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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Warren Keith Lloyd.  I hold the position of Director at 

ViaStrada Limited, a company that provides traffic engineering and 

transportation planning consultancy services.  I have been in this position 

since May 2007. 

 

1.2 I hold the New Zealand Certificate of Civil Engineering (NZCE) qualification 

with the NZCE 6006 Traffic Engineering endorsement.  I have 23 years 

experience in traffic engineering, with 15 years local government 

experience, and 10 years private consultancy experience in road planning, 

design, transportation and traffic engineering. 

 

1.3 I have been engaged by the Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide 

evidence in relation to the various technical standards to be used in the 

Transportation Chapter of the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP). 

 

1.4 I have been providing technical advice to the Council on designing vehicle 

dimensions, manoeuvring, ramp gradients, queuing, swept paths, sight 

lines, parking layout and dimensions for the pRDP since July 2013.   

 

1.5 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 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. 

 

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

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) NZ Transport Agency Planning Policy Manual; Appendix 5B; 

(b) NZ Transport Agency Pedestrian Planning and Design Guide 

2009: 

(c) ASNZS 2890.1 2004: Off Street Car Parking; 

(d) ASNZS 2890.2 2002: Off-street commercial vehicle facilities; 
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(e) ASNZS 2890.6 2009 Parking for disabled; and 

(f) Austroads AGRD04A 09 Guide to Road Design - Part 4A. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the pRDP that my evidence relates to are car parking, 

the access and manoeuvring standards, and loading requirements.  My 

evidence addresses the specific relief sought by various submitters on 

these provisions. 

 

2.2 The majority of the submissions on loading, access, and manoeuvring 

were conditionally resolved during conferencing and I summarise these in 

my evidence.  My evidence will also cover a number of matters that were 

not resolved at the expert conferencing meeting of 30 April 2015. 

 

2.3 Finally, my evidence will address other transport matters that have been 

submitted on, that were not the subject of expert conferencing where the 

Council has sought my expert opinion. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

3.1 In my view, the Revised Proposal dated 14 May 2015 (Revised Proposal) 

reflects an increased use of recognised technical engineering standards 

and continued use of rules to facilitate land development in Christchurch 

(compared to that of the Operative City Plan).  I have suggested 

amendments to the notified version of the Transport Proposal and I 

consider that those amendments have provided increased certainty of 

safety, and increased accessibility by the intended design vehicles.   

 

3.2 In short, the key amendments I have proposed are: 

 

(a) recognition of off-site loading bays in appropriate situations; 

(b) increasing the maximum formed access width to accommodate 

the design vehicle swept paths where appropriate; 

(c) allowing shorter and steeper ramp gradients where there are more 

than 6 parking spaces if the parking is for private use; and 

(d) not requiring all car parks to be sealed. 
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3.3 The key areas where I did not recommend changes are: 

 

(a) the existing provisions for reverse manoeuvring in the operative 

plan which have been carried forward into the pRDP; and 

(b) the continued use of the sight line distances for visibility splays. 

 

4. OUTCOMES OF EXPERT CONFERENCING  

 

4.1 I attended expert conferencing for Access and Manoeuvring Standards on 

30 April 2015.  A conferencing statement signed by the experts that were 

in attendance was finalised on 7 May 2015 and is attached to my evidence 

at Attachment A (Conferencing Statement).  Below I explain the matters 

that were agreed and adopted by the Council in its Revised Proposal, and I 

also address those issues that were only conditionally resolved during the 

conferencing and require further analysis.   

 

Loading Provisions 

 

Issue 10: Are there certain activities that should be required to provide more 

or less loading spaces? 

 

Appendix 7.3 - Loading Areas 

Table 7.7 - Minimum Number of Loading Spaces Required 

 

4.2 Submitters have questioned whether certain activities should be required 

to provide more or less loading spaces. 

 

4.3 In particular, Foodstuffs #705 sought a reduction in the loading bay 

requirements for ‘warehousing and distribution’ based on observed 

operations from a warehousing and distribution site in Hornby.  

