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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Paul James Roberts. I hold the position of Director at QTP Ltd 

(Quality Transport Planning), a specialist transport planning consultancy based 

in Christchurch.  I have held this position since April 2009. 

 

1.2 I hold a B.Eng. (Hons) from the University of Liverpool, UK and have over 29 

years' experience in transport planning and traffic engineering, including 15 

years as a Transport Network Planner with Christchurch City Council 

(Council). My career to date has been split approximately equally between the 

public and private sectors. 

 

1.3 I am a Chartered Professional Engineer (CPEng), a Member of the Institution 

of Professional Engineers New Zealand (MIPENZ) and a Member of the 

Chartered Institute of Highways and Transportation, UK (MCIHT). 

 

1.4 I have been engaged by Council to provide independent advice on the 

proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP
1
) Transport Chapter, and in 

particular on the provisions and submissions that relate to Car Parking and 

Integrated Transport Assessments (ITAs). 

 

1.5 Of relevance to this hearing is the following experience: 

 

(a) Since 1995 I have held the primary responsibility for production and 

collation of land use scenarios used as the principal input to the 

strategic transport model(s) for the greater Christchurch area. 

(b) I was responsible for development of the (greater) Christchurch 

Transport Study (CTS) strategic model that was used as the 

foundation for strategic land use and transport infrastructure 

assessments between 1995 and 2009. I was also responsible for 

applying this model to identify an equitable charging regime for 

transport projects between existing and growth activities within the 

Council’s Development Contributions Policy (DCP). 

(c) In 2009 the CTS was superseded by the Christchurch Transport 

Model (CTM) which was based upon the 2006 Census, albeit that it 

retains many of the core concepts I developed for its predecessor. I 

                                                   
1
  For assistance, a full glossary of acronyms used in my evidence may be found in Attachment H (rearmost page). 
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have since applied that model on a number of projects, including 

subsequent updates to the DCP. 

(d) I was an external advisor to the Council project team charged with 

development of the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan (CTSP), 

adopted in November 2012. My specific involvement included 

development of the draft future integrated transport hierarchy (system 

and application) along with programme and project prioritisation. Prior 

to this I had the primary responsibility for drafting the Council’s 

Metropolitan Christchurch Transport Statement, adopted in 2002. 

(e) Since 1995 I have provided transport planning advice to Council 

planners for many strategic assessments, development and transport 

infrastructure proposals. This has required preparation and/or review 

of numerous transport assessments to support resource consents, 

plan changes, area plans, transport modelling and strategic studies of 

major residential and industrial subdivisions, commercial proposals 

including major mall expansions, as well as numerous other less 

significant development proposals. 

 

1.6 Prior to my engagement by Council to provide this evidence, I have had no 

direct involvement in drafting the provisions of the notified Proposal. However, 

I was involved somewhat peripherally, through requests by Council to provide 

feedback on the usability of Council’s draft Guidelines for ITA that are referred 

to within an advice note in the Proposal
2
 and, through a Council development 

project, I was commissioned to prepare an ‘exemplar’ ITA for potential 

reference. 

 

1.7 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. 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
2
  At note 3 below Rule 7.2.3.10 
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1.8 I have read the evidence of the following particular witnesses and where I rely 

upon their opinions or conclusions I state this: 

 

(a) Mr Richard Osborne
3
,
4
; 

(b) Mr David Falconer
5,6

; 

(c) Mr Chris Gregory
7
; and 

(d) Mr Peter Nunns
8
. 

 

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

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) The notified Transport Proposal of the pRDP. 

(b) The 14 May 2015 version of the Transport Proposal (Revised 

Proposal); 

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

the statutory and strategic transport planning context in Christchurch: 

(i) Government Policy Statement (GPS) on Land Transport 

Funding 2015;
9
 

(ii) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS),; 

(iii) Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch;  

(iv) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP) including the 

‘An Accessible City chapter' of the CCRP;  

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

Plan Review;Canterbury Regional Land Transport Plan;   

(vi) Greater Christchurch Transport Statement;  

(vii) Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy;  

(viii) Canterbury Regional Public Transport Plan; 

(ix) Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan; 

(d) The evidence of other Council witnesses noted above; 

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

Expectations; and 

(f) The Hearing Panel's decisions on the Strategic Directions Chapter. 

 

  

                                                   
3
  Statement of Evidence  Richard Osborne: Strategic Directions (18 November 2014) 

4
  Statement of Evidence  Richard Osborne: Transport Proposal (26 May 2015) 

5
  Statement of Evidence  David Falconer: Strategic Directions (18 November 2014) 

6
  Statement of Evidence  David Falconer: Transport Proposal (26 May 2015) 

7
  Statement of Evidence  Christopher Gregory: Transport Proposal (26 May 2015) 

8
  Statement of Evidence  Peter Nunns, Transport Proposal (26 May 2015) 

9
  Prepared under the Land Transport Management Act 2003 
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2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are the 

Transport Proposal (Chapter 7) and in particular, two rules, being: 

 

(a) the Minimum Number of Car Parks required (Rule 7.2.3.1); and 

consequentially: 

(i) Table 7.2 – Minimum number of carparks required 

(Appendix 7.14); 

(ii) Matters of Discretion 7.3.2; 

(iii) Table 7.19 - Parking Reduction factors (Appendix 7.14); 

  

(b) High Trip Generators (Rule 7.2.3.10); and consequentially: 

(i) Matters of Discretion 7.3.19. 

 

2.2 My evidence also considers and addresses the relief sought by various 

submitters on these two Rules. 

 

2.3 When providing this evidence I have considered whether the two Rules will 

meet the Strategic Objectives of the RDP in Chapter 3, Clause 3.3. In 

particular: 

 

(a) Strategic Objective 3.3.1, which seeks to enable recovery and 

facilitate the future enhancement of the district; and 

(b) Strategic Objective 3.3.2, seeking clarity of language and efficiency. 

 

2.4 The Revised Proposal outlines the changes now proposed (by Council) to the 

notified Transport Chapter.  I support the changes to the provisions that I have 

been asked to consider. This follows my assessment of the relevant 

submissions, attending conferencing and my further assessment of relevant 

matters in detail, of which I discuss in my evidence below.  

 

2.5 I believe that the proposed changes to the two Rules that I have been asked to 

consider will give effect to the Strategic Directions Objectives of the RDP and 

Objectives and Policies within the Revised Proposal and ultimately, that they 

are appropriate for achieving the purpose of the Resource Management 

Act 1991 (RMA). 
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2.6 My evidence follows the following structure: 

 

(a) Executive Summary; 

(b) Outcomes of Conferencing; 

(c) Background; 

(d) Car Parking: 

(i) General observations; 

(ii) Minimum Car Parking Requirements; 

(iii) More or Less Car Parking For Certain Activities; 

(iv) Amended Minimum Car Parking Standards; 

(v) Mobility Parking; and 

(vi) Parking Reduction Factors; 

(e) Integrated Transport Assessments: 

(i) Background; 

(ii) Strategic Transport Assessments; 

(iii) Recommended Amendments to Notified Proposal; 

(iv) The Revised Proposal; and 

(v) Benefits of the Revised Proposal 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

Car Parking 

 

3.1 In my view, the changes included in the Revised Proposal relating to car 

parking provide: 

 

(a) more certain minimum standards within Table 7.2 (for non-HTG 

activities) or guidance (for HTG activities), in line with the 

representations from a number of submitters; and   

(b) simpler, clearer, more consistent and appropriate guidance in the 

Parking Reduction Factors in Appendix 7.14.  

 

3.2 In my opinion, these amendments will have a range of benefits, not least 

promoting greater equity (parity) with larger developments and offering greater 

encouragement for some developments to locate in areas that will reduce 

reliance on private motor vehicles and thereby promote efficiency and 

sustainability. 
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Integrated Transport Assessments 

 

3.1 An ITA is a report, most often prepared by a transport planner, transport 

engineer or other suitably qualified professional on behalf of a developer, 

which assesses the transport effects of a development proposal. In a 

similar manner to other disciplines, such technical advisory reports can 

assist developers understand these aspects and help develop an 

integrated proposal to better enable and support its ultimate success. 

 

3.2 Furthermore, depending upon the requirement of a district plan and the 

nature of the activity, then some form of traffic or transport assessment 

(including an ITA) may form part of an application for consent, to provide 

factual information and professional opinions on the environmental effects 

and related merits of a development proposal. An ITA by definition focuses 

on the transport-related aspects of a proposal and would be considered by 

the decision maker, along with the other reports, in making a final decision 

about whether and with what conditions, if any, a development should or 

should not be approved. 

 

3.3 The notified pRDP Policy 7.1.1.2, requiring that the location and design of 

high trip generating activities be appropriately assessed, is important to 

support proposed Objectives 7.1.1. and 7.1.2.  In my opinion, there would 

be a risk of poor resource management outcomes without this policy. 

 

3.4 I have suggested amendments to the HTG Rule 7.2.3.10 (ITA provision) and 

these are shown in the Revised Proposal and in ATTACHMENT G of this 

evidence.  In my view, the amendments: 

 

(a) simplify and improve legibility by clarifying and amending a number of 

the notified thresholds in Rule 7.2.3.10, whilst also reduce consenting 

requirements where appropriate; and 

(b) remove or reframe a number of the notified assessment matters in 

7.3.19 to ensure that these are more clearly and simply expressed 

than within the notified Proposal and are better tailored to both the 

location (whether ‘otherwise-permitted’) and the scale of potential 

effects. In the Revised Proposal, the number of assessment matters 

in 7.3.19 are reduced from up to 21, to no more than 8.  
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4. OUTCOMES OF CONFERENCING  

 

4.1 I attended expert conferencing on 29 April 2015.  The sessions I attended 

were 'Car Parking' and 'Integrated Transport Assessments'.  The outcomes of 

those sessions are recorded in the Conferencing Statement for each session, 

attached to my evidence as ATTACHMENT A and ATTACHMENT B 

respectively. 

 

4.2 To summarise, the witnesses who attended facilitated conferencing agreed 

that: 

 

(a) the pRDP car parking requirements are best managed by setting 

minimum thresholds given that other transport planning infrastructure 

and tools would be required to move to a different parking philosophy 

without undue effects; 

 

(b) that a number of the notified car parking rates have inappropriate 

measurement criteria (for example the use of Public Floor Area (PFA) 

for trades suppliers and outdoor display areas); 

 

(c) that given the site specific nature and limited number of submissions 

seeking change to the notified car parking requirements, these 

matters should be resolved through focussed consultations with the 

Council; 

 

(d) that sealed car parking areas should be a requirement with the 

assessment matters providing latitude to accommodate unsealed 

parking areas in appropriate circumstances; 

 

(e) that it would be prudent to review the notified matters of discretion 

with respect to car parking in the light of a potential removal of the 

parking consideration from the HTG rule and the desire for 

simplification wherever possible; 

 

(f) that there are issues around the way in which both the operative HTG 

rule and the notified HTG rule are or would be applied; 
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(g) that the HTG rule as notified gives effect to RPS policy, but does not 

fully achieve the statement of intent. It was agreed that the thresholds 

should be modified to more appropriately recognise the intent of the 

RPS to minimise the impact of substantial land development on the 

strategic transport network, as set out in the Principle Reasons and 

Explanation to the Policy 6.3; 

 

(h) that there should be a definition of an ITA in the definition section of 

the pRDP and that this definition should make reference to Council's 

ITA guidelines and explicitly note sample contents and guidelines to 

be considered for potential relevant matters; 

 

(i) that the pRDP needs to better recognise that the scale of assessment 

should reflect the scale and significance of potential effects and that 

the assessment matters need to be tailored appropriately to the 

activity, location and zone; 

 

(j) that assessment matters are required to be more focussed on the 

issue of potential transport network effects from land use activity 

given the Development Standard nature of the HTG rule. This should 

take into account the zone and scale of activity anticipated in that 

zone; and 

 

(k) that further work would, however, be required to confirm the 

practicality of such an approach to modify the notified HTG rule to 

account for zoning locations and anticipated land use activity. 

