love of 
the City 

That no new permits be issued within the Central City unless they complement and form part of the wider vision and plan 

   

910 Keogh 910.9   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

910 Keogh 910.10   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

910 Keogh 910.11    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

912 Senonayake 912.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

912 Senonayake 912.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

912 Senonayake 912.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

914 Tuke 914.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

914 Tuke 914.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

914 Tuke 914.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 
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number 

Support 
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

car parks required 

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.29    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Amend Objective 7.1 by adding a new sub-clause as follows: 

Objective 7.1 

a. an integrated transport system.. 

??(v) that provides high quality, safe and efficient transport links between rail, road, port and airport facilities and that 

provides for the use and development of strategic transport infrastructure 

   

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.30 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend as folllows: 

7.1.1.2 High trip generating activities 

High trip generating activities are anticipated in the locations identified for accommodating significant urban growth and 

development, including the strategic Christchurch International ?Airport and Lyttleton Port of Christchurch transportation 

hubs, the City Centre, Key Activity Centres and Neighbourhood Centres, and greenfield priority growth areas. The 

transport network is to be managed and upgraded to support trip growth in these locations which such growth is anticipated 

and planned for. The triggers for assessing the trips generated by new activities are to be set in accordance with the location 

in which the activity is located. The location and design of high trip generating activities are to be assessed to ensure that 

they:... 

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed to ensure that they: 

... 

1450.670 

   

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.31 Neutral 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

relocate and renumber Policy 7.1.1.8 so that it sits under Objective 7.1.2 as policy 7.1.2.1 

   

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.32 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

?exclude the Special Purpose Port Zone from the need to comply with Rules 7.2.3.1- 7.2.3.6 relating the parking spaces, layout and dimensions. 

   

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.33 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

(a) exclusion of the requirement for an ITA for development within the Special Purpose (Port) zone 

 

 

 

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.54 Neutral 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

Add a new Policy as follows: 

??7.1.2.2 Effects from strategic transport infrastructure 

To manage any adverse effects from the ongoing use, repair and development of strategic transport infrastructure including 

Christchurch International Airport and Lyttleton Port of Christchurch, whilst recognising the national and regional scale 

and importance of this infrastructure the ?role of strategic infrastructure in the recovery of the City ?and in the case of 

Lyttleton Port of Christchurch the significant repair and reconfiguration necessary as a result of earthquake damage 

   

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

915.55 Oppose  7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

Exclude the Special Purpose Port Zone from the need to comply with Rules 7.2.3.1- 7.2.3.6 relating the parking spaces, layout and 

dimensions 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

Limited cycle parking 

facilities required 

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.56 Oppose  7.2.3.4-Rule 4- 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Exclude the Special Purpose Port Zone from the need to comply with Rules 7.2.3.1- 7.2.3.6 relating the parking spaces, layout and dimensions 

   

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.57 Oppose  7.2.3.5-Rule 5- 

Gradient of parking 

and loading areas 

Exclude the Special Purpose Port Zone from the need to comply with Rules 7.2.3.1- 7.2.3.6 relating the parking spaces, layout and dimensions 

   

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.58 Oppose  7.2.3.6-Rule 6- 

Design of parking 

and loading areas 

Exclude the Special Purpose Port Zone from the need to comply with Rules 7.2.3.1- 7.2.3.6 relating the parking spaces, layout and 

dimensions    

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.126 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

(b) That the thresholds for ITA’s (both Basic and Full) be reconsidered so as to realign more with the current operative Christchurch 

City Plan provisions.  

(c) That in relation to Full ITA’s, consideration be given to the situations in which they would actually be necessary, in particular the 

need for costly modelling, taking into account the potential for actual and potential effects on the transport network, and the ability to 

request further information under Section 92 of the RMA. 

(d) That the assessment matters in 7.3.19 be reconsidered to better reflect the above relief.  

1359.310 

   

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.127 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

That Table 7.1 be incorporated into the High Traffic Generator rule rather than its current location in the assessment matters. 

1359.311 

  

   

915 Lyttelton Port 

Company 

Limited 

915.128 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend Note 2 under Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows (or to like effect):  

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted current resource consent or that 

holds existing use rights, then this rule does not apply to any development that is within the scope of that Integrated Transport 

Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent unless the resource consent has lapsed. For clarity, Rule 7.2.3.10 shall 

only apply to the net increase above the existing consented level or development that exists at the date the Plan becomes 

operative, and when a proposed new development in itself generates trips above the rule threshold. 

FS 1359.312 

   

916 Salne 916.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

916 Salne 916.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

916 Salne 916.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

917 Memorial 

Avenue 

Investments 

Limited 

917.5 Oppose 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Delete 

1417 
   

917 Memorial 

Avenue 

Investments 

Limited 

917.6 Neutral  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

Amend to remove uncertainty  

1417 
   

917 Memorial 

Avenue 

Investments 

Limited 

917.7 Oppose  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Delete or amend item descriptions and details to be included to provide clarity and ensure only practical and cost effective measures 

are included  

1417 

   

917 Memorial 

Avenue 

Investments 

Limited 

917.19 Neutral 7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Reduce complexity and consenting requirements, address areas of uncertainty. Specific provisions of concern are detailed below, 

however this submission also seeks a reduction in complexity and consenting requirements across all provisions.  

1417 

   

918 Lege 918.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

918 Lege 918.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

918 Lege 918.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

919 Richardson 919.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

919 Richardson 919.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

919 Richardson 919.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

920 Waterloo Park 

Limited 

920.10 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

a. that the thresholds for ITA's (both Basic and Full) be reconsidered so as to realign more with the current operative Christchurch 

City Plan provisions. 

b. That in relation to Full ITAs, consideration be given to the situations in which they would actually by necessary, in particular the 

need for costly modelling, taking into account the potential for actual and potential effects on the transport network, and the ability to 

request further information under Section 92 of the RMA 

   

920 Waterloo Park 

Limited 

920.11 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

That the assessment matters in 7.3.19 be reconsidered to better reflect the above relief 
   

920 Waterloo Park 

Limited 

920.12 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

That Table 7.1 be incorporated into the High Traffic Generator rule rather than its current location in the assessment matters 
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Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

920 Waterloo Park 

Limited 

920.13 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Amend Note 2 under Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows: 

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a granted current resource consent or that 

holds existing use rights then this rule does not apply to any development that is within the scope of that Integrated Transport 

Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent ?unless the resource consent has lapsed? ??For clarity, where a proposed 

development increases the level of traffic associated with a site Rule 7.2.3.10 shall only apply to the net increase above the 

existing consented level or that confirmed under existing use rights 

1442.67, 1436.66  

   

920 Waterloo Park 

Limited 

920.51 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

(a) An integrated transport system…. 