  

4.4 I accept that the Industrial loading requirements are not appropriate to 

apply to all Warehousing and Distribution loading activities, and that a new 

activity entitled ‘Warehouse and Distribution’ should be added to Appendix 

7.3: Loading Areas; untitled Table 7.7, to reflect a more appropriate loading 

bay rate than that used for ‘Industrial activities’.  The appropriate loading 

rates were discussed at conferencing and I have since had informal 
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discussions with Mr Abley (expert for Foodstuffs), and Mr Durdin, who 

have confirmed that they are happy with the following rates, which in my 

view are appropriate:  

 

Table 1: Warehousing & Distribution Loading Bays 

GLFA Heavy vehicle bays 

Less than 2,000m2 1 bay per 1,000m2 

2,001m2 to 10,000m2 1 bay per 2,000m2 

Greater than 10,001m2 1 bay per 2,750m2 

 

4.5 The above change has not been made to the Revised Proposal, but has 

been included in Attachment A to Mr Falconer's evidence in chief, which 

sets out additional changes to the Revised Proposal since it was filed on 

14 May 2015. 

 

 Issue 11: Do loading spaces need to be on-site or can off-site/on-street 

loading be used to meet the loading needs of an activity? 

 

Appendix 7.3 - Loading Areas - Clause 1(e)   

 

4.6 Bunnings #725 has sought protection for smaller operators in larger (bulk 

retail) developments where the new operator may not be able to get 

suitably located loading access for their business.  While I agree that any 

space required for loading goods should be conveniently located in relation 

to the associated building, this is not something the Council should in my 

view, dictate in policy.  At the conferencing there was considerable 

discussion as to whether this should be a Council transport policy, an 

assessment matter, or whether this issue wholly resides with the property 

owner/manager. 

 

4.7 In my view the absence of a provision specifying the location of loading 

bays within a site can create differences in the operational servicing 

‘loading’ of activities.  This can result in staff having to physically ‘load’ 

away from their site.  However, I consider this to be a site management 

issue that resides with the site owner or property manager.   

 

4.8 I do not consider that it is the Council’s role to direct where loading zones 

should be provided on a site.  Given this, I do not support the amendment 
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of Clause 1(e), as specified in the conferencing statement, to include ‘any 

space required for loading other than for a residential activity shall be 

available and conveniently located in relation to the buildings for staff 

and visitors’.   

 

4.9 I note that the conferencing statement records that the experts have 

agreed to this change.  I have carefully reflected on matters since the 

conclusion of conferencing and my view now is that the additional words 

‘conveniently located’ are not of great assistance and do not provide 

suitable clarification of the intention of the rule.  This is because the rule 

does not specifically refer to who has the convenience, for example is it the 

owner, manager, driver, or business operator, and what is convenient for 

each of these people may be quite different.  For these reasons, I no 

longer support the inclusion of this text in the revised transport chapter 

Clause 1(e) as I consider that it does not add any useful information or 

defining criteria for the developer or the Council.  

 

7.3.5 - Minimum number of loading spaces required  

 

4.10 The Crown #495 sought an option for a new site not having to provide on-

site loading space if they could rely on a public loading space on-street, or 

an off-street loading space if it had reasonable access and was serviceable 

for loading.  This would essentially mean that more of their new site is 

available for development.   

 

4.11 I consider that loading should be on-site, but if there is a suitable, 

acceptable, and appropriate alternative off-site, this can be a matter of 

discretion.  This could include on-street loading if it can be shown to be 

safe, suitable, and appropriate.   

 

4.12 In my view, provision should be included in the pRDP to recognise that 

loading spaces could be provided off-site (subject to the provision of a 

suitable legal instrument or agreement acceptable to the Council), provided 

that:  
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(a) There is an existing on-street loading facility that can be used 

safely within 50m of the site (I consider 50m appropriate as it is a 

convenient distance to the site), and 

(b) The route between the loading facility and the site does not 

require crossing any road. 

 

4.13 In addition, I consider that existing loading spaces that are already 

provided on-street should also be able to be utilised (ie as per the 

approach within the Central City parts of the Operative City Plan Volume 3 

Part 13).  It is my opinion, and the experts agree, that if existing loading 

spaces are not able to be used, this may lead to a non-compliance with the 

Revised Proposal in the event that the road controlling authority later 

removes the on-street loading bays outside of the Central City.  This could 

disadvantage the consent holder however, I consider that this potential risk 

is a matter that an applicant should carefully consider when proposing to 

rely on on-street loading.  I therefore support the inclusion of a new matter 

of discretion (7) in Clause 7.3.5, as shown in the Revised Proposal, and as 

set out below: 

 

(7)  Whether there is an existing on-street loading facility 

within 50m of the site that can be used safely, and the 

route between the loading facility and the site does 

not require crossing any road. 