 

4.3 The matters not agreed at the facilitated conferencing were: 

 

(a) that an HTG rule is necessary to achieve the objectives and policies 

of relevant statutory documents (while the majority of experts agreed 

that such a rule is necessary, there was one exception, being Mr 

Edwards); 

 

(b) there was considerable debate following the conference among a 

number of the experts (via email exchanges) as to whether the 

Statement at 3.6 (that the experts agreed that car parking matters, for 

a restricted discretionary activity, should be assessed through rule 
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7.2.3.1 and through the matters of assessment 7.3.1) accurately 

recorded the experts' combined understanding as to how this rule 

and its related matters of assessment would operate in practice. 

 

4.4 As noted in the ITA Conferencing Statement, some issues were not able to be 

resolved in the time available.  Therefore two further (non-facilitated) 

conferencing sessions took place on 18 and 21 May 2015.  The conferencing 

statement recording areas of agreement and disagreement from these further 

sessions has not been signed/filed with the Hearings Panel at the time of 

finalising this evidence.  

 

5. BACKGROUND 

 

5.1 I recognise that Chapter 3 (as amended through Decision 1)
10

: 

 

(a) provides the overarching direction for the District Plan, including for 

development of other chapters within the Plan, and for its subsequent 

implementation and interpretation; and 

(b) that Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 should have primacy over the other 

objectives and policies. 

 

5.2 I consider that the above factors are of importance when considering the 

outcomes of the Rules within the Transport Chapter proposal (in my case the 

Car Parking and Integrated Transport Assessments rules). 

 

5.3 I agree with the Evidence of Mr Richard Osborne
11

, that the CRPS provides 

clear policy direction on transport matters and the pRDP must give effect to it 

in accordance with Section 75(3)(c) of the RMA.  

 

5.4 Of specific relevance to the two rules that I have been requested to consider 

are:  

 

(a) CRPS Objective 6.2.5-Key activity and other centres. Together with 

Policy 6.3.1- Development within the Greater Christchurch area and 

Policy 6.3.6-Business Land Development.  These provisions outline 

the need to support and maintain the existing network of key activity 

                                                   
10

  Decision 1 (Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions), Schedule 1 to Change Proposal 3, 
Clause 3.1(1) 

11
  Ibid. 3, paragraph 1.2 
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and neighbourhood centres as well as the Central City, and to avoid 

development that may adversely affect the function of these centres. 

 

(b) CRPS 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: 

1. avoiding development that will overload strategic 

freight routes; 

2. providing patterns of development that optimise 

use of existing network capacity and ensuring that, 

where possible, new building projects support 

increased uptake of active and public transport, 

and provide opportunities for modal choice; 

3. providing opportunities for travel demand 

management; 

4. requiring integrated transport assessment for 

substantial
12

 developments; and 

5. improving road user safety. 

 

(c) CRPS Policy 6.3.5 which seeks Integration of land use and 

infrastructure and in particular: 

 

(2) (b)  Maintain or enhance the operational effectiveness, 

viability and safety of existing and planned infrastructure; 

and 

(3)   Providing that the efficient and effective functioning of 

infrastructure, including transport corridors, is maintained, 

and the ability to maintain and upgrade that infrastructure 

is retained; and 

(5)   Managing the effects of land use activities on 

infrastructure, including avoiding activities that have the 

potential to limit the efficient and effective, provision, 

                                                   
12

  I note that no definition is provided within the CRPS for what constitutes ‘substantial developments’. However, through 
the specific directions provided to territorial authorities, it appears that the intention is that this remains open for each 
authority to define. 
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operation, maintenance or upgrade of strategic 

infrastructure and freight hubs. 

 

5.5 The CRPS specifically directs territorial authorities (including Council) to:  

 

(a) Include in district plans objectives, policies and rules (if any) to give 

effect to both CRPS Policies 6.3.4 (and 6.3.5
13

);  

(b) Include objectives, policies and may include rules in district plans to 

ensure that, where possible, development provides for, and supports 

increased uptake of active and public transport; and provides 

opportunities for modal choice, including walking and cycling; and 

(c) Include trigger thresholds in district plans for development where an 

integrated transport assessment is required.
14

 

 

5.6 I agree with Mr Osborne where he noted
15

 that there are a number of other 

strategies and plans which are also important, due to their local relevance and 

because they have been specifically referenced in the LURP Action 36. LURP 

Action 36 also contains direction for the pRDP. These documents include the 

Greater Christchurch Transport Statement (GCTS), the Christchurch Transport 

Strategic Plan (CTSP) and the Central City Recovery Plan (CCRP). 

 

5.7 The Section 32 Assessment
16

 (s32) report for the Transport Proposal 

identified
17

 that Council considered four broad policy approaches.  These 

were:  

 

(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 the 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; or 

                                                   
13

  CRPS, under the heading 'Methods', pages 56 and 57. 
14

  CRPS under the heading ‘Methods’, page 56. 
15

  Ibid. 3. Paragraph 6.2. 
16

  Section 32 Assessment, Transport Chapter, August 2014 Version, publicly notified 27 August 2014. 
17

   s32 page 4, Section 1.2, paragraph 3. 
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(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. 

 

5.8 I agree with the Council’s assessment that approach (c) is the most 

appropriate for achieving the purpose of the RMA and I believe that the 

provisions in the Revised Proposal reflect such an approach. 

 

5.9 While the encouragement of investment and redevelopment is important for 

recovery in the short to medium term, it is also important, in my opinion, that 

new activities within Christchurch City are enabled in a manner that ensures 

they can contribute to, and be compatible with, the community's long term 

economic and social wellbeing - without unduly compromising existing 

business and residential activities. 

 

6. CAR PARKING 

 

 General Observations 

 

6.1 Car parking is essential to support private vehicle travel, but can be expensive 

to provide, by virtue of the large amounts of space that it can consume. 

 

6.2 Over-provision of parking can lead to costs to the development community, 

inefficiency in the use of resources, stimulate vehicle travel and contribute to 

congestion - ultimately leading to increased costs to all
18, 19

. 

 

6.3 It may be argued that minimum parking requirements have resulted in an 

oversupply of parking in Christchurch that may have constrained economic 

efficiency, stimulated high levels of vehicle use, and generally undermined the 

strategy that seeks to encourage a more consolidated urban form / urban 

amenity
20

.  I note that Mr Nunn, at paragraph 5.33 of his evidence, has 

estimated that the average opportunity cost of a single oversupplied carpark 

serving commercial activity is likely to be around $17,000 in Christchurch. 

 

                                                   
18

  Shoup, D.C. (1997). The High Cost of Free Parking, Journal of Planning and Education and Research, vol 17, pp 3-20. 
19

  Donovan, S, J Varghese, B Parfitt, M Huggins and N Mumby (2011) Integrated transport and land use: Sylvia Park as a 
case study. NZ Transport Agency research report 444. 80pp. Available from 
http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/research/reports/444/docs/444.pdf (Accessed 13 May 2015). 

20
  MRCagney Pty Ltd. (2013). Establishing a Strategic Direction for Parking in Christchurch, Christchurch City Council, 

July 2013, Section 2.3, page 10. 
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6.4 However, the provision of appropriate minimum requirements for off street 

parking for (and by) activities can assist in limiting potential adverse effects on 

the safety and efficiency of the adjoining road network from parking and 

manoeuvring vehicles, and in some locations, potential inconvenience and 

loss of amenity to surrounding residents. 

 

6.5 In my view, the Revised Proposal does provide the opportunity to offer more 

encouragement for efficient use of land, better balance the supply of parking 

with the costs of provision and enable a clearer framework than provided by 

the operative Plan.  I believe this will better assist development while 

supporting the Strategic Outcomes, including those for transport. 

 

Minimum Car Parking Requirements 
 

6.6 In my view, car parking should be managed by minimum car parking 

requirements for some activities, with a mechanism to reduce the 

requirements in certain situations.  The Revised Proposal provides for 

minimum car parking standards, except for: 

 

(a) Activities located within a commercial zone and/or adjacent roads 

that are identified as a local or neighbourhood centre in Chapter 15 

(Commercial); or 

(b) An activity that requires a resource consent under Rule 7.2.3.10 High 

Traffic Generators. 

 

6.7 In terms of general approach, when preparing the Proposal, the Council 

considered the following broad options: 

(a) Minimum parking standards (only); 

(b) Maximum parking standards (only); 

(c) No parking standards; or 

(d) Minimum and Maximum parking standards. 

 

6.8 I understand that the Council identified that a breach of the current parking 

minimum standards triggers a relatively large number of resource consents, as 

outlined in Mr Falconer’s evidence. This suggests that the City Plan standards 

are not reflective of the demands of the development industry. Furthermore, I 

understand that breach of this particular standard is often the only transport 

non-compliance. 
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6.9 Therefore I consider that a change in provision (away from the City Plan 

approach) is likely to better reflect the development industry. Removing 

minimum parking standards from commercial centres is becoming an 

increasingly accepted type of planning practice in large metropolitan cities in 

New Zealand, provided that the safe and efficient function of the transport 

system is not compromised within these centres. 

 

6.10 I am sympathetic to the view that the imposition of minimum parking standards 

can lead to costs that may not be immediately recognised and potentially 

undesirable effects on the urban fabric
21

,
22

. However my opinion (and the 

unanimous view of Experts, as recorded in the Conferencing Statement) is that 

it is appropriate and necessary to maintain some level of parking minimum 

requirement
23

.  My own view is that in some situations it is appropriate to 

provide a mechanism to reduce these and potentially omit them altogether, 

such as proposed within Local and Neighbourhood Centres. The reductions 

should, for example, take account of the opportunities for reduced private 

vehicle demand, given the location of the activity with respect to alternative 

modes. The Revised Proposal provides for this. 

 

6.11 The Conferencing Statement (ATTACHMENT A) notes the agreement that 

"the pRDP parking requirements are best managed by setting minimum 

thresholds, given that other transport planning infrastructure and tools would 

be required to move to a different parking philosophy without undue effects." It 

also records the experts’ anticipation that, over time, those other transport 

planning infrastructure and tools such as on street parking management, and 

improved provision of other transport modes would support a change in this 

philosophy. 

 

6.12 It is worth acknowledging the potential for different interpretations to be placed 

upon this statement. My own agreement is predicated on the fact that the 

Revised Proposal does seek to (continue with) minimum car parking 

requirements – but also upon the proposition that as I note above, it will be 

appropriate to reduce these requirements, in some circumstances. 

 

6.13 I consider that the Parking Reduction Adjustment Factors (Table 7.19) should 

be applicable to all activities (whether HTG or not). The Revised Proposal now 

                                                   
21

  Ibid. 20. 
22

  Submission #1149, Generation Zero 
23

  (In the absence of any certainty regarding integration with other mechanisms, such as on-street parking management.) 
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provides for more certain standards (for non-HTG activities) and also more 

certain guidance for HTG activities. 

 

6.14 In part, this is achieved through the additional wording now added in the 

Revised Proposal within Rule 7.2.3.1(a) "The minimum number of car parking 

spaces required may be reduced by the relevant amount if the activity qualifies 

for any of the permitted reductions in Appendix 7.14". 