(v) that provides high quality, safe and efficient transport links between rail, road, port and airport facilities and priority 

greenfield business areas, and that provides for the use and development of strategic transport infrastructure;  

   

920 Waterloo Park 

Limited 

920.52 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

7.1.1.2 High trip generating activities  

High trip generating activities are anticipated in the locations identified for accommodating significant urban growth and 

development, including the greenfield priority growth areas identified in Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement, strategic Christchurch International Airport and Lyttelton Port of Christchurch transportation hubs, the City 

Centre, Key Activity Centres, and Neighbourhood Centres. The transport network is to be managed and upgraded to 

support trip growth in these locations where such growth is anticipated and planned for. The triggers for assessing the trips 

generated by new activities are to be set in accordance with the location in which the activity is located. The location and 

design of high trip generating activities are to be assessed to ensure that they:…. Require that the location and design of high 

trip generating activities are assessed to ensure that they: …..  

1450.686, 1357.35 

   

922 Orion New 

Zealand 

922.75 Support  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Retain Rule 7.2.3.1 in its current form. 

   

922 Orion New 

Zealand 

922.76 Support  7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

cycle parking 

facilities required 

Retain Rule 7.2.3.2 in its current form.  

   

922 Orion New 

Zealand 

922.77 Support  7.2.3.3-Rule 3- 

Minimum number of 

loading spaces 

required 

Retain Rule 7.2.3.3 in its current form. 

   

925 Duggal 925.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

925 Duggal 925.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

925 Duggal 925.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

926 Sinclair 926.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

926 Sinclair 926.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

926 Sinclair 926.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

927 Ross 927.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

927 Ross 927.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

927 Ross 927.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

928 Eliot Sinclair 

Consultancy 

928.14 Support  7.2.2.2-Restricted 

discretionary 

activities 

Retain the status of all traffic related consents as RD activities.  
   

928 Eliot Sinclair 

Consultancy 

928.15 Neutral  7.2.2.1-Permitted 

activities 

Amend the table for permitted activities (7.2.2.1) so that it simply states that activities that comply with rules 7.2.3.1-7.2.3.10 are 

permitted.  
   

928 Eliot Sinclair 

Consultancy 

928.16 Neutral  7.2.3.4-Rule 4- 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

Amend rules 7.2.3.4-7.2.3.7 such that the statement about notification not being required is only stated once for the group.  

   

928 Eliot Sinclair 

Consultancy 

928.17 Neutral  7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

cycle parking 

facilities required 

Amend rule 7.2.3.2 such that it is clear why it is not also exempted from notification (or make it exempt.) 

   

928 Eliot Sinclair 

Consultancy 

928.18 Neutral  7.4-Appendices Amend the appendices such that they are incorporated into the rules themselves to remove the need to keep referring to the following 

pages in the Chapter. 
   

928 Eliot Sinclair 

Consultancy 

928.19 Neutral  7.2.3.7-Rule 7- 

Access design 

Amend rule 7.2.3.7(b) such that it is clear whether this rule would apply to an application for any number of residential units or 

whether 4 are required to trigger the rule.  

Delete rule 7.2.3.7(c)  

   

928 Eliot Sinclair 

Consultancy 

928.20 Neutral  7.2.3.8-Rule 8- 

Vehicle crossings 

Amend rule 7.2.3.8 such that the second and third columns of (a), (e), and (f) are consolidated.  
   

930 Campbell 930.4    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

 Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

933 Mullin 933.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

933 Mullin 933.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 
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A A(P) R 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 

933 Mullin 933.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

934 Sloan 934.23 Support  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Retain rule 7.2.3.10 as notified 
   

938 van der Beek 938.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

938 van der Beek 938.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

938 van der Beek 938.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

940 Jenson 940.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

940 Jenson 940.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

940 Jenson 940.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

943 Miller-Brown 943.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

943 Miller-Brown 943.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

943 Miller-Brown 943.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

944 De Lu 944.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

944 De Lu 944.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

944 De Lu 944.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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car parks required 

948 Robinson 948.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

948 Robinson 948.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

948 Robinson 948.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

950 Moneda 950.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

950 Moneda 950.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

950 Moneda 950.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

951 Duff 951.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

951 Duff 951.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

951 Duff 951.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

953 Penrose 953.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

953 Penrose 953.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

953 Penrose 953.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

954 Ashby 954.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

954 Ashby 954.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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954 Ashby 954.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

956 Wilson 956.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

956 Wilson 956.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

956 Wilson 956.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

964 Barrington 

Issues Group 

964.3 Oppose 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

An integrated traffic management for Spreydon is requested plus context an site analysis, also detailed design statement.  Amending 

of an integrated traffic management plan for Spreydon.    

966 Terrace 

Development 

ServicesLtd, 

Hallgrow 

FarmsLtd 

966.7 Support 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Decision Sought: The following objective and policies are supported in that they relate to the future development and operation of 

the North Halswell district centre and KAC. 

 

The objective and policies will provide a framework and guidance for decisions on the future development, design and functioning of 

the North Halswell district centre and KAC. 

 

7.1.1 Objective 1 – Intergrated transport system 

a. An integrated transport system: 

i. that is accessible, affordable, resilient, safe, sustainable and efficient for people using all 

transport modes; 

ii. that is responsive …; and 

iii. that supports safe, healthy and liveable communities by maximising integration with 

land use. 

(Refer to Part 1 - General Submission for background discussion) 
Decision Reason: The decision I seek is that the objective and policies be retained. 

   

966 Terrace 

Development 

ServicesLtd, 

Hallgrow 

FarmsLtd 

966.8 Support 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Decision Sought: The following objective and policies are supported in that they relate to the future development and operation of 

the North Halswell district centre and KAC. 

 

The objective and policies will provide a framework and guidance for decisions on the future development, design and functioning of 

the North Halswell district centre and KAC. 

