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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Jeanette Alice Ward. I am a Chartered Professional 

Engineer (CPEng) and registered under the Chartered Professional 

Engineers New Zealand Act 2002. I am a Member of the Institution of 

Professional Engineers New Zealand (MIPENZ). 

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Engineering Degree in Civil Engineering from the 

University of Canterbury (1997) and have been professionally engaged in 

civil engineering for 18 years in both public and private sectors.  I have 

worked in the traffic engineering and transport planning sector for the last 

10 years. During my career I have prepared and reviewed transport 

assessments including resource consents, plan changes, area plans and 

undertaken traffic engineering design. 

 

1.3 I am an Associate Transportation Engineer with Abley Transportation 

Consultants Limited in Christchurch.  In this capacity, I have been engaged 

by Christchurch City Council (Council) to give traffic related evidence in 

response to submissions related to cycle parking and end of trip facilities. 

 

1.4 In 2011 I undertook a study for the Council,1 regarding the issues and 

options for cycle parking. This informed the identification of amendments 

that could be made to the District Plan provisions to achieve better cycle 

parking outcomes.  In 2013 I undertook a further study,2 to provide 

guidance to the Council regarding the provision of rules for cycle parking 

for the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  The following topic 

areas were included in the scope of the guidance: 

 

(a) Location rules (distance, visibility, convenience); 

(b) Parking design rules (security, weather protection); 

(c) Number of cycle parks (supply rates); 

(d) Type of cycle parks (supply types); and 

(e) Associated facilities (showers and lockers). 

 

                                                   
1
  Transport Plan Change, Cycle Parking Issues and Options Report, ViaStrada Ltd, 2011 (unpublished). 

2
  District Plan Review 2013, Cycle Parking Rules, Abley Transport, 2013 (Unpublished). 
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1.5 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.   

 

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

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Operative Christchurch City Plan; 

(b) Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan; 

(c) Transport Plan Change, Cycle Parking Issues and Options 

Report, ViaStrada Ltd, 2011 (Unpublished); and 

(d) District Plan Review 2013, Cycle Parking Rules, Abley Transport, 

2013 (Unpublished).  

 

2. SCOPE 

 

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

parking and end of trip facilities. My evidence addresses the specific relief 

sought by various submitters on these provisions.  My evidence is 

structured around the issues outlined in the Statement of Issues as follows:  

 

(a) Issue 8: Are the requirements regarding cycle parking 

appropriate? 

(b) Issue 9: Should the pRDP regulate the number of showers and 

lockers for activities that require cycle parking?  

 

2.2 The specific parts of the Transport Proposal that my evidence relates to 

are: 

 

(a) Rule 7.2.3.2 - Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required; 

(b) Appendix 7.2 – Cycle parking facilities; and 

(c) Matters of Discretion 7.3.4 – Minimum number of cycle parking 

facilities required. 
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 In my view historically, and even in recent years, the provision of cycle 

parking in Christchurch, in conjunction with development has generally 

been poorly executed.  

 

3.2 The Operative Christchurch City Plan requires cycle parking but it is silent 

on design and location, except for requiring that all cycle parking should be 

covered.  It also does not differentiate between short stay and long stay 

cycle parking (as opposed to the car parking requirements, which do).  

Short stay cycle parking is generally considered to be short periods of time 

and associated with activities such as shopping or visiting.  Long stay cycle 

parking is associated with employees, residents and students who need to 

park for longer periods of time (e.g. all day).   

 

3.3 I support retaining the 14 May 2015 Revised Proposal (Revised Proposal) 

proposed rules as in my view the specific requirements for the design and 

location of cycle parking are necessary to avoid substandard outcomes.  I 

consider that the requirements in Appendix 7.2 of the Revised Proposal 

are best practice and are not onerous.  They essentially provide a design 

checklist for applicants when preparing their site layout.  In my view, the 

rules promote good quality cycle parking, whilst not stifling innovation and 

are generally consistent with the cycle parking rules for the central city 

introduced in 2013 as part of 'An Accessible City'. 

 

3.4 There are no requirements for end of trip facilities, beyond cycle parking, 

in the Operative Christchurch City Plan.  A requirement for showers and 

lockers where activities provide cycle parking had been proposed in the 

notified Transport Proposal.  However this requirement is now only for 

showers as the locker requirement proposal has been deleted in the 

Revised Proposal.   