 

Access, Manoeuvring and Other Technical Standards 

 

Issue 12: Are the access and manoeuvring standards appropriate?  

 

Appendix 7.1 - Parking Space Requirements  

Table 7.4 - Minimum Car Park Dimensions: (s) 

 

4.14 The Crown (p.127) sought to clarify if the additional 300mm requirement in 

Table 7.4 (Appendix 7.1) to setback from permanent obstructions in (s) 

was an extra 300mm width above that already required in (q).  As part of 

the conferencing, I agreed to check the reasoning (if any) for the inclusion 
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of (s) in the pRDP.1  I have since advised the experts who attended the 

conferencing session that Council is satisfied that (s) can be deleted as it is 

effectively a duplication of (q) from this same Table.  Given this, I support 

that (s) be deleted from below Table 7.4 (Appendix 7.1) as shown in the 

Revised Proposal. 

 

Appendix 7.7 - Access Design and Gradient 

Table 7.10 - Minimum Requirements for Private Ways and Vehicle Access  

 

4.15 In their submissions Calder Stewart Industries Ltd #741 (p.4), Kennaway 

Park #787 (p.4) and Calder Stewart Industries Ltd #985 (p.2) sought to 

increase the maximum formed access width to accommodate the widest 

turning swept path for the largest design vehicle on NZ roads.  I agree with 

these submission points, through increasing the maximum formed width of 

vehicle accesses from 7m to 9m to accommodate this turning movement.  I 

acknowledge that the swept path of a large heavy vehicle (semi-trailer or 

similar) can be up to 9m wide at its apex when making a right angle turn.  I 

consider it important that vehicle accesses are formed 9.0m wide to 

accommodate this.   

 

4.16 There is a road and/or site safety risk with wide vehicle accesses where 

smaller vehicles (cars, vans and trucks) can enter and exit sites at higher 

speed and at acute angles.  This is unsafe for anyone on a footpath, staff 

within the site, or a truck driver that may not be aware of what is happening 

within a site.  A crash could result in property damage or serious injury to 

people working at, or visiting the site.   

 

4.17 At the conferencing session I was given the experts' permission to suggest 

suitable wording to reflect the agreed outcome to accommodate the 9m 

swept path in rows (iv) and (v) of Table 7.10, while retaining the same 

values for minimum legal widths of 6.5m and 5.5m respectively.  Factoring 

in both the advantages and disadvantages of a larger swept path, I 

consider it is appropriate to add a note below Table 7.10 stating that:  

 

                                                   
1
   See Conferencing Report, page 3, under heading "Appendix 7.1 Parking Space Requirements".  
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 "Any activity that has 1 to 15 parking spaces, but requires a 

swept path of 9m for a large vehicle, shall comply with row (v) 

unless located on a Key Pedestrian Frontage"’   

 

4.18 This Note is included in the Revised Proposal and in my view would meet 

both the submitters’ objective to provide additional width at the boundary 

where it is required for the larger heavy vehicles with a 9.0m swept path, 

and also the Council’s obligation to provide safe road and property 

interfaces where appropriate. 

 

Row 1(h) - Appendix 7.7 

 

4.19 I agree with the experts at caucusing that Appendix 7.7 should have an 

additional requirement (h):  

 

"where a mix of activities is proposed, the largest relevant 

dimension is applicable".   

 

4.20 In my view this will ensure the property access is suitable to accommodate 

the largest expected vehicle to the site.  This amendment has been made 

to the Revised Proposal.   

 

Table 7.11 - Maximum Gradients for Vehicle Access  

 

4.21 The Crown #495 (p.133) sought to allow shorter and therefore steeper 

ramp gradients where there are more than 6 parking spaces in a parking 

building and where the parking is for private use such as residential 

apartments.  The Crown argues that shorter ramps would leave more 

residual space for parking or building and that shorter, steeper ramps are 

considered acceptable where the users are familiar with the building and 

ramp.   