 

(Refer to Part 1 - General Submission for background discussion) 

 

Decision Reason: The decision I seek is that the objective and policies be retained. 

   

966 Terrace 

Development 

ServicesLtd, 

Hallgrow 

966.9 Support 7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

Decision Sought: The following objective and policies are supported in that they relate to the future development and operation of 

the North Halswell district centre and KAC. 

 

The objective and policies will provide a framework and guidance for decisions on the future development, design and functioning of 
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FarmsLtd the North Halswell district centre and KAC. 

 

7.1.1.6 Policy 6 – Promote public transport and active transport 

a. Promote public and active transport and reduce dependency on private motor vehicles, by:… 

iv. requiring new district centres to provide opportunities for a public transport 

interchange. 

 

(Refer to Part 1 - General Submission for background discussion) 

 

Decision Reason: The decision I seek is that the objective and policies be retained. 

969 Davie Lovell-

Smith Ltd 

969.24 Neutral  7.4.7-Appendix 7.7- 

Access design and 

gradient 

That Transport Appendix 7.7, in particular Table 7.10 is amended by deleting the column 

headed “Maximum formed width (m)”. 

  
FS 1451.40 

FS 1398.36 

FS 1247.2 

FS 1248.2 

   

969 Davie Lovell-

Smith Ltd 

969.29 Neutral  7.4.7-Appendix 7.7- 

Access design and 

gradient 

Appendix 7.7 Access design and gradient 

[No specific relief sought] 

   

974 Harris 974.1   7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

If this issue is not included in the Port Lyttelton Plan then we miss the opportunity, possibly for many many years, to plan for an 

integrated access/exit solution to Lyttelton Port that would fully integrate with the public’s desire for a more open Norwich Quay 

carrying less freight traffic.  

[Issue referred to is about freight truck access to Norwich Quay which is a state highway.] 

FS 1444.62 

   

977 Goodman 

Property Trust 

977.4   7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend  Policy 7 .1.1.2 to recognise that  it will not  always  be either practicable or possible  to achieve  the  outcomes required by 

thee  Policy. A suggested wording is as follows: 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities 

Require that the Assess the location and design of high  trip  generating activities are assessed  so as to ensure that, where practicable 

or appropriate they: 

a.  are accessible by a range  of transport modes  including and promote public and active transport use; 

b.  promote the safe, efficient and effective use of the  transport system; 

c. optimise use of existing capacity within the  transoort roading system; 

d.  reduce the impact of trip generation through travel plans  and other  travel demand management measures; 

e.  avoids or mitigates significant adverse effects on the  transport roading system, including reverse sensitivity effects  on the 

strategic transport network; 

f.  limit adverse effects  and maximise positive effects from transport infrastructure and operations on the amenity of the 

surrounding  areas,  on the  environment, and on Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values; 

g. encourage the use of parking management measures which 

  

 i. make  efficient use of land; 
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 ii. minimise adverse effects  on the safety, efficiency and amenity of the surrounding area  environment, including 

the  transport network; 

 iii. caters  for  the  parking demand of the activity; 

  iv.  support recovery and economic activity; and 

 v.  encourage public and active transport use 

h.  provide for  the needs  of people  with disabilities; 

i.  maximise integration with  the transport system, including planned transport infrastructure and service improvements by 

coordinating land use and  the implementation of transport infrastructure and services. 

 
FS 1444.93 

FS 1444.147 

FS 1450.701 

FS 1359.312 

FS 1281.3 

FS 1270.4 

FS 1326.15 
977 Goodman 

Property Trust 

977.5 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Either: 

A.  Delete  the  requirement in  Rule 7.2.3.10 for an Integrated Traffic Assessment in respect of permitted, restricted 

discretionary or discretionary activities within  all Industrial zones;  or 

B.  Without prejudice to  A above,  amend Rule 7.2.3.10 to provide for a  higher vehicle  trips  per  day  threshold for activities 

within Industrial Zones;  or 

C.  If the rule is  to be retained in its current form and structure, increase the existing thresholds for permitted activities within Industrial Zones  so 

that  they  are  set  at  a more appropriate level. 

FS 1444.148 
FS 1450.702 
FS 1359.313 
FS 1281.3 
FS 1270.4 

   

977 Goodman 

Property Trust 

977.6 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Add a further note  along  the  following lines:  

4. This rule  does not  require assessment of existing development  on a site, where  it is proposed to extend or add to 

this  existing development. The ITA  will instead only require assessment of the  extension or addition to the development. 

FS 1444.149 
FS 1450.703 

FS 1281.3 
FS 1270.4 

   

977 Goodman 

Property Trust 

977.7    7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Amend  so that  the  assessment criteria  makes allowance  for   the   fact   that    because   of   the location  of  established

 industrial  zones, further  development within these   Zones  may have   considerable difficulty in satisfying some of 

 the     listed      criteria.        For     example, Assessment Criteria  2  could   be  amended to read: 

2.Where practicable, whether the proposed activity is located, designed or  operated to minimise  or   reduce   travel  to   and   from   the 
activity  by   private   vehicles  and   encourage public  and   active  transport  uses.      Regard should  be had  to  the  accessibility and  levels  of 
service  of   public  transport  networks  in proximity to  the location of  the  p r oposed activity. 

1444.150 
1359.314 
1281.3 
1270.4 

   

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 425 of 448



 

191 

 

Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

985 Calder Stewart 

Industries Ltd 

985.16 Oppose  7.4.7-Appendix 7.7- 

Access design and 

gradient 

Table 7.10 

That the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan is amended so that: 

 

   

988 Mobil Oil New 

Zealand Ltd 

988.12 Support  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Amend the loading requirements for service stations to require one unmarked heavy vehicle bay to accommodate the fuel delivery 

tanker. 

 

This could be achieved by making changes along the following lines: 

 

FS 1270.7 

   

988 Mobil Oil New 

Zealand Ltd 

988.13 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain without modification the proposed standard for parking spaces for service stations, as stated in Appendix 7.1. 

FS 1270.7 

   

988 Mobil Oil New 

Zealand Ltd 

988.14 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Retain without modification the proposed standard for cycle parking for service stations. 