 

3.5 The requirement for end of trips (beyond cycle parking) in District Plans is 

also being proposed in Hamilton City and Auckland as a means to 

encourage more sustainable travel options.  Many states in Australia also 

have requirements in their equivalent planning regulations.  
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3.6 I believe that showers in a building, for staff who have cycled, should be 

required by the District Plan as a method to meet the Transport Objectives 

and ultimately the purpose of the RMA.   

 

3.7 I consider that offices and large scale activities such as retail/commercial 

complexes, universities and hospitals are the key activities where showers 

should be provided for staff as an end of trip facility. 

 

3.8 Overall it is my view that the shower requirement in the Revised Proposal 

is set at sensible thresholds that will capture the intent of the rule; the 

intention being to provide end of trip facilities for the scale of activities 

where a high number of staff may choose to cycle to work and wish to 

shower on arrival.   

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 In my view historically, and even in recent years, the provision of cycle 

parking in Christchurch in conjunction with development has generally 

been poorly executed.  For example; cycle parking has often been under 

supplied in terms of demand, cycle stands have not always sufficiently 

supported the frame of the bicycle so people don’t use them, and/ or the 

parks have been located too far from public entrances and often in unlit 

areas.  The Operative Christchurch City Plan requires cycle parking but it 

is silent on design and location, except for requiring that all cycle parking 

should be covered.  My observation is that, in practice, Rule 2.2.6 (a) of 

Part 13 Volume 3 of the Operative City Plan, which requires cycle parking, 

has rarely been adhered to since the rule was introduced. The majority of 

on-site cycle parking I have encountered in Christchurch in recent years is 

not covered.  Attachment 1 provides examples of desirable and poor cycle 

parking outcomes. 

 

4.2 The Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan 2012 - 2042 (Council, 2012) 

sets the vision for transport in Christchurch over the next 30 years.  The 

Plan seeks to:  

 

"Create opportunities to develop a cycle network during the city’s 

rebuild, to make it easier to use bicycles. This will include creating 
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quiet streets, shared footpaths and developing dedicated major 

cycleways that support Christchurch becoming a cycle city".   

 

4.3 Cycle parking is therefore important to support this vision.  

 

4.4 The philosophy that I took when advising Council on the development of 

rules in the pRDP was that they needed to avoid the poor cycle parking 

outcomes referred to above in 4.1 and promote good quality cycle parking, 

whilst not stifling innovation.  It was also an opportunity to achieve 

consistency with the cycle parking rules for the Central City introduced in 

2013 as part of An Accessible City. 

 

5. OUTCOMES OF CONFERENCING  

 

5.1 I was involved in the expert conferencing session relating to cycle parking, 

held on the afternoon of Thursday 30 April 2015.  A conferencing report 

signed by the experts that were in attendance and dated 14 May 2015 is 

attached to my evidence at Attachment 2.  I have referred to the 

conferencing report in my evidence below, as appropriate.  A follow up (un-

facilitated) conferencing session was held on 19 May 2015 to discuss 

outstanding issues from the initial session, with the statement that is 

attached to this evidence only being signed by all experts on 26 May 2015 

(ie, the same date as this evidence). 

 

5.2 In summary the experts (including myself) agreed on the following:  

 

(a) that the notified plan definition of ‘gross floor area’ should be 

amended to read, ‘for the purposes of calculating car and cycle 

parking spaces only…’ 

(b) that the notified plan provisions for cycle parking at schools should 

be modified to require 1 cycle parking space per 7 students for 

Years 8 and below and 1 cycle parking space per 5 students for 

Years 9 and above. 

(c) that in Table 7.5, ‘b’ and ‘c’ the term ‘student capacity’ should be 

replaced by ‘students’ and ‘FTE students’ respectively.   

(d) initially (at the facilitated mediation) that there may be a case for a 

proportion of visitor cycle parking to be covered above a certain 
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threshold. The experts agreed that this would only be applicable to 

activities where visitors stayed for longer periods of time. At the 

follow up Conferencing on 19 May the experts agreed there was 

insufficient justification and supporting information to demonstrate 

that the introduction of such a rule would have a material benefit in 

encouraging cycle use compared to the covering of 

staff/student/resident cycle parking.  Consequently the experts did 

not support the inclusion of such a rule.  

(e) to amend 7.2.3.2 Rule 2 to be consistent with the wording of Rule 

1 and include in the words, ‘at least the minimum number of cycle 

parks and facilities…’  

(f) that an assessment matter should be included stating that cycle 

parking demand assessments can be considered where 

appropriate.  At the follow up conferencing session the experts 

agreed that the assessment matter should be "Whether the 

number of cycle parking spaces and end of trip facilities 

provided are sufficient considering the nature of the activity 

on the site and anticipated demand for cycling" 

(g) that the requirement to provide lockers at activities should not be 

included within the pRDP. 