 

4.22 I agree with the Crown's submission that there should be amendments 

made to Table 7.11 to differentiate between car parks that are open to the 

public and those that restricted to private use, in a similar format to NZS 

2890.1:2004.  I also support the use of AS/NZS 2890.1 for determining 

gradients for ramps as this standard differentiates between public and 
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private car parks, which address the submitters concerns.  The Operative 

City Plan requirement for a residential apartment required less steep 

ramps, as it assumed parking buildings with more than 6 spaces were in a 

public car park.  I therefore recommend the following tables for public and 

private car parks for inclusion in the pRDP for ramp gradients, with the 

supplementary text for 2 or less residential units allowing the steeper ramp 

option of any length. 

 

Table 7.11 Maximum gradients for vehicle access 

Straight Ramps – Private car parks or residential activities 

 

Length Gradient 

Up to 20m2 1 in 4 (25%) 

More than 20m 1 in 5 (20%) 

 

Straight Ramps – All other car parks 

 

Length Gradient 

Up to 20m 1 in 5 (20%) 

More than 20m 1 in 6 (16.7%) 

 
1 For access to 1 or 2 car parks the maximum gradients can be 1 in 4 
(25%) for any length  

 

 

Appendix 7.7 - Access Design and Gradient 

 

4.23 The Crown #495 (p.133) sought to clarify the exact location of the arrow 

head in Appendix 7.7 Figure 7.8.  I agree that Figure 7.8 is unclear. The 

exact location for determining the measurement of the inside radii of a 

curve is an important dimension location to get correct.  I therefore support 

the complete removal of Figure 7.8: from the Revised Proposal as 

designers can refer to AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 for detailed guidance on 

curved ramp design. 
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Issue 13: Is the requirement to design certain activities to prevent vehicles 

reversing onto the transport network too onerous? 

 

Appendix 7.6 - Manoeuvring for parking and loading areas 

 

4.24 The New Zealand Institute of Architects #307 considered that a blanket 

ban on reverse manoeuvring in the Transport Proposal is too onerous, and 

allowing reversing from sites onto roads should be considered.  I disagree 

with the submitter and have the support of the experts at conferencing that 

it is appropriate that the existing provisions for reverse manoeuvring in the 

operative plan are carried forward into the pRDP. 

 

4.25 This is a fundamental road safety issue and the existing and proposed rule 

limit the occurrence of vehicles reversing out on to busier collector, minor 

and major arterial roads.  The safety issue is that a reversing driver has 

limited visibility to approaching traffic, until most of their vehicle has 

entered the live traffic lane to where the reversing driver can see 

approaching vehicles in the live lanes.  Therefore reversing drivers must 

rely on approaching drivers in the live lane, seeing the vehicle reversing 

out into the road and slowing or stopping to avoid a collision with the 

reversing vehicle.  This puts the safety onus on the general public 

travelling along a road taking evasive action to avoid crashes with drivers 

reversing out into the road from a site that does not accommodate 

appropriate manoeuvring. 

 

 7.2.3.4 – Manoeuvring for parking and loading areas 

 

4.26 Submitter #1181 AE Architects sought clarification on the difference 

between Rule 7.2.3.4 (a) and (b). I can confirm Rule 7.2.3.4 (a) and (b) 

apply in different situations.  Rule (a) applies to manoeuvring within a car 

park and Rule (b) applies to manoeuvring onto a road. 
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5. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS 

 

5.1 In this part of my evidence I have assessed the specific relief sought by 

submitters that was not covered in expert conferencing, insofar as it relates 

to my area of expertise.  As a result of this assessment I have come to a 

conclusion where I agree with the relief (or otherwise).  

 

Car Parking 

 

Rule 7.2.3.6 Surface of parking and loading areas and 7.3.9 Matters of 

discretion (for surface or parking and loading areas) 

 

5.2 The NZ Institute of Architects #307 (p.9) sought that not all car parks 

should be required to be sealed.  I agree with the submission as in my view 

it is not necessary for all car parking surfaces to be sealed, if permeable 

surfaces are suitable, acceptable, and appropriate for the intended users 

and use.  This allows the developer to mitigate the impact of immediate 

storm-water discharge from a sealed surface into a reticulated system or 

network with limited or no capacity.  I have therefore recommended an 

additional matter of discretion (4) in Rule 7.3.9.  I have also recommended 

the addition of ‘Temporary Activities’ to Rule 7.2.3.6(b) (iii), so that they do 

not require sealed surfacing.  Both of these changes have been made in 

the Revised Proposal. 