FS 1270.7 

   

989 . 989.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

989 . 989.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

989 . 989.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
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990 . 990.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

990 . 990.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

990 . 990.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

991 . 991.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

991 . 991.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

991 . 991.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

992 Hillas 992.10   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

992 Hillas 992.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

992 Hillas 992.12    7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

993 Perrin 993.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

993 Perrin 993.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

993 Perrin 993.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

994 Wong 994.12   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

994 Wong 994.13   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

994 Wong 994.14    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
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and dimensions of 

car parks required 

997 Coulter 997.12   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

997 Coulter 997.13   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

997 Coulter 997.14    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

998 Klemer 998.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

998 Klemer 998.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

998 Klemer 998.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

999 Carroll 999.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

999 Carroll 999.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

999 Carroll 999.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

1000 Sye 1000.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

1000 Sye 1000.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

1000 Sye 1000.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

1001 Marriott 1001.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

1001 Marriott 1001.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
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parking and loading 

1001 Marriott 1001.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

1003 Slaughter 1003.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

1003 Slaughter 1003.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

1003 Slaughter 1003.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

1004 Takae 1004.11   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

1004 Takae 1004.12   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.    

1004 Takae 1004.13    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park. 
   

1005 Voirol 1005.4   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1005 Voirol 1005.5   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1005 Voirol 1005.6    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1006 Wright 1006.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1006 Wright 1006.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1006 Wright 1006.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1007 Potter 1007.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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system 

1007 Potter 1007.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1007 Potter 1007.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1008 Dy 1008.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1008 Dy 1008.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1008 Dy 1008.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1009 Peterson 1009.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1009 Peterson 1009.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1009 Peterson 1009.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1018 Avonhead 

Community 

Group Inc. 

1018.10 Oppose  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Delete 

   

1051 Rohs 1051.23 Support 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Retain 

Much more needs to be done to reduce dependency on motor vehicles and promote the use of public transport. For a small city traffic 

congestion is a big problem. Take Riccarton Road and around Tower Junction for example: traffic can come to a standstill during 

rush hour in those places.  

   

1051 Rohs 1051.24 Oppose 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Delete 

Flexible car parking requirements will not facilitate more use of public transport, it will only increase congestion. I do however 

support the requirements for disability parking in its present form.  

   

1057 Slemint 1057.9 Neutral 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

Amend 

A road network that PRIORITISES ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION CHOICES such as walking and cycling, whilst: ensuring the 

continued safe and efficient operation of the transport network for all modes, including freight; providing for public places to enable 

community activities, including opportunities for people to interact and spend time, providing space for utility services; reflecting 

neighbourhood identity and amenity; and recognising cross-boundary connections with adjoining districts.  
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1057 Slemint 1057.10 Support 7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

Support 

   

1057 Slemint 1057.11 Support 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

Support 

   

1073 St Georges 

Hospital 

1073.1 Support  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Supports Appendix 7.1(p).  Health Care facilities (Hospitals) parking requirement of 1 space/350m2 GFA for visitors and 1 

space/350m2 staff. 

FS: 1443.20 

   

1073 St Georges 

Hospital 

1073.2 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Delete Rule 10(d) Health Care Facilities >250m2 GFA 

FS: 1443.21, 1334.39 

   

1074 Urbis TPD 

Limited 

1074.1 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Delete Note 5 in Appendix 7.1 - As worded, Note 5 in Appendix 7.1 requires the provision of a parking spaces for people with 

disabilities even for a single residential dwelling/unit.  

FS: 1270.8 

   

1074 Urbis TPD 

Limited 

1074.2 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Table 7.2p-q 

Urbis supports the change to floor area based parking requirements for hospital and health facilities without necessarily agreeing 

with the actual rates adopted. 

FS: 1270.8, 1443.91 

   

1074 Urbis TPD 

Limited 

1074.3 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Appendix 7.1 Table 7.2dd 

Amend the wording of the parking requirement for retail outdoor display areas or amend the definition of GLFA to better reflect its 

application to the retail outdoor display area parking requirement.  

FS: 1270.8 

   

1074 Urbis TPD 

Limited 

1074.4 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Appendix 7.1 Table 7.2gghh  

Amend the wording of the parking requirement for trade and yard-based retail activities or amend the definition of PFA to better 

reflect its application to the trade and yard-based retail parking requirement.  

FS: 1270.8 

   

1074 Urbis TPD 

Limited 

1074.5 Oppose  7.2.3.2-Rule 2- 

Minimum number of 

cycle parking 

facilities required 

Amend the cycle parking requirement to remove any staff based rates and replace with rates based on more appropriate measures.  

FS: 1270.8, 1443.89 
   

1074 Urbis TPD 

Limited 

1074.6 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Delete Appendix 7.2 Note 5 in their entirety.  

FS: 1270.8 

   

1074 Urbis TPD 

Limited 

1074.7 Oppose  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Delete Appendix 7.2 Table 7.7 in their entirety.  
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FS: 1270.8, 1443.90 

1074 Urbis TPD 

Limited 

1074.8    7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Remove the words "…and visitors…" from note 1e in Appendix 7.3.   

FS: 1270.8 

   

1074 Urbis TPD 

Limited 

1074.9    7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Appendix 7.3, Table 7.7xvi  

Amend the 99 percentile vehicle bay requirement for office activities and/or remove the words "…or part thereof…"   

FS: 1270.8 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.4 Neutral  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters. 

FS 1233.1 

FS 1450.183 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.5 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule. 

FS 1233.1 

FS 1450.184 

FS 1334.38 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.6 Neutral  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

FS 1218.2 

FS 1450.186 

FS 1233.1 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.7 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Apply minimum car parking requirements to all activities, not just non-high trip generators. 

  
FS 1233.1 

FS 1218.1 

FS 1450.187 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.8 Neutral  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters. 

FS 1450.188 

FS 1233.1 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.11 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators. 

FS 1450.185 

FS 1233.1 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.15 Neutral  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.16 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.17 Neutral  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.18 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Apply minimum car parking requirements to all activities, not just non-high trip generators. 
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1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.19 Neutral  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.30 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators. 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.34 Neutral  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters. 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.35 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.36 Neutral  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.37 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Apply minimum car parking requirements to all activities, not just non-high trip generators. 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.38 Neutral  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters 

   

1079 Taylor Space 

Investments 

Ltd 

1079.40 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators 

   

1081 880 Main 

North Road 

Limited 

1081.4 Neutral  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters. 

FS 1345 

   

1081 880 Main 

North Road 

Limited 

1081.5 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule 

FS 1345 

   

1081 880 Main 

North Road 

Limited 

1081.6 Neutral  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

FS 1345 
FS 1218.4 

   

1081 880 Main 

North Road 

Limited 

1081.7 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Apply minimum car parking requirements to all activities, not just non-high trip generators. 