 

5.3 The only outstanding issues from both sessions were related to the 

requirement for showers as follows: 

 

(a) All but one of the experts agreed that in principle a rule to require 

showers for some activities (but not all activities) should be 

included in the pRDP, provided the threshold and rates are set at 

an appropriate level; and 

(b) At the follow up Conferencing Session all but one of the experts 

who had supported showers in principle supported applying the 

end of trip facilities rule to the following activities: in the Tertiary 

Education and Research facilities (row c in table 7.5), Hospitals 

(row o in table 7.5), Offices (row s in table 7.5), Retail Activities 

and Commercial Services" (Rows bb to ee in Table 7.5). 
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6. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS 

 

6.1 I have assessed the specific relief sought by each submitter, insofar as it 

relates to the provisions of the Transport Proposal that I have been asked 

to consider.   

 

6.2 My assessment is set out in Sections 7 to 10 of my evidence under the 

following headings: 

 

(a) Cycle Parking Location and Design (Issue 8); 

(b) Cycle Parking Supply Rates (Issue 8); 

(c) Cycle Parking Assessment Matters (Issue 8); and 

(d) End of Trip Facilities (Issue 9). 

 

7. CYCLE PARKING LOCATION AND DESIGN (PART OF ISSUE 8) 

 

7.1 Cycle parking is already required in the Operative Christchurch City Plan 

for a range of activities, but does not differentiate between short stay and 

long stay cycle parking (as opposed to the car parking requirements, which 

do).  Short stay cycle parking is generally considered to be short periods of 

time and associated with activities such as shopping or visiting.  Long stay 

cycle parking is associated with employees, residents and students who 

need to park for longer periods of time (e.g. all day).  This is consistent with 

the approach taken to car parking.  There are also no requirements as to 

where the cycle parking should be located or the design of the parking 

(with the exception of Volume 3, Part 13, Appendix 3 and the requirement 

to be covered). 

 

7.2 The provisions relating to cycle parking location and design are set out in 

Appendix 7.2 of Chapter 7 of the pRDP. 

 

7.3 Two submitters3 have stated that given the highly specific requirement for 

the design of cycle parking infrastructure in the pRDP, it is inevitable that 

non-compliances will occur and justification through the resource consent 

process will be required.  The submitters seek that the prescriptive cycle 

parking design requirements at Appendix 7.2 be deleted.    
                                                   
3
  Scentre New Zealand Limited (742), Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd Kiwi Property Trust (761) 
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7.4 I support retaining the Revised Proposal proposed rules as in my view the 

specific requirements for the design and location of cycle parking are 

necessary to avoid substandard outcomes.  I consider that the 

requirements in Appendix 7.2 are best practice and as a result are not 

onerous.  They essentially provide a design checklist for applicants.  In the 

studies I undertook in 2011 and 2013 (as set out at para 1.4 of my 

evidence) I identified that the key aspects of cycle parking are the 

following: 

 

(a) Distance; 

(b) Visibility; 

(c) Convenience; 

(d) Type of stand; 

(e) Security; and 

(f) Weather protection. 

 

7.5 I will give a brief explanation of these below to provide some context to the 

proposed rules. 

 

 Distance 

 

7.6 Determining the acceptable distance of cycle parking facilities from the 

final destination depends on the purpose of the trip and duration of the 

cycle parking.4 For short term parking the Danish Cyclists Federation found 

that the proximity to the entrance of the destination building is important.  

Rules to reflect this are proposed in the Transport Proposal and are 

consistent with the cycle parking rules introduced in 2013 for the central 

city (Rule 2.4.3 of Part 13, Volume 3 of the Operative City Plan that applies 

to all zones within the Central City).  The proposed rule related to ‘distance’ 

in the Revised Proposal (Appendix 7.2) is as follows: 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
4
  The Danish Cyclists Federation – Bicycle Parking Manual, Celis and Bolling-Ladegaard, 2008 
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1. Visitor cycle parking facilities shall be provided as follows: 

… 

(h) Cycle parking facilities shall be located as close as possible to and 

no more than 30 metres from at least one main pedestrian public 

entrance to the building/activity. However, the requirement to provide 

visitor cycle parking does not apply to a building on a key pedestrian 

frontage that has no setback from the road frontage, which results in 

there being no space for the visitor cycle parking to be provided within 

30 metres of at least one main pedestrian public entrance. 