 

Loading Provisions 

 

Appendix 7.3 – Loading Areas 

 

5.3 I support submitters #723 Mobil Oil NZ, Z Energy Ltd and BP Oil NZ Ltd, 

#742 Scentre, #1074 Urbis TPD Ltd (p.5), and #1188 and #1189 Papanui 

Properties in the removal of the words ‘for staff and visitors’ in Appendix 

7.3(1)(e) to clarify that any space required for loading other than a 

residential activity shall be available during the hours of operation, and 

shall not be diminished by the subsequent erection of any structure, 

storage of goods, or any other use. 
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5.4 I agree with submitters #756 CPIT (p.3) and #797 University of Canterbury 

(p.6) that is appropriate for a new clause (f) to be added into Appendix 7.3, 

that applies to Tertiary Education and Research Activities when determining 

loading areas.   

 

5.5 Full time equivalent (FTE) student numbers for Tertiary Education and 

Research Activities should be assessed annually as of 1 July, and can be 

rounded to the nearest 100 FTE students.  Any additional loading spaces 

required shall be provided within 12 months of the date of assessment.  This 

requirement gives certainty for when FTE student numbers should be 

determined and removes the requirement to provide loading spaces that 

reflect the fluctuation in student numbers throughout the year.  Both of 

these amendments have been made in the Revised Proposal. 

 

Table 7.7 - Minimum numbers of loading spaces required 

 

5.6 I agree with submitter #886 Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (p.8) 

that a new row (xviii) for 'Quarrying Activity and Ancillary Aggregate 

Processing Activities' should be included in Table 7.7 with 1 Bay/1,000m2 

GFA required for heavy vehicles, and Nil requirement for 99 percentile 

vehicles.  This rate reflects the current loading spaces provided at several 

Christchurch quarry and aggregate processing sites. 

 

5.7 I agree with submitters #363 Spark NZ Ltd (p.8), #364 Chorus NZ Ltd (p.8), 

and #922 Orion NZ] that a new row (xxviii) for 'Utilities (that have no 

permanent staff)' be included in Table 7.7, with Nil requirement for heavy 

vehicles, and Nil requirement for 99 percentile vehicles.  This reflects the 

realistic operation of servicing utilities with no permanent staff. 

 

5.8 I agree with submitters #752 Alpine Presbytery, #763 Methodist Church of 

New Zealand, and #793 Church Property Trustees that a new row (xxvi) for 

'Spiritual Facilities' be included in Table 7.7, with Nil requirement for heavy 

vehicles, and 1 loading space/site requirement for 99 percentile vehicles.  

This reflects the realistic operation of Spiritual Facility activities. 

 

5.9 I support the clarification of text as sought by #1074 Urbis TPD Ltd (p.5), 

namely the removal of the words ‘or part thereof’ in Rows (xv) and (xvi) of 
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Table 7.7.  I also accept the ‘rounding up’ to whole numbers for the number 

of loading bays. 

 

 

5.10 I support the submission #495 Crown (p.132) for the inclusion of a new row 

(x) for 'Fire Stations and Ambulance Stations' with a 1 Bay per site loading 

area requirement, and the number of 99 percentile vehicle bays to be Nil.  

This reflects the realistic loading operations at fire stations and ambulance 

stations. 

 

5.11 I support submitters #723 Mobil Oil NZ, Z Energy Ltd and BP Oil NZ Ltd 

(p.15) #988 Mobil (p.19) with the requirement for one unmarked loading 

bay for 'Fuel Deliveries for Service Stations' as this reflects the realistic fuel 

loading operation at service stations. 

 

5.12 The above amendments have all be made to Table 7.7. in the Revised 

Proposal. 

 

Access, Manoeuvring and Other Technical Standards 

 

Appendix 7.7 – Access Design and Gradient  

  

5.13 I agree with submitters #1145 Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd & Te Runanga O 

Ngai Tahu (p.23) and #648 Canterbury District Health Board who have 

sought that Appendix 7.7 be amended to include the requirement for a 

vertical clearance of not less than 2.5m in car park buildings, above car 

park spaces for people whose mobility is restricted and along the full length 

of any accessible route providing vehicular access to those car park 

spaces.  I consider this requirement gives certainty of access to mobility 

parking spaces, and has been included in the Revised Proposal as 1(g). 