  

FS 1345 

FS 1218.3 

   

1081 880 Main 

North Road 

Limited 

1081.8 Neutral  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters 

  

FS 1345 

   

1081 880 Main 

North Road 

Limited 

1081.18 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators 

FS 1345 

   

1085 Dumont 1085.2 Support 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

Retain Objective 7.1.1 
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system FS 1218.4 

1085 Dumont 1085.3 Support 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

Retain Policy 7.1.1.1 

FS 1218.5 
   

1085 Dumont 1085.4 Support 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Retain Policy 7.1.1.2 

FS 1218.6 

   

1085 Dumont 1085.5 Support 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

Retain Policy 7.1.1.3 
   

1085 Dumont 1085.6 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend Policy 7.1.1.4(b) as follows: 

v) Where there is sufficient active and public transport options increasing these options is considered, and if appropriate implemented 

in preference to a larger number of car parks. 

FS 1218.7 

   

1085 Dumont 1085.7 Support 7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

Retain Policy 7.1.1.6 

   

1085 Dumont 1085.8 Support 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

Retain Policy 7.1.1.8 

   

1085 Dumont 1085.9 Neutral  7.2.2.1-Permitted 

activities 

Amend Rule 7.2.2.1 P1 as follow: 

P1 should be removed and replaced with: Maximum number of car parks allowed. 

FS 1218.8 

   

1086 7990 Limited 1086.4    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters. 

FS 1450.189 

   

1086 7990 Limited 1086.5    7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule. 

FS 1450.190 

   

1086 7990 Limited 1086.6    7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements. 

FS 1450.191 

   

1086 7990 Limited 1086.7    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Apply minimum car parking requirements to all activities, not just non-high trip generators  

FS 1218.1 

FS 1450.192 

   

1086 7990 Limited 1086.8    7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters. 

FS 1450.193 
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1086 7990 Limited 1086.17 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Remove prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators. 

FS 1450.194 

   

1088 Everingham 1088.10    7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Table 7.2 

I'd like to see resident only parking spaces added to streets to ensure locals without garages can park. 

   

1123 Aitchison 1123.1 Neutral 7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

I seek an an alteration to include some phrase indicating that people will feel safe making a cycle trip, which means a higher level of 

safety and good public feedback on whether this is being achieved. 
   

1124 Tindall 1124.10   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1124 Tindall 1124.11   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1124 Tindall 1124.12    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1128 Williamson 1128.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1128 Williamson 1128.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1128 Williamson 1128.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1130 Brailsford  1130.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1130 Brailsford  1130.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1130 Brailsford  1130.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1132 Tompkins 1132.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1132 Tompkins 1132.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1132 Tompkins 1132.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their    
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Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

1135 Sutherland 1135.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1135 Sutherland 1135.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1135 Sutherland 1135.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.41 Neutral 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- 

Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

Amend 7.1.1.1 Policy 1- Establishment of a road classification system as shown in bold italics to read: 

a. A road network that connects people and places recognises different access and movement functions for all people and transport 

modes, whilst:… 

iv. reflecting neighbourhood identity and amenity and connecting communities; and 

  

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

FS 1283.3 

   

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.42 Neutral 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Amend 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities by making the additions shown in bold 

italics to read: 

Require that the location and design of high trip generating activities are assessed to ensure that they: 

a. are accessible by a range of physical abilities and transport modes and promote public and active transport use; 

f. limit adverse effects and maximise positive effects from transport on communities, the amenity of surrounding areas, on the 

environment, and on Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua values; 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

   

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.43 Neutral 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

Amend 7.1.1.3 Policy 3 - Vehicle access and manoeuvring as shown in bold italics to read: 

a. Ensure that number, location, design and gradient of vehicle accesses and associated manoeuvring:… 

iii. is designed to encourage safe and attractive active transport and mobility impaired access; and…. 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

   

310 CCC
David Falconer with Attachments

page 436 of 448



 

202 

 

Submitter 

No. 

Last Name Submission 

point 

number 

Support 

Oppose 

Category Submission Summary A: accept 

A(P): accept in part 

R: reject 

A A(P) R 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.44 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Amend 7.1.1.4 Policy 4 - Requirements for car parking and loading by adding a new clause to b. and amending d. as shown in bold 

italics to read: 

b. Enable an assessment of whether a reduction in the number of car parking spaces required can be considered as an opportunity to 

facilitate public and active transport use, but only where: 

v. the design provides for mobility impaired access 
d. Provide car parking for people with disabilities, connected to the site using accessible design, where any car parking is provided 

and for activities with a Gross Floor Area greater than 2500m2 even when no other parking is provided. 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

   

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.45 Neutral 7.1.1.5-Policy 5 - 

Design of car parking 

and loading areas 

Amend 7.1.1.5 Policy 5 - Design of car parking and loading areas by adding a new clause to a. which reads: 

a. Require that car parking and loading areas are designed to: 

vii. Be accessible for those with limited mobility and connected to the site using accessible design. 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

FS 1443.94 

   

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.46 Neutral 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

Amend 7.1.1.8 Policy 8 - Effects from transport infrastructure by adding a new clause to a. as shown in bold italics which reads: 

a. Minimise the adverse effects and maximise positive effects from new transport infrastructure and changes to existing transport 

infrastructure on the environment, including: 

xi. connectivity of communities 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

   

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.47 Neutral 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

Amend 7.1.1.8 Policy 8 - Effects from transport infrastructure b. by making the changes shown in bold italics: 

b. The cultural values of Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua are recognised, protected and enhanced through: 

ii. a multi-value approach to stormwater management of transport infrastructure; 

i. early engagement with the relevant runanga 

ii. the use of indigenous species in landscaping and tree planting of transport infrastructure; 

iii. a multi-value approach to stormwater management of transport infrastructure; and stormwater from roads, car-parking areas 

and other transport infrastructure is discharged to land stormwater retention areas wherever practicable; 

iv. avoiding the use of land in setbacks from waterways for car-parking and loading areas wherever practicable; and 
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v. the protection and enhancement of the cultural landscape, view shafts, mahinga kai, wahi tapu and wahi taonga including 

waipuna; and 

vi. the use of appropriate Ngai Tahu design elements in the development. 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