  

6.15 It is important to recognise that under this standard, no developer is required 

to apply the reductions and may choose to provide more than the minimum car 

parking standard. However, this amended standard in the Revised Proposal, 

including (optional) reductions, is likely to have the following benefits for non-

HTG activities: 

 

(a) it is more equitable, providing more parity with larger (HTG) activities; 

(b) it is more enabling, providing the opportunity (through a potential 

reduction in car park spaces) to achieve more development on a 

given site area; 

(c) it will better support the Objectives and Policies in both Chapters 3 

and 7, by providing greater incentive to locate in areas with better 

access to public car parking and for alternative modes; and 

(d) it will assist in moving towards a reduction in land resource devoted 

to parking. 

 

6.16 I acknowledge that there are some associated pitfalls  – for example whenever 

an ‘automatic’ reduction in car parking is provided for this may generate the 

risk that some activities, singularly or cumulatively, may not provide the actual 

car parking demand (on their own site). 

 

6.17 This may then create pressure, through a reliance upon the on-site parking 

resource of neighbouring activities, and/or on-street parking, where this is 

available. 

 

6.18 Furthermore, over time, a reliance upon on-street parking can increase 

resistance to the introduction of on-street parking restrictions to manage 

potential adverse effects, or removal of this parking altogether. Either of these 

management options (restrictions or removal) may be desirable to maintain 

wider transport function and amenity values. Resistance to these management 
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options may be more likely to affect sensitive parts of the strategic transport 

network, such as around Centres, because those areas are more likely to have 

(and to require) on-street parking restrictions to facilitate vehicular capacity, 

bus stops, bus lanes, and cycle lanes. 

 

6.19 However, while acknowledging these risks, on balance I consider that 

minimum car parking standards in the Revised Proposal will provide an 

appropriate balance between the potential benefits, dis-benefits and costs, 

given the reductions proposed within the amended Rule for non-HTG activities 

and the clearer guidance now proposed for HTG activities.  

 

6.20 Effectively, the amended provisions will represent something of a ‘half-way 

house’, between maintaining car parking minimum standards and providing for 

no parking standards, through the reductions enabled. 

 

6.21 My conclusion is that retention of parking minima will be appropriate - for 

smaller activities. However, greater flexibility is, in my view, warranted to 

encourage and enable reductions, where appropriate, through a variety of 

mechanisms. 

 

6.22 I recommended a limited number of changes to the notified Proposal that 

identify what, in my view, are (more) appropriate minimum car parking 

requirements, paying cognisance to feedback from submitters, including the 

development community.  These changes also include changes to the Parking 

Reduction Factors in Appendix 7.14 that will provide more simple, clear, 

consistent and appropriate guidance.  My suggested changes have been 

incorporated within the Revised Proposal and are discussed in more detail 

below. 

 

More or less car parking for certain activities 

 

6.23 In my view, certain activities, such as Spiritual Facilities, should be required to 

provide more or less parking, than that required by the operative City Plan or 

the notified pRDP. 

 

6.24 Mr Falconer, at paragraph 14.12 of his evidence states that: 

A number of submitters sought a change to the particular minimum 

parking standards for certain activities, often suggesting a specific 
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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. 

 

6.25 As a general observation, a number of the activities or sites where submitters 

have sought ‘exemptions’ do tend to have very particular and distinctive 

characteristics including their context, location, trip generation, and the 

capacity in their surrounding transport networks. 

 

6.26 In practical terms it would simply not be possible to cover all types of 

'exceptional cases', without the Plan becoming excessively long,  prescriptive 

and, in practice, possibly quickly-dated.  That is the purpose of the restricted 

discretion afforded under  Rule 7.2.3.1 for Car Parking (for non-HTG activities) 

and the assessment matter under Rule 7.2.3.10 for HTG. 

 

6.27 The ‘car parking requirements' (set out in Table 7.2) are – and in my opinion 

should be - a starting point only. Certainty is however provided for the 

development community because: 

 

(a) for local and neighbourhood centres it is clear that no minimum 

parking standards are applicable; 

(b) for non HTGs elsewhere
24

, a minimum number of car parking spaces 

is clearly signalled (albeit with proposed opportunities for reducing 

the base standards with appropriate location and activity factors). If 

this number is achieved, the activity is permitted with respect to this 

standard and no consent would be necessary. Any land owner will 

retain the right to provide more, should this suit their aspirations and 

needs.  If the minimum number is not achieved, then a range of 

assessment matters is set out that provide guidance to determine 

whether it is appropriate to accommodate the lower number proposed 

by way of restricted discretionary consent; and 

(c) for HTGs, certainty is provided by way of the trigger thresholds as to 

whether consent is necessary and the matters which will be 

                                                   
24

  Noting that the provisions do not apply within the Central City. 
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considered. Certainty cannot be provided on what the outcome of 

that assessment should be - as this will depend upon the particular 

circumstances. 

 

Minimum Car Parking Standards (Appendix 7.1 and Table 7.2)) 

 

6.28 I have recommended some relatively minor changes to car parking 

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

in submissions. These are now reflected within the Revised Proposal. In 

general, my overall intention in making these recommendations is to add 

clarity and ease of use while also reflecting an updated assessment of the 

provisions within the notified pRDP, where I consider this appropriate and 

necessary: 

 

(a) accepting proposed changes to the Appendix 7.1 requirements with 

respect to terminology regarding parking spaces for people with 

restricted mobility
25

; 

(b) removal of the notified requirement to supply at least one such space 

for each residential unit (and that space enables access in wet and 

icy conditions)
 26

; 

(c) relocation of Student Hostel Accommodation to Residential Activities, 

rather than as an Educational Activity (Table 7.2, row dd)
27

; 

(d) addition of a rate of parking for emergency service activities (fire and 

ambulance stations) (Table 7.2, row m)
28

; 

(e) addition of a rate of parking for quarrying and ancillary activities 

(Table 7.2, row w)
29

; 

(f) addition of a rate of parking for boarding houses (Table 7.2, row x)
30

; 

(g) amended provision for residential care facilities and addition of a rate 

of parking for retirement village activities (Table 7.2, rows y and z)
31

; 

(h) addition to provide clarity for EDM/CHRM Residential activities (Table 

7.2, row cc)
32

;  

(i) amend parking requirements for Food and Beverage Outlets (Table 

7.2, row ff)
33

; 

                                                   
25

  Submission #648 (CDHB). 
26

  This provision was originally set out as point 5 of the notified Proposal and Submissions #495 (Crown), #745 (Ryman 
Healthcare Ltd)., #1074 (Urbis TPD Ltd) sought its removal. 

27
  Submissions #756 (CPIT, page 7), #797 (University of Canterbury, page 9). 

28
  Submission #495 (Crown, page 125). 

29
  Submission #886 (Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group, page 8). 

30
  Submission #738 (Ilam and Riccarton Residents Assn). 

31
  Submission #745 (Ryman Healthcare Ltd). 

32
  Submission #495 (Crown, page 125). 

310 CCC
Paul Roberts with Attachments

page 20 of 68



 

26250456_1.docx  21 
 

(j) change of the basis of measurement for Factory Shops (row hh), 

Service Stations (row jj), Trade Suppliers (row ll) and Yard-Based 

Suppliers (row nn) from PFA to Gross Leasable Floor Area (GLFA), 

to make this measurement basis compatible with Other Retail 

activities
34

; 

(k) amend provision for Spiritual Facilities to recognise that such facilities 

serve a variety of uses and that smaller facilities have differing 

requirements (and less potential for adverse effects) from larger ones 

(Table 7.2, row kk)
35

; and 

(l) enable a total exemption (zero car parking space requirement) for 

utility activities that have no permanent staff (Table 7.2, row mm)
36

. 

 

Mobility Parking 

 

6.29 As noted in the Conferencing Statement, I shared the opinion with the other 

Experts when we considered this question at caucusing, that regulation is not 

required for residential activities. For non-residential activities, the experts also 

agreed that an advice note should be included in the Chapter with a reference 

to the additional mobility parking spaces to be provided under the 

requirements of the NZ Building Code. 

 

6.30 However, on reflection, I do not think that our conclusion may have sufficiently 

considered the matter of apartments, where a developer may choose not to 

provide any parking (and/or thus parking for people with restricted mobility). 

 

6.31 The Building Code, as it currently stands, accepts both AS2890.1 and 

NZS4121
37

 as Compliance Documents - each of which have slightly different 

parking rates. 

 

6.32 Australian/New Zealand Standard AS/NZS 2890.6:2009, Parking Facilities 

Part 6: Off-street Parking for People with Disabilities was approved and 

published in October 2009. This standard (which includes Standards for both 

dimensions and the number of spaces for people with disabilities within NZ) is 

one of a series of standards on parking facilities prepared as a revised and re-

designated section of AS 2890.1 – and falls under the definition of "any 

                                                                                                                                                              
33

  Submissions #1191 (Diedre Wood, page 4. 
34

  Submission #1074 (Urbis TPD Ltd), #1189 (Papanui Properties Ltd) and Expert Witness caucusing. 
35

  Submissions #752 (Alpine Presbytery, #763 (Methodist Church of NZ), #793 (Church Property Trustees). 
36

  Submissions #363 (Spark NZ Ltd, and #364 (Chorus NZ Ltd). 
37

  New Zealand Standard NZS 4121 Design for Access and Mobility – Buildings and Associated Facilities. 
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subsequent amendment" to that document, as prescribed by the notified pRDP 

guidance notes. 

 

6.33 I should note that there are (very) minor differences in the way the AS/NZS 

2890.6:2009 Standard requirements (for the number of spaces) are expressed 

(for NZ in Appendix B
38

), compared to pRDP Table 7.3 in the notified chapter. 

However, to all intents and purposes the provisions under each of these two 

documents is the same. 

 

6.34 I support a proposed addition in the Revised Proposal that clarifies that Table 

7.3 (minimum number of mobility car park spaces) being provided should be 

based upon a proportion of the total number (excluding private car parks
39

 for 

residential units). I believe this amendment, provided within the heading for 

column 2, adds clarity and certainty.  

 

6.35 Rule 7.2.3.1(c)(ii) provides that buildings of more than 2,500m
2
 GFA would be 

required to provide the minimum number of spaces for people with disabilities 

(limited mobility), even if no other spaces are provided. I strongly support this 

rule, which is specifically and only to provide for the case where no other 

parking spaces are required to be provided. This is because the Building Code 

bases provision upon rates relative to the total number of parking spaces that 

are provided. If there is no requirement for minimum parking then the Code 

requirement to provide mobility spaces would not be triggered. In my view, 

mobility parking for such activities is warranted and essential, to give effect to 

the Objectives and Policies
40

. 

 

Parking Reduction Factors (Appendix 7.14) 

 

6.36 If an activity requires resource consent through non-compliance under Rule 

7.2.3.1 (because the activity does not meet the minimum parking requirements 

set out in Appendix 7.1) or is a High Trip Generator under Rule 7.2.3.10 (and 

is not located within a local or neighbourhood centre), then the amount of 

parking proposed will be required to be assessed through that consent 

application. 

 

                                                   
38

  AS/NZS 2890.6:2009, Appendix B does still repeat the inconsistency that exists between AS2890.1 and NZS4121 - 
specifically noting that “Further detail on provisions for people with disabilities are given in NZS 4121”. 

39
  Noting that there is an associated proposed Definition for a Private Car Park. 

40
  Objective 7.1.1 (a) (i) & (iii), Policy 7.1.1.1 (a), Policy 7.1.1.2 (a) & (h). 
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6.37 Appendix 7.14 provides for Parking Reduction Adjustment Factors (PRAF) 

which will be used to determine if activities are permitted.  If they are not, they 

would be assessed under Rule 7.2.3.1 and a non-compliance would be 

considered as part of any related consent process (including that required for 

the HTG Rule 7.2.3.10). My understanding is that the Council based its notified 

factors on Australian research41. I note that the proposed approach is 

similar to that adopted within the (operative) Tauranga City District Plan. 