 

Table 7.10 (i) - Minimum requirements for private ways and vehicle access 

  

5.14 I agree in principle with submitter #1074 Urbis TPD Limited that the 

reduction of the minimum legal access width can be reduced.  They sought 

a change to Table 7.10, however I understand that Mr Falconer has instead 
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included this as a matter of discretion at Rule 7.3.10 (6) in the Revised 

Proposal.   

 

 

Table 7.11 Maximum Gradients for Vehicle Access   

 

5.15 The Crown #495 (p.133) sought to ensure fire engine access to all 

buildings where water pressure is not assured.  I agree that there should 

be an amendment made to Note 2 below Figure 7.7, to include specific 

requirements for fire engines to be able to access property where water 

pressure is not assured, i.e. pursuant to Appendix 7.7 Access design and 

gradient Clause 1(f).   

 

5.16 In my opinion, Note 2; should be amended to read as follows (this 

amendment has been made in the Revised Proposal): 

 

 “The maximum gradient at any point on a vehicle access shall be 

in accordance with Table 7.11, except a maximum gradient of 1 

in 5 (minimum 4.0m long transition ramps for a change of 

grade 1 in 8 or greater) shall apply for accesses that are 

identified in 1(f)”. 

 

Appendix 7.8 - Queuing spaces 

Table 7.12 - Queuing spaces 

 

5.17 I do not agree with the relief sought by submitters #787 Kennaway Park 

(p.4) and #1182 Stokes, where they seek to reduce the queuing space 

(distance) in table 7.12 from 7.5m for rows (i) (Car parks accessed from 

arterial roads), and row (ii) car parks accessed from local and collector 

roads), to 5.5m.  However, I do consider that some reduction is 

appropriate.  In my view a standard length of 6.0 m is appropriate for the 

85 percentile design motor car and the 99 percentile design vehicle.  

  

5.18 AS/NZS 2890.1 Section 3.4: QUEUING AREAS states the number of cars 

calculated from Table 3.3 [in the Standard] shall be rounded up to the next 

whole number and a length of 6.0 m per vehicle allowed for in each lane.  

The length of the 85 and 99 percentile design vehicles are 4.91 m and 
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5.20 m respectively.  The queueing space of 6.0 m allows a gap of 1.10 m 

between the 85 design vehicles and a gap of 0.80 m between 99 percentile 

design vehicles in a queue. These gaps are considered reasonable and 

realistic for queuing vehicles.   

5.19 It is my opinion that Table 12 should reflect that the assigned queuing 

spaces (distances) are multiples of 6.0 m as follows in Table 7.12 below: 

 

Table 7.12 – Queuing spaces 

  
Minimum queuing space (m), if access 

serves: 

 

Number of parking 
spaces provided  

(For residential activities 
– the number of 
residential units) 

Car parks accessed 
from local and 
collector roads 

Car parks 
accessed from 
arterial roads 

i. 4 – 10 0 7.5 6.0 

ii. 11 – 20 7.5 6.0 10.5 12.0 

iii. 21 - 50 10.5  12.0 

iv. 51 – 100 15.5 18.0 

v. 101 – 150 20.5 18.0 

vi. 151 or over 25.5 24.0 

 

 

5.20 These amendments are included in the Revised Proposal. 

 

Appendix 7.9 - Visibility splay and Figure 7.11 - Visibility splay measurement 

 

5.21 Submission #1182 Stokes sought a reduction in visibility sight lines from 

2.0 x 5.0m to 1.5m x 2.0m.  I do not agree with this reduction and I support 

the continued use of the NZ Transport Agency Pedestrian Planning and 

Design Guide 2009:  Guidance for the appropriate sight line distances for 

visibility plays, to provide suitable intervisibility between drivers and 

pedestrians exiting driveways.   
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5.22 I do not agree that the 2.0m x 5.0m splay is too onerous based on 

guidance provided in the NZ Transport Agency Pedestrian Planning and 

Design Guide 2009.  The guidance suggests that these sight lines are 

applicable in areas with high pedestrian flows and more than 200 expected 

daily vehicle access manoeuvres, however this introduces probability of 

being struck.  It is desirable from a road safety perspective to provide all 

pedestrians, as vulnerable road users, and drivers with appropriate sight 

lines to ensure intervisibility to mitigate this potential conflict. 