FS 1450.747 
1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.48 Neutral  7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Amend Rule 7.3.1 Matters of discretion, Minimum number of car parks required by adding a new assessment matter to clause 4. as 

shown in bold italics: 

4. Where the required number of off-street car parking spaces are not to be provided: 

m. whether the activity will be accessible to those with limited mobility 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

   

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.49 Neutral  7.3.19-High trip 

generators 

Amend Rule 7.3.19 Matters of discretion, High trip generators by adding a new clause to matter 6. as shown in bold italics as 

follows: 

6. Whether the proposal adequately provides for the mobility needs of all users of the site, including whether there are sufficient 

parking spaces for people with disabilities to meet demand and whether these parking spaces are coloured blue so they can be easily 

identified and connect to the site using accessible design elements. 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

   

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.50 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Amend Appendix 7.1- Parking space requirements rule 5 by adding the words shown in bold italics as follows: 

5. Each residential unit shall provide at least one parking space for people with disabilities to enable direct and safe access in wet or 

icy conditions. 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

   

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

1145.51 Neutral  7.4.12-Appendix 

7.12- Road 

classification system 

Amend Appendix 7.12- Road classification system 1b. Use hierarchy (modal networks) by adding a new matter vi: 

vi. Limited mobility access network 
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Ngai Tahu FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.52 Neutral  7.4.14-Appendix 

7.14- Parking 

reduction adjustment 

factors 

Amend Table 7.19 Parking reduction adjustment factors by making the additions shown in bold italics: 

 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

   

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.53 Neutral  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Amend Appendix 7.15 - Integrated transport assessment requirements checklist to add the words shown in bold italics: 

 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

FS 1443.95 

   

1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.54 Neutral  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Amend Appendix 7.15 - Integrated transport assessment requirements checklist to add the words shown in bold italics: 
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FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

FS 1443.95 
1145 Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd 

and Te 

Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu 

1145.55 Neutral  7.3.1-Minimum 

number of car parks 

required 

Amend Rule 7.3.1 Minimum number of car parks required by adding a new assessment matter to 4. as shown in bold italics: 

4. Where the required number of off-street car parking spaces are not to be provided: 

n. whether a reduction in or waiver of required on-site car-parking is appropriate to protect waterway setbacks or sites of Ngai 

Tahu cultural significance. 

FS 1345 

FS 1344 

FS 1353.2 

FS 1389 

FS 1422 

FS 1449 

FS 1451 

   

1147 Daymond  1147.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1147 Daymond  1147.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1147 Daymond  1147.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1148 Eyre 1148.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1148 Eyre 1148.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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parking and loading 

1148 Eyre 1148.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1149 Generation 

Zero 

1149.1    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

 Removal of parking minimums in local and neighbourhood centres is supported. 
   

1149 Generation 

Zero 

1149.2    7.4-Appendices  Remove minimum parking requirements 
   

1149 Generation 

Zero 

1149.3    7.4-Appendices  Design for cycle stands in Appendix 7.2 could be improved 
   

1149 Generation 

Zero 

1149.6    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

 Support cucle parking rates and cycle facilities for staff 
   

1150 Gillman  1150.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1150 Gillman  1150.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1150 Gillman  1150.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1152 Lyttelton 

Community 

Association 

Inc. 

1152.5   7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

We ask that rail and ferry issues be included in the promotion of public transport section. 

Amend 7.1.1.6 

Add: 

v. Ensure existing rail corridors are maintained, and encourage the re-introduction of local passenger services between Lyttelton and 

other centres and the central city. 

vi. encourage the use of the Diamond Harbour ferry service, and ensure that the Lyttelton Terminal is in a position with easy, close 

and direct pedestrian access to the town centre. 

FS 1444.349 

   

1153 Horn 1153.2 Support  7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Transport planning in its broadest form must be well integrated with all commercial and residential developments. 
   

1154 Jack 1154.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1154 Jack 1154.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1154 Jack 1154.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     
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car parks required 

1160 Canterbury 

Sustainable 

Homes 

Working 

1160.13   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

We seek that this objective be amended to recognise the critical role that transport places in creating or destroying communities and 

neighbourhoods, particularly as regards pedestrian connections. Large roads can effectively destroy a community by dividing a 

neighbourhood and critical care is needed in the future planning and delivery of Christchurch’s transport network that the small scale 

planning and design of roads that is needed to deliver good pedestrian interconnectivity is achieved. Many post earthquake roading 

measures have negatively impacted on intra-neigbourhood accessibility and pushed people into cars. This must not continue or 

Christchurch will start to resemble the worst parts of Auckland or Tauranga. 

FS 1237.1 

FS 1355.3 

   

1160 Canterbury 

Sustainable 

Homes 

Working 

1160.14   7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

We seek that this policy be amended to recognise that there may be circumstances where manoeuvring standards could be reduced. 

Too many developments end up having roads designed for the turning circle of a large rubbish collection truck, rather than for the 

activities of the humans living in the development with alternative rubbish collection points looked at as a better outcome. 

  

FS 1237.1 

FS 1355.3 

FS 1347.19 

   

1161 Field 1161.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1161 Field 1161.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1161 Field 1161.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1163 Kearney 1163.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1163 Kearney 1163.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1163 Kearney 1163.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1164 Martin 1164.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1164 Martin 1164.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1164 Martin 1164.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1166 Shrewsbury 1166.7 Neutral 7.1.1.1-Policy 1- Support and retain.    
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Establishment of a 

road classification 

system 

1166 Shrewsbury 1166.8 Support 7.1.1.2-Policy 2 - 

High trip generating 

activities 

Support and retain. 
   

1166 Shrewsbury 1166.9 Support 7.1.1.8-Policy 8 - 

Effects from 

transport 

infrastructure 

Amend the provision as follows 'Minimise the adverse effects and maximise positive effects from transport infrastructure, including 

...' 
   