 

6.38 There are a number of submissions
42

 which suggest that the potential latitude 

and flexibility provided by the notified proposal could lead to uncertainty. For 

example, where reductions are expressed as "up to x%", the actual applicable 

reduction would not be certain and might, for example, depend upon 

interpretation by a particular assessor. This may lead to an inconsistent 

approach and lack of certainty for developers. I agree and have therefore 

recommended amendments as adopted by the Council in the Revised 

Proposal. In my view therefore, the Revised Proposal provides greater 

certainty in defining an appropriate permitted reduction for some factors within 

Appendix 7.14.  

 

6.39 I do accept that, to a certain extent, the use of clear and fixed PRAF 

thresholds, whilst providing greater certainty, will also not please everybody 

(for example those just on one side of a threshold or another). However, it will 

have the advantage, in my view, of enabling a reasonable balance between 

accuracy and practicality, which brings with it a level of certainty. 

 

6.40 My evidence now sets out consideration of each of the factors in Appendix 

7.14 of the Revised Proposal.  

 

6.41 Factor (a) relates to a site’s proximity to high-frequency
43

 Public Transport 

(PT) access. The amendment in the Revised Proposal provides 3-steps for 

this PRAF, depending upon the distance between the site and the nearest 

point of this site to the nearest bus stop to which the high-frequency service is 

provided (10% for 0-100m, 6% for 101-200m and 3% for 201-400m.)  This is 

shown graphically in ATTACHMENT C (a).  If more than one service is 

provided within 400m, then this would enable additional reductions on the 

                                                   
41

  Litman, T. (2013) Parking Management Strategies Evaluation and Planning, Victoria Transport Policy Institute. (Page 
14, Table 4. Available from http://www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf (Accessed 13 May 2015). 

42
  e.g. Submission #495 (Crown),page 136. 

43
  ‘High-frequency’ is defined as a service with a headway ≤ 15 minutes in each direction (i.e. a frequency of 4 or more 

buses per hour in each direction) on a weekday between the hours of 7am and 6pm. 
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same measurement basis – up to a maximum total reduction of 16%
44

. For 

example if there was one high-frequency service within 75m and a further two 

high-frequency services located at 250m and 350m respectively from the site 

then the total reduction applicable would be 10% plus 3% plus 3% = 16%. 

 

6.42 Factor (b) relates to the proximity to medium-frequency
45

 PT access. The 

recommended amendment is again to provide 3 thresholds for this PRAF, 

depending upon the distance between the site and the nearest point of this site 

to the nearest bus stop to which the medium-frequency service is provided. 

However the reduction is lower as it is for a less-extensive catchment, being 

5% for 0-50m, 3% for 51-125m and 1% for 126-200m.  This is shown 

graphically in ATTACHMENT C (b). The differences, from the Factor (a) PRF 

thresholds are to achieve broad parity with factor (a), by being proportionate to 

the relative attractiveness given the lower frequency and is related to the 

‘generalised cost’ (that in large measure determines the attractiveness of 

public transport choice) between walking (affected by separation distance 

between a PT service and a S=site) and waiting (affected by the PT service 

frequency). 

 

6.43 Factor (c) relates to the proximity to a Public Parking Facility (10% for 0-50m, 

6% for 51-200m and 2% for 201-400m.) This is shown graphically in 

ATTACHMENT C (c). The potential to accommodate – and attract – trip 

demand from a development will, in practice be dependent upon a number of 

factors, apart from simply the walking distance to the ‘public facility’ e.g. size, 

any charging regime, opening hours, spare capacity, the nature of ‘public’ 

operation, access, legibility, etc). However, I suggest that any drawbacks of 

such variability in potential efficacy are or should be outweighed, in this case, 

by a desire for simplicity and to enable consistent application.  The potential 

drawbacks are limited if a 50m ‘top-rate’ reduction is retained. Essentially I 

accept that a public car park would need to be virtually ‘next door’ (on an 

adjacent site or at most 2 away) to qualify for the proposed 10% reduction. 

The approach thus seeks to strike an appropriate balance between something 

that may be more ‘accurate’ versus something that is readily understandable 

by the public and transferrable. 

 

                                                   
44

  The maximum figure of 16% is not intended to imply a high degree of accuracy, but rather is set at a level to 
accommodate some account of multiple services, whilst also permitting a total reduction of up to 100% across all the 
proposed amended PRAFs. 

45
  ‘Medium-frequency’ is defined as a service with a headway ≤ 30 minutes in each direction (i.e. a frequency of 2 or more 

buses per hour in each direction) on a weekday between the hours of 7am and 6pm. 
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6.44 Factor (d), shown graphically in ATTACHMENT C (d), is now proposed to 

relate to a site’s proximity (by foot) to a Commercial Core Zone (only). The 

logic behind this reduction factor is to recognise the potential for a reduction in 

car parking demand, through increased potential for shared (multi-purpose) 

trips. In my view it would not be appropriate to apply this factor to sites in 

proximity to ALL commercial zones in Chapter 15, but rather it should only be 

applied to the surrounds of Commercial Core zones, for the following reasons:  

 

(a) If applied to Commercial Fringe and Commercial Local, as well as 

Commercial Core zones, then the factor would imply that 

approximately 41% of urban Christchurch would be automatically 

entitled to a 15% reduction in the ‘base’ minimum parking standards. 

I consider this to be too high (for an automatic reduction). 

(b) Within the CRP zone there is likely to be a bias towards larger stores, 

and therefore to larger goods. Thus, while a CRP might be within 

walking distance of the site under consideration, it is far less likely to 

be walked to as the probability is that you would need a car to take 

your purchases back home.  

(c) The recommended amended provision thus provides exclusions of 

(the peripheries of) CL, CF and CRP zones for this factor. 

(d) Although the Revised Proposal, via Rule 7.2.3.1 (a), provides that all 

activities within neighbourhood and local centres, and HTGs, in any 

zone, are not subject to minimum requirements, I do appreciate that 

the reductions may, in practice, be used by developers to at least 

inform their potential minimum parking needs. Thus a ‘standard’ 15% 

reduction will be implied within all commercial Core zones, by virtue 

of this factor. 

 

6.45 Factor (e) relates to the proximity, by cycle, to a Major Cycle Route (15% for 0-

150m, 6% for 151-600m and 2% for 601-1,200m). This is shown graphically in 

ATTACHMENT C (e). The basis for this amendment will provide broad parity 

with the potential for walkability (average cycling speeds in an urban 

environment being approximately 18kph or some three times higher than an 

average (top) walking speed of around 6kph). 

 

6.46 Factor (f) relates to cycle parking. The amended provision removes the 

requirement for lockers and now provides more certainty by enabling a 

reduction in parking by 5%, given a 5-10% exceedance of the minimum 
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number of cycle parking space standards, or a 10% reduction should this 

number by exceeded by more than 10%. 

 

6.47 The above factors would in theory provide for ‘automatic’ reductions of up to 

76% of the basic minimum car parking requirements, given appropriate 

locational and site characteristics. The remaining factors do, in my view, 

require retention of some degree of discretion via assessment – although the 

requirement and scope of this has been considerably simplified (reduced) 

compared to the notified proposal. The amended provisions in the Revised 

Proposal now provide for: 

 

(a) Factor (g) provides for a parking reduction of up to 5% for ‘Mixed use’ 

developments (being those that will contain a mix of both residential 

activities and activities where people are employed at the site). 

 

(b) Factor (h) provides for a parking reduction of up to 3% for activities 

that provide good non-vehicular access to buildings within the site 

(this is to promote accessibility for not only those with restricted 

mobility but promote alternatives such as walking by able-bodied 

people who may be accompanied by children in prams/strollers etc). 

 

(c) Factor (i) provides for a parking reduction of up to 5% for activities 

that include a dedicated indoor waiting area for users of public 

transport or taxis that is safe, sheltered, attractive, accessible, and 

comfortable.  

 

(d) Finally factor (j) provides for a parking reduction of up to 10% for 

activities that provides a Travel Plan which: 

 

(i) Includes measures to encourage public transport use; 

(ii) Includes measures to encourage walking and cycling; 

(iii) Includes ways to make travel by the private car more 

efficient (such as through car-pooling); 

(iv) Sets out a contingency arrangement in case of overflow car 

parking; 

(v) Describes the ways in which the travel plan will be 

implemented; 
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(vi) Includes ways to monitor the effectiveness of the travel plan; 

and 

(vii) Includes enforcement measures. 

 

6.48 I emphasise that the Proposal provides (via Rule 7.2.3.1 (a)) that all activities 

within neighbourhood and local centres, and HTGs in any zone, are not 

subject to the minimum car parking space requirements as a standard.  I do 

appreciate, however, that the reductions may, in practice, be used by 

developers of HTGs to at least inform their potential (minimum) parking needs 

and would also assist the territorial authority when assessing the potential 

transport-related effects of a non-compliance under the proposed HTG rule. 

 
 
7. INTEGRATED TRANPORT ASSESSMENTS 

 

Background 

 

7.1 A number of guidelines that assist the preparation of ITAs have now been 

produced in New Zealand. These aim to seek to improve the quality, rigour 

and consistency of such assessments by providing assistance to transport 

professionals and other practitioners when preparing ITAs and reflect on-going 

research, development and improvement. They reflect both comprehensive 

national and international research e.g. NZ Transport Agency Research 

Report 422
46

 and more recently, documents tailored to provide a more-local 

focus, such as Auckland Transport’s ITA Guidelines
47

 and the draft 

Christchurch ITA Guidelines
48

, referred to within the Revised Proposal (note 3 

to Rule 7.3.2.10). 

 

7.2 There is a statutory requirement through the CRPS to introduce ITAs for 

‘significant developments’
49

. Given that an assessment of the transport effects 

of such developments is generally accepted planning practice in New Zealand, 

the proposed policy towards ITAs would thus not be a radical change from 

current good practice.  The current City Plan HTG rule is set out at 

ATTACHMENT E  to my evidence. 

                                                   
46

  Abley, S, P Durdin, M Douglass (2010) Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines. NZ Transport Agency Research 
Report 422. 110pp. Available from http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/research/reports/422/docs/422.pdf (accessed 10 
May 2015). 

47
  Auckland Transport (2015) Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines. Auckland Transport. 36pp. Available from 

https://at.govt.nz/media/1050085/ITA-Guidelines-January-2015.pdf (accessed 10 May 2015). 
48

  Christchurch City Council (2015), Draft Integrated Transport Guidelines. Christchurch City Council. 34pp.  Available 
from http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/Homeliving/goaheadbuildingplanningS00/formsandguides-s07/ITAGuidelines.pdf 
(accessed 10 May 2015). 

49
  CRPS Policy 6.3.6 (4), page 56. 
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7.3 High trip generating activities in particular can have important impacts 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
50

 with the transport network. However, 

any Assessment should be appropriate to not only the nature, scale and 

location of the proposed activity, but also to the particular nature of 

surrounding transport network and activities – as, in general terms, it is the 

combination of each of these that will most affect the capacity of the network to 

safely and efficiently accommodate additional activity. 

 

7.4 In my view, in general Policy 7.1.1.2 of the Transport Proposal, requiring that 

the location and design of high trip generating activities be appropriately 

assessed, supports the proposed Transport Objectives 7.1.1 and 7.1.2. In my 

view, without the policy there would be a risk of adverse resource 

management outcomes
51

. 

 

7.5 This is particularly so where potential high-trip generating activities may affect 

the roads in the city with the most important traffic functions (arterial roads). By 

requiring high traffic generators to be restricted discretionary activities, each 

development can be considered in terms of its particular character, location, 

and levels of traffic effects and ways to mitigate these effects where possible, 

through the use of appropriate traffic management and design conditions. 