 

Rule 7.2.3.7 - Access Design 

 

5.23 Submission #928 Elliot Sinclair (p.8-9) questioned what impact the 

required signage and noise device will have on residential amenity.  I 

agree with the submitter that this type of noise can be unacceptable in 

residential locations and support the inclusion of the following text in 

7.2.3.7 (c) under the Rule column: 

 

If any part of the access lies within 20m of a Residential Zone any 

audio method should not operate between 8pm and 8am. 

 

Issue 14: Are the standards related to rail level crossings appropriate? 

 

Appendix 7.13 - Building setbacks to level crossings 

 

5.24 Submitter #897 KiwiRail raised some initial issues but it is my 

understanding that KiwiRail has advised the Council they are no longer 

pursuing any change to Appendix 7.13, and I therefore make no further 

comment. 

 

 

 

Warren Keith Lloyd 

26 May 2015 

310 CCC
Warren Lloyd with Attachment

page 18 of 24



 

26247845_1.doc  19 
 

Attachment A 

Conferencing Statement 
 

TOPIC 3-ACCESS AND MANOEUVRING STANDARDS, LOADING REQUIREMENTS, 

AND RAIL LEVEL CROSSINGS 

310 CCC
Warren Lloyd with Attachment

page 19 of 24



1 
 

 
 

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 3-ACCESS AND MANOEUVRING STANDARDS, LOADING REQUIREMENTS, AND RAIL LEVEL 
CROSSINGS 

 
Thursday 30 April 2015 

 
1. EXPERT CONFERENCING 
 
Expert conferencing for this topic was held on Thursday 30 April 2015 at the Hearings Venue, 348 
Manchester Street, Christchurch. The session was facilitated by Environment Commissioner David 
Bunting. 
 
2. PARTICIPANTS 
 

Name Representing 

Warren Lloyd 
 

Christchurch City Council #310 

Steve Abley  
Foodstuffs SI Ltd - #705 & FS#1324) & (Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi 
Property Holdings Limited #761 

Andy Carr  The Crown #495 

Andrew Metherell  
 

Bunnings Ltd #725 

Tony Penny 
(For Issue 12 only) 

Calder Stewart #985  
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3. ISSUES DISCUSSED 
 
In this expert conferencing session, the experts agreed that there were no issues requiring 
discussion other than those issues raised in in the Statement of Issues Relating to Transport 
Proposal (Part) dated 13 March 2015.  
 

 

3.1  Statement of Issues:  Issue 12: Are the access and manoeuvring standards 

appropriate? 

  
 
Appendix 7.7, Table 7.10 - Minimum requirements for private ways and vehicle access  
 
The experts agreed that in Appendix 7.7, Table 7.10 - Minimum requirements for private ways and 
vehicle access, a new class of access (activity) should be provided that would enable service access 
for heavy vehicles greater than 8.8 metres in length. The experts agreed that:  

 the maximum width should be 9 metres.  

 the minimum legal width is 6.5 metres and for minimum formed width is 5.5 metres 

 the number of marked parking spaces is nil or not applicable.  
 
The experts agreed that row ‘v’ of Table 7.10  ‘All activities’ should be amended to refer to ‘All 
activities other than service access for heavy vehicles greater than 8.8 metres in length’.  
 
The experts agreed that Table 7.10 should have an additional ‘note 3’ above the table which reads 
‘Where a mix of activities is proposed, the largest relevant dimension is applicable. 
 
Mr Lloyd agreed to refine the table to provide for these amendments.  
 
Follow Up Note: In the post conference finalisation of this Statement Mr Carr, Mr Abley, Mr Lloyd 
and Mr Penny suggested some rewording in the descriptions of the activities in rows iv and v. Mr 
Lloyd will respond to the proposed rewording in his refinement of the table for review and 
confirmation by the other experts. 
 
Appendix 7.7 ‘Access Design and Gradient’ 
 
The experts agreed that in Appendix 7.7 ‘Access Design and Gradient’: 

 In Figure 7.8-‘Illustration showing an inside of a curved vehicle access’   the dimension to the 
inside radius should be aligned with the diagram shown in NZS 2890.1:2004 Figure 2.9 with 
the text reading inside radius’. 

  The caption to the Figure caption should be amended accordingly. 

 Note 1 before Fig 7.8 should also have the word ‘radius’ added to the end of the sentence 
with the word ‘curved’ deleted. 
 