1166 Shrewsbury 1166.10 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Amend the provision - cycle parking should be sheltered from rain wherever possible within under the other provisions. 

   

1167 Merritt 1167.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1167 Merritt 1167.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1167 Merritt 1167.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1168 Moreham 1168.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1168 Moreham 1168.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1168 Moreham 1168.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1169 Moreham 1169.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

   

1169 Moreham 1169.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  

   

1169 Moreham 1169.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1170 Blind 

Foundation 

1170.1   7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

Access requirements are mentioned throughout the Draft Christchurch District Plan but the focus appears to be on accessible parking, 

footpath widths for mobility scooters and wheelchairs. There is insufficient focus on design requirements for those who are blind or 

have low vision. Connectivity also features in the plan, that is good but the specifications for ensuring safe, independent, and 

efficient travel for pedestrians is missing. The Blind Foundation submits that guidelines should be included in the plan to ensure safe 
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travel and universal access throughout the city for those who use active modes, i.e. walking and cycling. 

 

The Blind Foundation recommends that design requirements that prioritise planning for pedestrians who are blind or have low vision 

(and others with sensory impairment) and how they travel throughout urban, rural, residential, commercial and industrial 

environments become an integral part of this district plan. 

 

Christchurch District Council can achieve this by: 

Ensuring the Urban Design Guidelines include specific details and guidance on design for those who are blind or have low vision, 

not just those who have physical mobility impairments. 

Requiring Accessibility Audits from the pedestrian perspective and seeking input from those who have expertise with design for 

blindness and low vision. The Blind Foundation has the expertise to provide this. 

Designing accessible footpaths of sufficient width, avoiding shared paths (where the pedestrian becomes the vulnerable user) and not 

building vehicle-prioritised access across footpaths. The latter compromises the pedestrian’s accessible journey and safety. Where 

major developments require formalised entry/exit, the design should be for the pedestrian’s journey, not the turning speed of 

vehicles. Building accessible road crossings with logical and consistent design that is in line with the continuous accessible path of 

travel (CAPT). 

Building road crossings that are signalised, pedestrian prioritised, and free of delays in central refuges. 

Accessible connectivity to public transit and accessible infrastructure. 

Accessible access to information – specifically for public transport, services and facilities. 

Ensuring safe access for people who are blind or have low vision to reserves, open spaces and recreation areas. 

FS 1443.227 

1171 Pilbrow 1171.13   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1171 Pilbrow 1171.14   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1171 Pilbrow 1171.15    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1172 Pivac 1172.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1172 Pivac 1172.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1172 Pivac 1172.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1173 Fletcher 

Building 

Limited 

1173.2 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Retain Appendix 7.1 as proposed 
   

1176 Rose 1176.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
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system 

1176 Rose 1176.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1176 Rose 1176.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1177 Rudin-Jones 1177.4 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Parking. 

It is impossible to expect business owners and building owners to provide parking. What would develop is under building parking 

preventing any street character to develop. Section sizes in London st are simply too small to accommodate parking on site. 

It is recommended that the Council take responsibility in providing a service by building a parking building. This would be used by 

cafe and restaurant patrons as well as business owners, residents, and provide much needed safe parking for Diamond Harbour and 

ferry users. This would provide a service as well as income for CCC. Lyttelton is a destination for Saturday Farmers Market and 

various festivals throughout the year. Take the example of the last Festival of Light when parking was so bad that there was 

congestion back to and through the tunnel, leaving frustrated visitors vowing never to return. Parking on the main street could be 

limited to 30- 60mins to encourage the use of the parking building.  

   

1178 Russell 1178.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1178 Russell 1178.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1178 Russell 1178.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1179 Surendran 1179.14   7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1179 Surendran 1179.15   7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.     

1179 Surendran 1179.16    7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Don't pave paradise! Leave out the parking lot.  Remove minimum car parking requirements from developments and limit their 

sprawl.  Let's not have a city in a car park.  
   

1180 The Energy 

Efficiency and 

Conservation 

Authority 

1180.7   7-Chapter 7 

Transport 

In regard to travel demand management, active transport and public transport, EECA supports provisions to promote improved 

energy efficiency in the transport sector through integrated transport and land-use and through encouraging improved transport 

choice, improved public transport options, encouraging trips to be taken by more energy efficient modes, and encouraging land use 

and transport integration. EECA submits that the plan should: 

 

• Provide for and encourage land-use intensification in areas with good public transport access and includes measures which limit 

urban expansion. 

• Promote the use of renewable energy transport fuels. 

• Promote consolidated freight transportation and opportunities to centralise freight hubs 
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As regards electric vehicles, EECA proposes that the Plan should provide greater emphasis on facilitating the uptake of electric 

vehicles. 

  

1181 Evans 1181.2    7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

 

   

1181 Evans 1181.3    7.2.3.4-Rule 4- 

Manoeuvring for 

parking and loading 

areas 

 

   

1182 Stokes 1182.13 Oppose  7.4.8-Appendix 7.8- 

Queuing spaces 

Amend the provision as follows i. 4 - 10 parks / local and collector roads - 5.5m minimum queuing space.  
   

1182 Stokes 1182.14 Neutral  7.4.9-Appendix 7.9- 

Visibility splay 

Amend the provision as follows 

The visibility splay to be 2m each side of the driveway and 1.5m back inside the front boundary. 

  

   

1183 Beacon 

Pathway 

1183.11 Neutral 7.1.1-Objective 1- 

Integrated transport 

system 

Beacon seeks that this objective be amended to recognise the critical role that transport places in creating or destroying communities 

and neighbourhoods, particularly as regards pedestrian connections. Large roads can effectively destroy a community by dividing a 

neighbourhood and critical care is needed in the future planning and delivery of Christchurch’s transport network that the small scale 

planning and design of roads that is needed to deliver good pedestrian interconnectivity. Many post-earthquake roading measures 

have negatively impacted on intraneighbourhood accessibility and pushed people into cars. This must not continue or Christchurch 

will start to resemble the worst parts of Auckland or Tauranga.  

FS 1443.118 

   

1183 Beacon 

Pathway 

1183.12 Support 7.1.1.3-Policy 3 - 

Vehicle access and 

manoeuvring 

Beacon seeks that this policy recognises that there may be circumstances where manoeuvering standards could be reduced. Too 

many developments end up having roads designed for the turning circle of a large rubbish collection truck, rather than for the 

activities of the humans living in the development with alternative rubbish collection points looked at as a better outcome. 