 

Strategic Transport Assessments 

 

7.6 I briefly wish to address some misconceptions that may exist, regarding a 

territorial authority’s ability to predict, assess and thus consider all of the 

potential future transport effects of ‘otherwise-permitted’ development, when 

recommending zoning provisions throughout the City.  Some submitters
52

 have 

suggested that if Council has zoned an area of land for certain activities, then 

it must have done so on the basis of work at that time to ascertain what the 

                                                   
50

  It is important to acknowledge that the word ‘Integrated’ in the context of transport can sometimes lead to some 
confusion, as it may be intended to have different meanings (or be interpreted differently by different readers) in 
different contexts. Most commonly it will refer to the integration of Land Use with Transport - as outlined in paragraphs 
18.11 and 18.12 of Mr Falconer’s Transport evidence and Objective 7.1.1. of the Proposal. However it may also refer to 
integration between transport policy and implementation, integration between modal networks (the ‘one network’ 
approach), integration between infrastructure supply and demand, etc. Unless stated otherwise, herein I adopt the 
interpretation outlined by Mr. Falconer. 

51
  Not least the inconsistency that would otherwise occur with Policy 6.3.4 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, 

which requires Integrated Transport Assessments for substantial developments. 
52

  Submissions #1075 (Urbis TPD Ltd.), #1188 (Papanui Properties Ltd, Langdons Rd), #1189 (Papanui Properties Ltd, 
Harewood Rd), #1190 (Papanui Properties Ltd, Harewood Rd, Chapel St and Langdons Rd). 
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traffic effects would be on the network, or if such an assessment has not been 

done, then it should have been. Further to that, if Council has undertaken such 

work, or should have, then there is (or should be) no legal basis for requiring 

these developments to go through a consenting process (HTG Rule), when the 

activity may be an ‘otherwise-complying’ activity in the zone. 

 

7.7 The City-wide transport model tools and assessments used in such strategic 

assessments aim to reflect an assumed scenario (or scenarios), for example a 

particular combination of network configuration and capacity and an 

associated land-use scale and distribution (the models used in Christchurch 

are set out below). In my experience, any tool or model framework which 

‘aggregates’ individual choices will also inevitably use other generalised 

assumptions that reflect ‘average’ behavioural choices. Again, in my 

experience, in many cases these assumptions are likely to be ‘wrong’ at an 

individual level. However, ‘on the whole’ such models seek to provide a 

reasonable approximation to the observed or future anticipated behaviour and 

respond (sensibly) to key variables, including land use changes, with a 

principal purpose being to anticipate future performance – i.e. the effects. 

 

7.8 There are, however, a number of problems with anticipating the potential 

transport effects at the time of zoning, with confidence: 

 

(a) ATTACHMENT D (1) of my evidence illustrates how the City (and 

indeed Greater Christchurch) is divided up into discrete areas for the 

purposes of strategic transport modelling – to around 450 transport 

model zones within the multi-modal Christchurch Transport Model 

(CTM) (shown by the red boundaries) and around 1,450 zones within 

the more-detailed Christchurch Assignment and Simulation Traffic 

(CAST) Model (shown by the blue boundaries). These transport 

models make predictions of the performance of an assumed network 

by looking at the transport demand scale (the number of trips to and 

from each zone) and its pattern (the demand between each zone 

pair), based on either historic or projected land use within each zone. 

(b) ATTACHMENT D (2) of my evidence shows a relatively small section 

of the City in more detail, indicating the relationship between the 

proposed Zoning in the pRDP and individual Sites (or more 

accurately, land parcels).  
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(c) ATTACHMENT D (3) tabulates the number of proposed zones and 

parcels within these, throughout the wider City
53

.  

(d) In combination, these attachments may assist in envisaging the sheer 

practical complexity of assessing the land use of zoning alternatives 

within all model zones and therefore the potential effects in a robust 

fashion, on a city-wide and on a site-by-site basis: 

(e) Where land-use constraints are relatively few, it is the demand (for 

land use), rather than (land use) capacity that in practice will be the 

principal driver of the resulting transport demand; 

(f) However, as suggested above, many
54

 of the potential effects of this 

demand for transport will be governed by the interaction between this 

land-use demand and the (spare) capacity on the transport network 

itself. 

(g) Anticipating individual land owner aspirations for their land (even 

given otherwise-permitted zoning) is fraught with difficulty (e.g. a plot 

ratio may permit 5 floors but the developer, at a particular point in the 

future, may only consider a market for 3). Immediately an assumption 

of 5 floors capacity - and demand - on this site will mean another site 

elsewhere may be assessed to generate lower demand. 

(h) Making a valid ‘assessment’ of effects on any one site will thus also 

be dependent upon a very wide range of factors, such as: 

(i) the particular location of each site and it’s place in the 

transport network; and 

(ii) the potential detail of that site’s development (e.g. scale, 

particular sphere of business e.g. a call-centre versus lower 

density office,  the no of parking spaces, the actual number, 

location and form of accesses 

(i) A similar potential detail of anticipated certainty would also be 

required for not only an individual site but also all the surrounding 

sites and the reaction of the market (at some time in the future), to 

the available capacity (and the other multiple factors that will affect 

investment decisions. 

 

7.9 The above list is not exhaustive. There are many other factors that would 

serve to thwart a robust and confident assessment, on a city-wide basis, of 

each and every (potential) zoning option. Determination of the potential 

impacts of the adopted zoning on each and every Site in combination, in terms 

                                                   
53

  Note statistics are for the urban portion of the District, as included within the LURP (and strategic transport models). 
54

   Note not all effects may be directly or wholly related to demand (e.g. effects on pedestrians of driveway widths). 
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of the particular capacity of a site to accommodate a particular form and scale 

of development, at any particular point in the future, is even more difficult. 

 

7.10 Furthermore, the performance of the transport system (such as the routes 

taken and resulting levels-of-service) reflects an interrelationship between both 

land-use scale and disposition and the (assumed) capacity of the transport 

network. Thus a robust assessment of effects of a particular zoning scenario 

must be predicated on realistic scenarios for both. 

 

7.11 I consider that it is neither prudent or effective to provide infrastructure 

capacity based on development to full District Plan densities that may or may 

not eventuate in any particular spot, ahead of such time as it may be required. 

I agree with Mr Gregory’s opinion in this respect
55

. 

 

7.12 Even if it were practicable to model all the (in practice, innumerable) potential 

combinations of future land use capacity, the scale and distribution or resulting 

land use demand and the broad infrastructure response, such a strategic 

assessment would still not be at the level of fine-grained detail required to 

anticipate the potential effects of specific developments at a ‘micro’ level, even 

those otherwise-permitted – hence the basis for requiring HTG Rule. 

 

7.13 The difference between a strategic-level assessment, as outlined in paragraph 

7.7 and a development ITA, is essentially one of scale, confidence and 

purpose: The purpose of an ITA is to ensure appropriate matters are assessed 

and ensure that ‘micro’ scale impacts will align with and not unduly 

compromise the ‘bigger picture’. 

 

The Revised Proposal 

 

7.1 Many of the existing provisions (and accompanying reasons) of the existing 

HTG provisions
56

 (ATTACHMENT E) in the operative City Plan are, in my 

view, still valid and relevant and these were reflected within the notified 

Proposal. This reframed the operative HTG rule to the proposal now 

expressed as Rule 7.2.3.10. 

7.2 Under the Revised Proposal essentially a clearer range of thresholds for 

activities has been proposed, to determine whether or not they are permitted 

                                                   
55

  Ibid. 7, paragraph 5.2. 
56

  Christchurch City Plan Volume 3 : Part 13 Transport : 2.3 Development standards - Site access : 2.3.8 High traffic 
generators - All Zones outside the Central City. 
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(in terms of the revised HTG). The basis for these thresholds is largely based 

upon ‘working-back’ from an upper limit of approximately 250 vehicle trips per 

day, using NZ Transport Agency Research report 453
57

. Where practicable
58

 

these have been amended to relate to activity measures (such as GFA). This 

in my view makes the Plan simpler and clearer for many potential activities. 

 

7.3 Mr Falconer has adopted my initial recommendations into the Revised 

Proposal and includes amended thresholds that: 

 

(a) Clarify and amend a number of the notified thresholds, in order to 

simplify and improve legibility, whilst also reducing consenting 

requirements, where appropriate; 

(b) Remove or reframe a number of the notified assessment matters to 

ensure that these are more clearly and simply expressed than within 

the notified Proposal and are better tailored to both location (whether 

‘otherwise-permitted’) and the scale of potential effects; The revised 

proposal will reduce the number of applicable assessment matters 

(listed in 7.3.19) from 21 to 8; and 

(c) Remove the checklist requirements for ITA’s (Appendix 7.15), as I 

understand that now Council accept that this neither met the 

Strategic Directions 3.3.2(c) (essentially making the District Plan easy 

to understand and use), nor is required to enshrine and enable 

evolving good practice. 

 

Recommended Amendments to the 14 May Revised Proposal 

 

7.4 I have further considered the Revised Proposal as a result of the additional 

(non-facilitated) ITA conferencing sessions conducted on the 18 and 21 May 

2015.  Unfortunately at the time of finalising this evidence, the statement had 

not been signed by all experts and made publicly available. 

 

7.1 There is, in my view, both scope, and good reasons for, amending the Revised 

Proposal thresholds to determine the nature of assessment for high trip 

generators (7.2.3.10) and the associated relevant assessment matters 

                                                   
57

  Douglass, M. & S Abley (2011) Trips and Parking Related to Land Use . NZ Transport Agency Research Report 453. 
156pp. Available from http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/research/reports/453/docs/453.pdf (accessed 10 May 2015). 

58
  It would be possible to disaggregate this Rule to provide a greater number of activities. However, I understand that it is 

Council’s view (and is definitely my own) that, as a general proposition, this would not be appropriate, given that such 
activities tend by their nature to be quite specific. It may serve to expand the Plan’s implied ‘precision’ - but this is not 
the same thing as accuracy. 
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(7.3.19).  I outline the rationale and reasons (as benefits) for these proposed 

amendments further below. 

 

7.2 The basis of my recommendations to the Revised Proposal thresholds is set 

out in ATTACHMENT F, together with a comparison with similar thresholds 

within the Proposed Unitary Auckland Plan (PAUP). The recommended further 

amendments to the Revised Proposal for both HTG thresholds
59

 and their 

associated Assessment Matters are set out in ATTACHMENT G. 

 

7.3 It will, however, still be helpful to set out here the broad summary of the 

revised and simplified Assessment Matters that would follow from adoption of 

these recommended changes to the Revised Proposal. 