Follow Up Note: During the post conference finalisation of this Statement Mr Lloyd advised that 
following his discussion with the Council on these proposed amendments to Fig 7.8, the Council 
advised that it was their intention to delete this figure in its entirety and instead include a reference 
to ASNZS 2890.1:2004. This was on the basis that this standard provided much more detail than the 
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information contained in the figure. The other experts were requested to provide their confirmation 
of this intended approach. 
 
The experts agreed that amendments should be made to Table 7.11: 

 to differentiate between car parks that are open to the public and those that restricted for 
private use as per standard NZS 2890.1:2004; 

 the word “public car park” should be inserted into rows ‘iv’ and ‘v’. 

 new rows should be added to refer to private car parks (more than 6 parking spaces) with 
maximum gradients of 1 in 4 for vehicle accesses of less than 20 metres length, and 1 in 5 
for vehicle accesses of more than or equal to 20 metres length. 

 
Definition 
 
The experts agreed that there should be a new definition for Private Car Park to read: ‘A car park 
which is not open to the general public or casual users.’ Mr Lloyd offered to check this proposed 
definition for consistency with other parts of the PRDP. 
 
 
Appendix 7.1 Parking Space Requirements 
 
The experts questioned the provenance of row ‘s’ in Table 7.4, “Parking Space Requirements” with  
Mr Carr requesting that it be removed. Mr Lloyd agreed to check the reasoning (if any), for the 
inclusion of this row and to provide further information on these reasons for review and 
confirmation by the other experts   
 
 

3.2  Statement of Issues Issue 13: Is the requirement to design certain 

activities to prevent vehicles reversing onto the transport network too 

onerous?  

 

 
 
The experts understand that the existing provisions in the operative plan are being carried forward. 
There were no concerns expressed about the suitability of these provisions. 
 

3.3   Statement of Issues Issue 14: Are the standards relating to rail level 

crossings appropriate?  

 
 
My Lloyd advised that these matters are being addressed with Kiwi Rail directly and they were 
therefore not discussed. 
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Loading Provisions 

 

3.4   Statement of Issues Issue 10: Are there certain activities that should be required 

to provide more or less loading spaces? 

 
 
A heading should be inserted to the first Table in Appendix 7.3 – ‘Loading Areas’.  This would seem 
to be Table 7.7.  
 
The experts agree that a new activity should be added to Appendix 7.3, Table 7.7 titled ‘Warehouse 
and Distribution’, to provide for the lower loading bay rate required for this activity with the experts 
agreeing that the rate should decrease relative to the size of the activity. The experts proposed that 
the rate of heavy vehicle bays to be provided for activities less than 2,000 square metres GFA could 
be one bay per 1,000 square metres GFA or part thereof, for activities between 2,000 square metres 
and 10,000 square metres GFA one bay per 2,000 square metres GFA or part thereof, and for 
activities greater than 10,000 square metres GFA one bay per 2,750 square metres GFA or part 
thereof. Mr Abley on behalf of Mr Durdin agreed to source further evidence on this matter for the 
experts to confirm the appropriateness of the proposed rates and thresholds. 
 
 
3.5  Statement of Issues Issue 11: Do loading spaces need to be on-site or can off-site 

/ on-street loading be used to meet the loading needs of an activity?  
 

The experts agree that provisions should be included in the PRDP to explicitly recognise that loading 
spaces could be provided off-site (subject to a suitable legal instrument), provided they are within 50 
metres of any part of the subject site and the route between the loading facility and the site does 
not require crossing any road.   
 
The experts agree that loading spaces that are already provided on-street should also be able to be 
utilised as per the provision made within the Central City parts of the operative District Plan. They 
accept that this may lead to a non-compliance with the District Plan in the event that the road 
controlling authority subsequently removed the on-street loading bay. The experts agree that this 
could disadvantage the consent holder and this potential risk is a matter that the applicant should 
carefully consider when proposing to rely on on-street loading. 
 
The experts consider that the absence of a provision specifying location of loading bays within a site 
can create imbalances in the provision between activities. The experts agree that Appendix 7.3 
‘loading areas’, Clause 1E should be amended to read, “any space required for loading other than for 
a residential activity shall be available and conveniently located in relation to the buildings for staff 
and visitors…” 
 
 
3.6  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 30 April 2015 and we have complied with the Code of Conduct for 

Expert Witnesses. 

 
Signed: 
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