   

1183 Beacon 

Pathway 

1183.13 Neutral 7.1.1.4-Policy 4 - 

Requirements for car 

parking and loading 

Beacon strongly supports the components of this policy which reflect that minimum carparking requirements can be reduced. Too 

often, developments are designed for the required number of carparks, rather than for the humans living in the development.      

1183 Beacon 

Pathway 

1183.14 Neutral 7.1.1.6-Policy 6 - 

Promote public 

transport and active 

transport 

Beacon supports this policy.   

FS 1443.119 
   

1183 Beacon 1183.15 Support  7.2.3-Rules- All Beacon seeks that the Council review the rules in their entirety and consider how they could be better related to the outcomes,    
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Pathway zones outside the 

Central City 

objectives and policies sought. An effects-based set of rules, rather than prescriptive tables would be a considerably preferable 

option. The current rules do not appear to deliver on the high level outcomes, objectives and policies sought in the Plan, or in the 

recovery of Christchurch.  

FS 1450.751 

1188 100-148 

Langdons Road 

1188.7 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Modify Table 7.1 in Appendix 7.1 to remove the PFA based parking rates for trade and yardbased retail activities, and replace with a 

more appropriate measure of parking requirement.      

1188 100-148 

Langdons Road 

1188.8 Oppose  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Delete Note 2e and Table 7.6 in their entirety from Appendix 7.2.   

   

1188 100-148 

Langdons Road 

1188.9 Oppose  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Remove the words '…and visitors…' from note 1e in Appendix 7.3.   
   

1188 100-148 

Langdons Road 

1188.10 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Delete Rule 7.3.2.10 in its entirety, or amend the rule such that the thresholds are more commensurate with the type and/or scale of 

activities anticipated within the zones and activities which then exceed those thresholds are deemed to be controlled activities.  

[Reference error in original submission - Rule 7.3.2.10 in relief sought refers to Rule 7.2.3.10] 

   

1189 30-64 

Harewood Rd, 

22 Chapel St & 

41 Langdons 

Rd. 

1189.8 Oppose  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Modify Table 7.1 in Appendix 7.1 to remove the PFA based parking rates for trade and yard-based retail activities, and replace with 

a more appropriate measure of parking requirement.   
   

1189 30-64 

Harewood Rd, 

22 Chapel St & 

41 Langdons 

Rd. 

1189.9 Neutral  7.4.2-Appendix 7.2 - 

Cycle parking 

facilities 

Delete Note 2e and Table 7.6 in their entirety from Appendix 7.2.  

   

1189 30-64 

Harewood Rd, 

22 Chapel St & 

41 Langdons 

Rd. 

1189.10 Neutral  7.4.3-Appendix 7.3 - 

Loading areas 

Remove the words '…and visitors…' from note 1e in Appendix 7.3.  

   

1189 30-64 

Harewood Rd, 

22 Chapel St & 

41 Langdons 

Rd. 

1189.11 Neutral  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Delete Rule 7.3.2.10 in its entirety, or amend the rule such that the thresholds are more commensurate with the type and/or scale of 

activities anticipated within the zones and activities which then exceed those thresholds are deemed to be controlled activities.  

[Reference error in original submission - Relief sought refers to Rule 7.2.3.10] 

   

1191 Wood 1191.3 Neutral  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Although it is desirable to simplify the car parking requirements, it is considered that there is too big a jump from requiring four 

spaces to then requiring 19 between Public Floor Areas of 100m2 and buildings with Public Floor Areas greater than 150m2 . It is 

suggested that this rule could be simplified and provide a fairer parking requirement by simply referring to one space per 25m2 PFA 

up to 500m2 PFA.  

Given the location of the CFZ at Merivale adjoining the public transport network and large car parking areas, it is also considered 

that the car parking requirements should be less for land within this Commercial Fringe Zone. 

   

1191 Wood 1191.4 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Alter Table 7.2 Minimum number of car parks required to reduce car parking requirements for food and beverage activities. 

Although it is desirable to simplify the car parking requirements, it is considered that there is too big a jump from requiring four 
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spaces to then requiring 19 between Public Floor Areas of 100m2 and buildings with Public Floor Areas greater than 150m2 . It is 

suggested that this rule could be simplified and provide a fairer parking requirement by simply referring to one space per 25m2 PFA 

up to 500m2 PFA. Given the location of the CFZ at Merivale adjoining the public transport network and large car parking areas, it is 

also considered that the car parking requirements should be less for land within this Commercial Fringe Zone. 

1191 Wood 1191.5 Neutral  7.4.1-Appendix 7.1- 

Parking space 

requirements 

Reduce the amount of car parking required for sites within the Commercial Fringe zone at Merivale. 

   

1195 Peebles Group 

Ltd 

1195.4    7.1-Objectives and 

policies 

Review and amend the transport objectives and policies to focus on transport matters  

FS: 1450.177 

   

1195 Peebles Group 

Ltd 

1195.5 Oppose  7.2.3.10-Rule 10- 

High trip generators 

Exempt permitted activities from the high trip generator rule and otherwise apply a clear threshold of 250vpd to the rule Remove 

prescribed ITA assessment content for high trip generators  

FS: 1450.178 

   

1195 Peebles Group 

Ltd 

1195.6 Oppose  7.2.3-Rules- All 

zones outside the 

Central City 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements.  

FS: 1450.179 

   

1195 Peebles Group 

Ltd 

1195.7 Oppose  7.4.15-Appendix 

7.15- Integrated 

transport assessment 

requirements 

checklist 

Reduce and/or redraft rules that require compliance with Appendices, so that there are fewer detailed requirements.  

  

FS: 1450.180 

   

1195 Peebles Group 

Ltd 

1195.8 Oppose  7.2.3.1-Rule 1- 

Minimum number 

and dimensions of 

car parks required 

Apply minimum car parking requirements to all activities, not just non-high trip generators.  

FS: 1450.181, 1475.1 
   

1195 Peebles Group 

Ltd 

1195.9 Oppose  7.3-Matters of 

Discretion 

Simplify matters of discretion and focus on transport matters  

FS: 1450.182 
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