                                                   
59

  The standards that define an HTG are expressed in Rule 7.2.3.10. Changes are proposed to the notified thresholds for 
Pre-Schools (50 children), Schools and Tertiary (100 FTE Students), Health Care facilities (350m

2
 GFA); Industrial 

Activities - excluding Warehousing (3,000m
2
 GFA); Industrial Activities - Warehousing (6,000m

2
 GFA; Office Activities - 

(1,250m
2
 GFA), Residential Activities (40 units) and separation of Fast-Food Activities (80m

2
 PFA) to better recognise 

their different trip-generation characteristics and reduce the need for consents (via HTG trigger) where this is not 
necessary. Commensurate changes are also proposed to Table 7.1 that provides the thresholds of full ITA’s and 
Assessment Matters under 7.3.19. 
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Revised Proposed Assessment Matter Summary for High Trip Generators 

Assessment Matters 

Activities that are listed 
as otherwise permitted 

in the Zone's Activity 
Status Table 

Activities that are not 
listed as permitted in the 

Zone's Activity Status 
Table 

Basic ITA Full ITA Basic ITA Full ITA 

30-120vpph 
(or 300-

1200vpd) 

> 120vpph 
(or 

>1,200vpd) 

30-120vpph 
(or 300-

1200vpd) 

> 120vpph 
(or 

>1,200vpd) 

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 values60  Yes  Yes 

8 
Consistent with transport policy 
framework? 

 
  

Yes 

 

7.4 In broad summary, this Table and the amended approach outlined within it will 

mean that: 

 

(a) For activities that are otherwise-permitted in a Zone and likely (by 

virtue of their size and nature) to be of relatively little potential impact, 

any ‘assessment’ will be relatively straightforward and confined to a 

now more-defined and limited number of appropriate matters – such 

as the access proposals and design and layout of parking; 

 

(b) For activities which would otherwise be permitted (but for a breach of 

the HTG Rule), that are of potentially larger scale and greater 

consequence, it is in my view appropriate and necessary that the 

assessment is subject to greater rigour and a slightly wider scope; 

and 

 

                                                   
60

  With respect to HTG Assessment Matter 7 (Ngai Tahu Values) the attendees that considered this matter in conference 
simply noted it as not being a matter normally covered by transport assessments and therefore outside the attendees 
sphere of expertise.  
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(c) For activities that are not otherwise permitted within a zone, the 

amended proposal for assessment (matters) also provides for 

requirements to be more clearly identified, compared to both the City 

Plan and the notified proposal. Appropriately, these are somewhat 

more extensive than for otherwise-permitted activities - although still 

proportional to the potential scale of adverse effects.  

 

Benefits of the Revised Proposal and the additional amendments as per 

ATTACHMENT G. 

 

7.5 In my view the Revised Proposal (with or without the proposed additional 

amendments I have recommended) will: 

 

(a) enable a greater degree of focus on multi-modal transport provision 

and transport choice with land uses and its integration. This can be 

anticipated to encourage greater use of sustainable modes and thus 

reduce the environmental effects of transport use; 

 

(b) assist in promotion of better integration between land use and 

transport infrastructure, which can reduce the adverse effects on the 

transport network and effects from the transport network; 

 

(c) provide appropriate flexibility which enables the level of assessment 

and information to match that appropriate to the scale or intensity of 

the proposal, and its surrounding environment, so that there is 

appropriate analysis to ensure adverse transport-related effects are 

appropriately avoided, mitigated or remedied; 

 

(d) enable a greater focus to be placed on multi- modal transport 

provision and choice (in appropriate circumstances) – and will thus 

provide greater encouragement for development to better provide for 

all modes. Over time, this is likely to promote greater accessibility 

across the city and within communities; and 

 

(e) encourage a reduced dependency on private motor vehicles which 

will, in time, reduce the need to create additional roading 

infrastructure (capacity) for motorists. Reduced dependency on 

private motor vehicles can, in general, be expected to ‘free up’ road 
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space and thus enable more efficient operation for essential motor 

vehicle trips, including freight. 

 

7.6 Distinguishing between the revised proposed threshold requirement(s) to 

provide a Basic Transport
61

 Assessment or Full ITA will enable developments 

with a lesser probable impact to either avoid the need for consent altogether 

(because their scale falls below the Basic Transport Assessment threshold) or 

to be subject to a less onerous process (preparation of a Basic Transport 

Assessment). Those activities with a greater potential for impact (i.e. greater 

than 1,000vpd within the Revised Proposal or greater than 120 vpph or 

1,200vpd, if my recommended amendments are adopted), will be required to 

provide a higher level of detail (a Full ITA). 

 

7.7 Use of GFA (or other quantum) as a trigger 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-based (or other quantum) 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
62

 (Appendix 4 of the s32 provides more 

details). While the GFA (or other quantum)  full ITA thresholds (within the 

Revised Proposal) 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 of the s32 report for more details). So the ITA thresholds are set at 

a similar level of traffic generation for all activities. 

 

7.8 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) now have adopted, or propose requirements for 

ITAs. 

 

7.9 The ITA thresholds proposed would be set at a similar level to those in other 

recent District Plans. The proposed thresholds should not therefore cause 

                                                   
61

  Note the deliberate omission of the word ‘Integrated’, as the consensus among experts who conferenced on this matter 
was that use of this word potentially gives a false impression of the nature of such an assessment e.g. it may be a few 
paragraphs within a Resource Consent application, devoted to a single breach (such as parking numbers), rather than 
a more comprehensive, if still simplified (Basic) assessment. 

62
  s32 (Ibid. 16), Appendix 4. 
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costs for development through consenting that are more onerous than in other 

metropolitan cities in New Zealand. Thus requirements for transport 

assessments for larger activities should not affect the attractiveness and 

relative competitiveness of development in Christchurch, compared to other 

cities. 

 

7.10 In my view the proposed amendments to the thresholds within the Revised 

Proposal, along with a simplified range of assessment matters, will have a 

range of benefits.  These benefits could, in my opinion, be increased by 

making the additional changes that I have proposed with ATTACHMENT G, 

such that the further amended Proposal will: 

 

(a) comply with CRPS Policy 6.3.4;  

(b) simplify and improve legibility of the Plan compared to the Status 

quo;  

(c) reduce consenting requirements where appropriate; and  

(d) ultimately be more appropriate for achieving the purpose of the 

RMA than the operative City Plan. 

 

 

 

PAUL JAMES ROBERTS 

26 May 2015 
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 CONFERENCING STATEMENT FOR CAR PARKING ATTACHMENT A.

  

[see separate PDF] 
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In the Matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 and Resource 
Management Act 1991 

 
And  

 
In the Matter of Directions by the Independent Hearings 
Panel pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order 

 
 

EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENT 
 

TRANSPORT PROPOSAL: CHAPTER 7 
 

TOPIC 1 - INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS 
 

Wednesday 29 April 2015 
 
1. EXPERT CONFERENCING 
 
Expert conferencing for this topic was held on Wednesday 29 April 2015 at the Hearings Venue, 348 
Manchester Street, Christchurch. The session was facilitated by Environment Commissioner David 
Bunting. 
 
2. PARTICIPANTS 
 

Name Representing 

Paul Roberts  
 

Christchurch City Council #310 

Steve Abley  Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited 

Melanie Muirson  
University of Canterbury #797 & FS#1442 & Christchurch Polytechnic Institute 
of Technology #756 & FS#1436 

Andy Carr  Memorial Avenue Investments Ltd #917 & FS#1351 

Andrew Metherell  
 

Progressive Enterprises Ltd #790 & FS#1450 & Bunnings Ltd #725 

Ian Clark  
 

Crown #495 & FS#1347 

Axel Wilke  
 

Generation Zero #1149 

Tony Penny  
 

AMP Capital Investors #1187 
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Ann-Marie Head 
 

Christchurch International Airport Ltd #863 & FS#1359 & Lyttelton Port 
Company #915 & FS#1444 

Nick Fuller  
 

AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited 814, FS-1308; TEL Property Nominees Limited 
816, FS-1325; Carter Group Limited 386, FS-1355; Marriner Investments No 1 
Limited 380, FS-1256; Marriner Investments Limited 378; Oakvale Farm 
Limited 381, FS-1253; Maurice R Carter Limited 377, FS-1316; Maurice Carter 
Charitable Trust 385; Avonhead Mall Limited 379, FS-1417; and Scentre 742 & 
FS1270 

Ray Edwards  
 

St Georges Hospital #1073 & Urbis TPD Ltd #1073 & Papanui Properties Ltd 
#1188 & Harewood Properties Ltd #1189 

 
 
3. ISSUES DISCUSSED 
 
In this expert conferencing session, the experts discussed issues raised in both their “will say” briefs 
as well as those set out in the Statement of Issues Relating to Transport Proposal (Part) dated 13 
March 2015. 
 
3.1 General Discussion on High Trip Generators (HTGs) and Integrated Transport Assessments 
(ITAs)  
 
The experts agreed that there should be a definition of an ITA in the definition section of the pRDP. 
 
This definition should make reference to CCC ITA guidelines and explicitly note sample contents and 
guidelines to be considered for potential relevant matters. 
 
ITAs are currently only referred to within the HTG rule. The experts noted that the assessment of 
other transport matters may also need to be included in an ITA as required by the pRDP; or in some 
cases in an appropriately less detailed report. For example a proposed assessment triggered only by 
a parking non- compliance would only need to address relevant parking matters and not be required 
to assess all other matters normally covered by an ITA. 
 
The experts agreed that there are issues around the way in which both the operative HTG rule and 
the notified HTG rule are applied. 
 
The experts are concerned that the notified Policy 7.1.1.2 does not recognise location or the zoning 
and  they support in principle that an HTG threshold should recognise anticipated land use activity in 
a given zone and/or location. 
 
The experts also agree that assessment matters are required to be more focussed on the issue of 
potential transport network effects from land use activity given the Development Standard nature of 
the HTG rule. This should take into account the zone and scale of activity anticipated in that zone. 
 
The experts briefly explored the principle of how the HTG rule could be modified to account for 
zoning locations and anticipated land use activity. They agreed that further work was required to 
confirm the practicality of this approach.  
 
To respond to this, Mr Roberts (representing Council) agreed to prepare a draft of a proposed 
approach for such a modification. During the discussion it became apparent that Mr Roberts would 
find it difficult to find adequate time to prepare this draft and he asked for assistance. Mr Edwards 
agreed to prepare the initial material. 
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The draft would be circulated for review and comment by the other experts following which the 
experts would meet again to discuss the draft with a view to reaching agreement on a final version. 
The timing of this is discussed further in the Follow Up Note in Section 3.6 below. 
 
The experts (other than Mr Roberts and Mr Wilke) consider that such a modification would be within 
scope. Mr Roberts and Mr Wilke did not have a view on the question of scope.  
 

3.2   Statement of Issues: Issue 15: How should the pRDP give effect to Policy 6.3.4 of 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, which requires Integrated Transport 

Assessments for substantial developments? 

The experts, apart from Mr Edwards, agree that an HTG rule is necessary to achieve the objectives 
and policies of relevant statutory documents. 
 
Mr Edwards’ position is that the transport network effects of permitted and restricted discretionary 
activities have to be anticipated by the pRDP. With full discretionary and non-complying activities, it 
is his view that the Council has unfettered discretion such that an HTG rule is unnecessary. 
 
 That said, Mr Edwards agreed to work with the other experts towards the development of a 
modified HTG rule as discussed in 3.1 above. 
 
The experts agreed that the HTG rule as notified gives effect to the RPS policy, but does not fully 
achieve the statement of intent. They agreed that the thresholds should be modified to more 
appropriately recognise the intent of the RPS to minimise the impact of substantial land 
development on the strategic transport network, as set out in the Principle Reasons and Explanation 
to the Policy 6.3.4. 
 

3.3  Statement of Issues:  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 Integrated Transport Assessment? 

(c) How are developments with existing Integrated Transport 

Assessments to be approached?  

 

 
The experts agreed that the notified trigger thresholds should be modified and tailored to recognise 
land use zoning and the degree to which potential land use effects are envisaged in the zone.  
 
With regards to Issue 16 (a), the experts agree that these modified thresholds should be applied to 
the additional proposed development. 
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With regards to Issue (b), on strict interpretation the answer is ‘no’. If Issue (b) is meant to refer to 
anticipated activities, then the matter is addressed with appropriate thresholds and assessment 
matters. 
 
With regards to Issue (c), the experts agree that the availability of an existing ITA can be considered 
by the consent authority as necessary, and that a specific rule is not required. 
 

3.4   Statement of Issues: Issue 17: How should the pRDP identify where basic 

and fully Integrated Transport Assessments are required and what should each 

type of assessment consider?  

 
The experts agree that the pRDP needs to better recognise that the scale of assessment should 
reflect the scale and significance of potential effects and that the assessment matters need to be 
tailored appropriately to the activity, location and zone. This will be addressed by Mr Roberts’ in the 
preparation of the draft modification to the rule as discussed in 3.1 above.   
 
Mr Roberts also agreed to discuss with his planning colleagues whether there is a need for basic 
ITAs.   
 

3.5   Statement of Issues: Issue 18: Are the assessment matters for High Trip 

Generators and Integrated Transport Assessments appropriate and clearly 

expressed? 

 
 
The experts agree that the assessment matters require modification and that this will form part of 
the review to be undertaken by Mr Roberts as discussed in 3.1 above.  
 
 
 
3.6  Statement of Issues: Issue 19: Should car parking for high trip generators be 

managed through Integrated Transport Assessments?   
 
 
The experts agreed that car parking matters, for a restricted discretionary activity, should be 
assessed through the rule 7.2.3.1 and through the matters of assessment 7.3.1. A statement 
considering the effects of car parking may be included in an ITA if the parking rule 7.2.3.1 is 
triggered. 
 
The experts noted that the discussion about minimum, maximum or no parking requirements was to 
be addressed under the topic of car parking is a separate transport conferencing session.  
 
Follow Up Note: Following the conference, there was considerable debate among a number of the 
experts (via email exchanges) as to whether this Statement accurately records the experts' 
combined understanding as to how this rule and its related matters of assessment would operate in 
practice. As noted in Section 3.1 above, the experts agreed that a draft would be prepared of a 
proposed approach as to how the HTG rule could be modified to account for zoning locations and 
anticipated land use activity. At Mr Edwards’ request, Mr Abley agreed to provide added assistance 
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for the preparation of the draft for review at a second conference of the ITA experts to be held on 
May 18. In addition, an item will be included in the agenda for this second conference for the 
experts to review the response recorded above for Issue 19.     
 
 
3.7  Other Issues:   
 
 

Appendix 7.15 ITA Requirements Checklist 
 
The experts agree that with amended and appropriate matters for assessment Appendix 7.15 ITA 
Requirements Checklist should be deleted. 
 
 
 
 
Policy 2 High Generating Trip Activities  
 

The experts agree that Policy 2 needs to be modified to more appropriately align with the outcomes 
discussed above, taking into consideration, for example an acknowledgement of the zone and 
location of the activity and the removal of the references to car parking. Mr Roberts undertook to 
prepare a draft for a revised Policy 2 for comment by the experts. 
 
 

Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 
 
The experts recorded that part from Policy 2, they did not discuss the content of the other relevant 
objectives and policies relating to these issues. It was recorded that there will be an opportunity to 
discuss these at subsequent mediations which are to still to be arranged. 
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 CONFERENCING STATEMENT FOR INTEGRATED ATTACHMENT B.

TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS (29 April 2015) 

 

[see separate PDF] 
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In the Matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 and Resource 
Management Act 1991 

 
And  

 
In the Matter of Directions by the Independent Hearings 
Panel pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order 

 
 

EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENT 
 

TRANSPORT PROPOSAL: CHAPTER 7 
 

TOPIC 2 – CAR PARKING 
 

Wednesday 29 April 
 
1. EXPERT CONFERENCING 
 
Expert conferencing for this topic was held on Wednesday 29 April 2015 at the Hearings Venue, 348 
Manchester Street, Christchurch. The session was facilitated by Environment Commissioner David 
Bunting. 
 
2. PARTICIPANTS 
 

Name Representing 

Paul Roberts  
 

Christchurch City Council #310 

Steve Abley  
Foodstuffs Si Ltd #705 $ FS#1324; Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi 
Property Holdings Limited #761 

Melanie Muirson  
University of Canterbury #797 & FS#1442 & Christchurch Polytechnic Institute 
of Technology #756 & FS#1436 

Andy Carr  Memorial Avenue Investments Ltd #917 & FS#1351 & The Crown #495 

Andrew Metherell  
 

Progressive Enterprises Ltd #790 & FS#1450 & Bunnings Ltd #725 

Axel Wilke  
 

Generation Zero #1149 

Anne-Marie Head 
 

Christchurch International Airport Ltd #863 & FS#1359 & Lyttelton Port 
Company #915 & FS#1444 

Nick Fuller  
 

AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited 814, FS-1308; TEL Property Nominees Limited 
816, FS-1325; Carter Group Limited 386, FS-1355; Marriner Investments No 1 
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Limited 380, FS-1256; Marriner Investments Limited 378; Oakvale Farm 
Limited 381, FS-1253; Maurice R Carter Limited 377, FS-1316; Maurice Carter 
Charitable Trust 385; Avonhead Mall Limited 379, FS-1417; and Scentre 742 & 
FS1270 

Ray Edwards  
 

St Georges Hospital #1073 & Urbis TPD Ltd #1073 & Papanui Properties Ltd 
#1188 & Harewood Properties Ltd #1189 

 
 
3. ISSUES DISCUSSED 
 
In this expert conferencing session, the experts agreed that there were no issues requiring 
discussion other than those issues raised in the Statement of Issues Relating to Transport Proposal 
(Part) dated 13 March 2015.  
 
 

3.1  Statement of Issues:  Issue 1: Should car parking be managed by minimum, 

maximum or no car parking requirements? 

 

 
The experts agree that the pRDP parking requirements are best managed by setting minimum 
thresholds given that other transport planning infrastructure and tools would be required to move 
to a different parking philosophy without undue effects. 
 
The experts anticipate that, over time, those other transport planning infrastructure and tools such 
as on street parking management, and improved provision of other transport modes would support 
a change in this philosophy. 
 
 

3.2   Statement of Issues:  Issue 2: Are there certain activities that should be 

required to provide more or less car parking? 

 
Given the site specific nature and limited number of submissions seeking change to the notified 
parking requirements, it was agreed that those matters should be resolved through focussed 
consultations with the Council. 
 
The experts noted that a number of the notified parking rates have inappropriate measurement 
criteria (for example the use of PFA for trades suppliers and outdoor display areas). 
 
The experts also noted that staff numbers based parking requirements can be difficult to predict and 
can be subject to variations and therefore become unenforceable. The experts recommend a floor 
area based methodology throughout, wherever practicable. 
 
As it is proposed that these issues will be corrected and included in the Council’s evidence on 
Chapter 7, they were not discussed further during the conferencing. 
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3.3  Statement of Issues:  Issue 3: Does the pRDP 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? 

 
 

The experts agreed that regulation is not required for residential activities. 
 
For non-residential activities, the experts agreed that an advice note should be included in the pRDP 
with a reference to the number of disabled parking spaces to be provided under the requirements of 
the N.Z Building Code. 
 
Follow Up Note: In the post conference finalisation of this Statement Ms Head pointed out that 

referring directly to the NZ Building Code through an advice note may result in confusion because the 
code as it currently stands accepts both AS2890.1 and NZS4121 as Compliance Documents, each of 
which have slightly different parking rates.  Ms Head would support maintaining the rule as notified 

(which she states is not inconsistent with the NZ Building Code).   The experts are to confirm their 
agreement to Ms Head’s suggestion or provide an acceptable alternative. 
 
 

3.4   Statement of Issues:  Issue 4: Should car parking be required to be sealed, or 

should permeable surfacing be permitted? 

 
 
The experts agreed that sealed parking areas should be a requirement with the assessment matters 
providing latitude to accommodate unsealed parking areas in appropriate circumstances. 
 

 
 
3.5  Statement of Issues:  Issue 5:  Are the standards regarding the design and layout 

of car parking appropriate? 
 
 
There were no matters raised for this issue.  
 
3.6  Statement of Issues:  Issue 6:  Are the matters of discretion for car parking 

appropriate?  
 
 
(Note: The experts participating in this issue were Andy Carr, Andrew Metherell, Nick Fuller and Paul 
Roberts). 
 
The experts agreed that it would be prudent to review this issue in the light of the removal of the 
parking consideration from the HTG rule and the desire for simplification wherever possible.  
 
Mr Roberts undertook to provide a revised proposal ahead of the submission of Council evidence for 
the purposes of further conferencing by the experts who participated in the discussion on this issue. 
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3.7 Issue 7:  Are the parking reduction factors in Appendix 7.14 appropriate? 
 
(Note: The experts participating in this issue were Andy Carr, Andrew Metherell, Nick Fuller and Paul 
Roberts). 
 
The experts agreed that the use of the words “up to” in the notified plan would lead to uncertainty 
and considered that there would be merit in providing more definitive potential reductions. The 
experts also noted that the wording should be amended to clarify that the application of these 
factors is not a requirement for an applicant, but is at their discretion. 
 
Mr Roberts undertook to provide a revised proposal ahead of the submission of Council evidence for 
the purposes of further conferencing by the experts who participated in the discussion on this issue. 
 
 
3.8 Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 
 
The experts recorded that under this topic they did not discuss the content of the relevant objectives 
and policies relating to these issues. It was recorded that there will be an opportunity to discuss 
these at subsequent mediations which are to be arranged. 
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We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record of the 
conferencing session held on 29 April 2015 and we have complied with the Code of Conduct for 
Expert Witnesses. 
 
Signed: 
 

 
 

310 CCC
Paul Roberts with Attachments

page 50 of 68



 

310 CCC
Paul Roberts with Attachments

page 51 of 68



 

310 CCC
Paul Roberts with Attachments

page 52 of 68



 
 
 

310 CCC
Paul Roberts with Attachments

page 53 of 68



 

26250456_1.docx  40 
 

   
 BASIS FOR PROPOSED REVISIONS TO PARKING ATTACHMENT C.

REDUCTION FACTORS 
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 (1) Example Area of pRDP Zoning showing relationship of parcels. ATTACHMENT D.
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ATTACHMENT D (2) pRDP Zoning Statistics (area within LURP/transport models Only).  
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ATTACHMENT D (3) Aggregation of Areas within Strategic Transport Models. 
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 THE OPERATIVE DISTRICT (CITY) PLAN HTG RULE ATTACHMENT E.

 

The current HTG rule in the City Plan is: 

2.3.8 High traffic generators - All Zones outside the Central City 
(a) Any activity on a site which is not in the Central City Business Zone which 

generates more than 250 vehicle trips per day and/or provides more than 25 

parking spaces (with the exception of the land within the Living 3 and 

Business 1 zone bounded by Madras Street, Canon Street, Packe Street 

and Purchas Street which is subject to the development plan contained in 

Part 3, Appendix 14) shall be a discretionary activity with the Council's 

discretion limited as follows: 

 retail activities in B3, B3B, B4, BRP, Central City Mixed Use , and 
Special Purpose (Wigram) (Area B) zones: matters associated with 
any traffic effects of the activity. 

 other activities and other zones: matters associated with vehicular 
access. 

 

The "Reasons" for this rule include that:  

 
4.14 High traffic generators 

This is a particularly important rule, which is fundamental to the planned 
effectiveness of roads within the roading hierarchy. High traffic generators 
(more than 250 vehicle movements per day or requiring the provision of 25 
or more parking spaces) can have a major impact on arterial and inner city 
roads with the development of large retail and vehicle oriented land uses. 
The vehicle generation and potential associated adverse effects on the road 
network and surrounding land uses can be major if the siting is inappropriate 
or the access is not well located or designed. Therefore the roads in the city 
with the most important traffic functions (arterial roads) need to have the 
highest degree of protection. By requiring high traffic generators on these 
roads to be discretionary activities (or controlled within the Central City 
Business zone), each development can be considered in terms of its 
particular character, location, and levels of traffic effects and ways to mitigate 
these effects where possible, through the use of appropriate traffic 
management and design conditions. Most zones restrict the limit of discretion 
to matters associated with access. However, retail activities in the BRP, B3, 
B3B and B4 zones have retained a broader level of discretion, regarding any 
traffic effects. This acknowledges the dispersed location of these zones and 
the ability to undertake retail activity, which can generate potentially 
significant effects on the road network and surrounding landuses. 

(plus two exceptions not relevant to my Evidence) 

 

The RMA provides that the matters contained in Part II and Section 104 and 105 of 

the Act apply to the consideration of all resource consents for land use activities and 

that, in addition to
63

 these matters, the Council shall also apply the assessment 

                                                   
63

  My emphasis added, as this is recognised that any assessment under ‘permitted activity’ is still subject to the proviso of the 
assessment of the actual potential effects on the environment (positive and negative). 
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matters set out for the transport standards
64

. For High Traffic Generators these are 

currently therefore
65

: 

 

3.2.14 High traffic generators 

(a) The actual or potential level of vehicle, cycle, and pedestrian traffic likely to 

be generated from, and moving past, the proposed access point(s). 

(b) The extent to which the traffic using the access, either alone or in 
association with other nearby activities, will adversely affect the traffic 
function and/or the safety of the surrounding road network. 

(c) Whether the present and projected vehicle, cycle and pedestrian flows 
along the frontage road will exacerbate any adverse effects created by extra 
on-street parking and manoeuvring associated with the site. 

(d) 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. 

(e) The extent to which the noise, vibration and fumes of vehicles using the 
access would affect surrounding activities, particularly residences. 

(f) The adverse effects of extra traffic, particularly heavy vehicles, generated 
by the development on the amenity and safety of surrounding residential 
streets. 

(g) The extent to which the physical form of the frontage road may mitigate the 
adverse effects of the extra vehicle movements generated for example, the 
presence of a solid median to stop right hand turns. 

(h) Any cumulative effects of traffic generation from the activity in conjunction 
with traffic generation from other activities in the vicinity. 

(i) Whether the speed of vehicles travelling on the frontage road is likely to 
exacerbate the adverse effects of the access on the safety of road users. 

(j) The proximity of the access to other high traffic generating landuse access 
points and intersections. 

(k) The extent to which any extra conflict may be created by vehicles queuing 
on the frontage road past the vehicle crossing. 

(l) The extent to which the traffic generated by the site will adversely affect the 
frontage road, particularly at times of peak traffic flows on the road. 

(m) Whether the adverse effects of the traffic could be minimised/mitigated by 
on-street traffic management measures including the installation of signals 
or pedestrian refuges or deceleration and acceleration lanes. 

(n) The actual or potential effects on the safety and efficiency of the state 
highway. 

(o) 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". 

(p) For retail activity in the B3, B3B, B4 and BRP zones, the relationship of 
parking, access and manoeuvring areas, including freight deliveries, in 
respect to the safety of pedestrians. 

 

 

                                                   
64

  [operative City Plan, Volume 3 Part 13-3.1 General] 
65

  [operative City Plan, Volume 3 Part 13-3.2.14] 
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 CALCULATION AND COMPARISON OF ACTIVITY THRESHOLDS FOR HTG  ATTACHMENT F.

(basis of my recommendations for further amendment to Revised Proposal 14 May 2015, as set out in ATTACHMENT H) 
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 RECOMMENDED FURTHER AMENDMENTS TO REVISED ATTACHMENT G.

PROPOSAL (14 MAY 2015) 

 
Below I set out my recommendations for further amendments to the 14 May 2015 revised (clean) 
proposal, insofar as they relate to possible changes to the HTG Thresholds and associated 
Assessment Matters. It should be noted that these reflect my own recommendations as to 
appropriate changes, rather than an agreed opinion of all assembled Experts that informally 
conferenced on these matters following the close of formal conferencing. 
 
HTG Thresholds 
 

Changes to Rule 7.2.3.10 – 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) 

≥ 150 100 FTE 
Students 

Matters specified in 

7.3.19 

b. Education Activities (Pre-
School 

≥ 60 50 Children  

c. Health Care Facilities ≥ 300 350m² GFA   

d. Industrial Activities 
(excluding Warehousing 
and Distribution Activities) 

≥ 2,500 3,000 m² GFA   

e. Industrial Activities 
(Warehousing and 
Distribution Activities) 

≥ 10,400 6,000 m ² 
GFA  

 

f. Office ≥ 1000 1,250 m² GFA   

g. Residential Activities ≥ 25 40 Residential 
units 

 

h. Retail Activities (unless 
specified below) 

≥ 250 m² GLFA   

i. Retail Activities (Fast Food 
Outlet) 

≥ 70 80 m² PFA  

j. Any other activities (not 
covered by the thresholds 
above) 

≥ 30 vehicle trips per 
peak hour or 250 300 
vehicle trips per day

1 
 

or 250 heavy vehicle 
trips per day 
(whichever is met 
first)  
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1
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. 

 

7.3.19 High trip generators 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.10  

 

Note: For clarity, the following table shows which Assessment Matters apply to which 

situations: 

 ITA Assessment Matters 

Activities that are listed 
as otherwise permitted in 
the Zone's Activity Status 
Table 

Activities that are not 
listed as permitted in the 
Zone's Activity Status 
Table 

  Basic ITA Full ITA Basic ITA Full ITA 

  

30-
120vpph 
(or 300-
1200vpd) 

> 120vpph 
(or 
>1,200vpd) 

30-
120vpph 
(or 300-
1200vpd) 

> 120vpph 
(or 
>1,200vpd) 

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 

 

1. Whether the provision of access and on-site manoeuvring associated with the 

activity, including vehicle loading and servicing deliveries, affects the safety, 

efficiency, accessibility (including for people whose mobility is restricted) and 

amenity values of the site, the surrounding area, and the transport network (including 

considering the road classification of the frontage road), and to what extent any adverse 

transport effects are mitigated. 

2.  Whether the design and layout of proposed activity maximises the 

opportunities for travel by non-car modes  minimises the need to 

travel by private vehicles and encourages public and active transport use, 

including providing safe, attractive and convenient facilities and access through and to 

the site from the surrounding areas for public and active transport users. 

3. Whether the number of car parking spaces proposed to be provided generates 

adverse effects. Consideration should be given to the ability to operate parking in a 

coordinated or shared way with nearby car park(s) and whether there are mitigation 

factors for a reduced parking supply, having regard to the parking reduction factors in 

Appendix 7.14. 

4. For activities that will generate more than 250 heavy vehicle trips per day, whether 

there are any transport effects from these trips on the transport network. 
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Assessment matter 5 is only applicable for High Trip Generator activities that are not 

listed as a permitted activity in the relevant table of permitted activities for the zone where 

the activity is located and/or does not comply with the activities relevant built form 

standards for the zone where the activity is located. 

 

5.  Whether the proposed activity has demonstrated the accessibility of the site by a 

range of transport modes and whether the activity's location will minimise or reduce 

travel to and from the activity by private vehicles and encourage public and active 

transport use travel by non-car modes . 

 

The following assessment matters (6-8) 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 Bbasic Integrated Transport Assessment (which does 

not need to cover assessment matters 6-8) needs to be undertaken for High Trip 

Generators that do not exceed the thresholds in Table 7.1. 

 

Table 7.1 – Thresholds for full Integrated Transport Assessments 

 Activity Thresholds 

a. Education Activities (unless specified below) ≥ 600 300 FTE students 

b. Education Activities (Pre School) ≥ 240 150 children 

c. Health Care Facilities ≥ 1200 1,500m² GFA  

d. Industrial Activities (excluding Warehousing 

and Distribution Activities) 

≥ 10,000 12,000 m² GFA  

e. Industrial Activities (Warehousing and 

Distribution Activities) 

≥ 41,600 24,000 m²  GFA  

f. Offices ≥ 4000 5,000 m² GFA  

g. Residential Activities ≥ 100 120 Residential Units  

h. Retail Activities (unless specified below) ≥ 1000 m² GLFA 

i. Retail Activities (Food and Beverage Outlet) 

(Fast Food Outlet) 

≥ 280 240 m² PFA 

j. 
All other activities (not covered by the 

thresholds above)  

 

≥ 120 vehicle trips per peak 

hour or 1000 1,200 vehicle trips 

per day
1
 or 1000 heavy vehicle 

trips per day (whichever is 

met first) 

 
1
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. 
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6. Whether measures are proposed to adequately mitigate the actual or potential 

effects on the transport network arising from the anticipated trip generation (for all 

transport modes) from the proposed activity, including consideration of cumulative 

effects with other activities in the vicinity, future planned infrastructure, and construction 

work associated with the activity. 

7. Whether the design and layout of the proposed activity provides for Ngai Tahu/ 
Manawhenua cultural values, including: 
a. the use or retention of indigenous species in landscaping; 
b. encouraging the discharge of stormwater to retention areas rather than directly to 

waterbodies; 
c. location of car parking and loading areas outside of water body setbacks; and  
d. maintaining or enhancing access to significant areas such as Mahinga kai, waahi 

tapu and waahi taonga (including waipuna).  
Note: Guidance on cultural values can be taken from the Mahaanui Iwi Management 
Plan (2013).  

 

For Assessment Matter 6, with reference to activities that are listed as permitted in 

the Zone's Activity Status and are located within category B Centres (as defined in 

Table 15.1), and that require a Full ITA, it is noted that the assessment of 

cumulative effects may principally be limited to matters pertaining to the efficiency 

of pedestrians, cyclists and public transport recognising that KACs, by their 

nature, will be subject to additional activity and potential vehicular congestion. It is 

anticipated that a balance will however need to be achieved in each case between 

maintaining the functioning of the strategic transport networks (the arterial roads, 

including the state highways, and the main public transport and freight routes) and 

suitable functioning of the KACs. 

 

Assessment matter 8 is only applicable for High Trip Generator activities, which 

exceed the thresholds in Table 7.1, and that is not listed as a permitted activity in 

the relevant table of permitted activities for the zone where the activity is located 

and/or does not comply with the activities relevant built form standards for the 

zone where the activity is located.  

 

8. Whether the proposal is consistent with the local and regional transport policy 

framework.  
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Amended and New Definitions: 

Integrated Transport Assessment means – (definition to be agreed through mediation) 

 

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 excludes supermarkets, except that within industrial zones 
it also excludes restaurants and taverns. 
 
 

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  

310 CCC
Paul Roberts with Attachments

page 67 of 68



 

 

 ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS ATTACHMENT H.

BPDP (operative) Banks Peninsula District Plan  

CAST Christchurch Assignment and Simulation Traffic (model) 

CCRP Christchurch Central Recovery Plan  

CDHB Canterbury District Health Board  

CHRM Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism  

CIAL Christchurch International Airport Limited  

City Plan (operative) Christchurch City District Plan  

Council Christchurch City Council  

Crown Crown/CERA/All of Government  

CRPS Canterbury Regional Policy Statement  

CTM Christchurch Transport Model 

CTS Christchurch Transport Study (model) 

CTSP Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan  

DCP Development Contributions Policy 

ECan Environment Canterbury/ Canterbury Regional Council  

EDM Enhanced Development Mechanism  

GCTS Greater Christchurch Transport Statement 

GFA Gross Floor Area 

GLFA Gross Leasable Floor Area 

GPS Government Policy Statement on Land Transport Funding  

HTG High Traffic Generator/High Trip Generator 

ITA Integrated Transport Assessment 

LPC Lyttelton Port Company Limited  

LTP Long Term Plan 

LURP Land Use Recovery Plan  

NZ Transport Agency New Zealand Transport Agency  

Order Order in Council  

PFA Public Floor Area 

PRAF Parking Reduction Adjustment Factor 

pRDP proposed Replacement District Plan  

Proposal Proposals or chapters  

PT Public Transport 

RLTP Regional Land Transport Plan  

RMA Resource Management Act 1991  

RoNS Roads of National Significance 

s32 Section 32 Assessment for Transport Chapter 

UDS Urban Development Strategy 

vpd Vehicles Per Day 

vpph Vehicles Per Peak Hour 
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