 

7.7 Further to the rule, a note has been relocated  to Appendix 7.2  in the 

Revised Proposal to reflect the situation of there being more than one 

entrance to a building as follows:   

 

Note: Where there is more than one public entrance to the 

building, it is recommended that visitor cycle parking is 

apportioned between the entrances in accordance with their 

potential usage. 

 

7.8 This note is consistent to the approach taken to the rule for queuing length 

for cars, when there is more than one site access and the queue length 

can be apportioned between accesses. 

 

Visibility 

 

7.9 In addition to the location of the cycle parking relative to the destination, 

cycle parking is unlikely to be used unless it is highly conspicuous when 

approaching the destination, such that cyclists can spot it immediately from 

the street.5 All of the best practice documents I reviewed recommended 

that the cycle parking facility must be visible to cyclists either from the 

street or from the public entrance to the building, preferably both.   

 

7.10 All other factors being equal, the easier the facility is to spot, the more 

likely it is that bicycles will be parked in the stands provided. This avoids 

bicycle being locked to areas not designed for that purpose and potentially 

                                                   
5
  The Bicycle Parking Manual Handbook, Bicycle Victoria, 2004. 
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blocking footpaths etc.  Good signage and directions further enhance the 

visibility of the bicycle parking facility.  Where cycle parks are not visible to 

users arriving at the site they should be clearly signed.6 

 

7.11 In my view, Appendix 7.2(e) of the Revised Proposal relating to 'visibility' 

reflects this: 

 

1. Visitor cycle parking facilities shall be provided as follows: 

… 

(e) Cycle parking facilities shall be clearly signposted or visible to 

cyclists entering the site. 

 

7.12  It is consistent with cycle parking Rule 2.4.3 of Part 13, Volume 3 of the 

Operative City Plan for all zones within the central city.  

 

 Convenience 

 

7.13 Although similar to the distance aspect, convenience relates to the location 

of the parking being convenient to the user, such as the cyclists not having 

to deviate too far from the route that they must take between the cycle park 

entrance and the building entrance. Another example is when the path to 

the parking stand may be blocked by objects such as planter boxes.   

 

7.14 I consider that the distance requirement in the Revised Proposal (Appendix 

7.2 (1)(f)) will contribute greatly to the convenience aspect and, in my view, 

the requirement related to making the parking accessible will further 

enhance convenience (Appendix 7.2 (2)(b)): 

 

1. Visitor cycle parking facilities shall be provided as follows: 

… 

(f) Cycle parking facilities shall be located so as not to impede 

pedestrian thoroughfares including areas used by people whose 

mobility or visually vision is impaired restricted persons. 

 

2.  Staff/students/residents facilities shall be provided as follows: 

                                                   
6
  Cambridge Cycling Campaign, 2008. 
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… 

(b) Staff/residents/students cycle parking facilities shall be located 

so it is easily accessible for staff, residents or students of the 

activity. 

 

… 

(d) Where a stand is provided, it shall meet the visitor cycle 

parking requirements in (1) except for (e) and (h). 

 

7.15 The above provisions are consistent with cycle parking Rule 2.4.3 of Part 

13, Volume 3 of the Operative City Plan for all zones within the central city.   

 

 Type of stand  

 

7.16 To sufficiently support a bicycle frame the cycle park must support the front 

wheel and the frame.  I consider that cycle stands that support / grip only 

the wheel should not be used, as they can cause the wheel to buckle.  The 

stand should never cause the bicycle wheel to buckle, or in any other way 

damage the bicycle.  The provisions relating to 'type of stand' in the 

Revised Proposal Appendix 7.2 reflect this:  

 

1. Visitor cycle parking facilities shall be provided as follows: 

… 

(c) Stands shall support the bicycle frame and front wheel. 

 

(d) Stands shall allow the bicycle frame to be secured. 

 

2.  Staff/students/residents facilities shall be provided as follows: 

… 

(b) Where a stand is provided, it shall meet the visitor cycle 

parking requirements in (1) except for (e) and (h). 

 

7.17 The above provisions are consistent with cycle parking Rule 2.4.3 of Part 

13, Volume 3 of the Operative City Plan for all zones within the central city.   

 

7.18 In the case of cycle parking where the bicycle is hung from the front wheel 

(known as vertical parking), I consider that Appendix 7.2 1(c) above (that 
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requires the stand to support the bicycle frame and wheel) will still be met.  

This is because the bicycle is supported without risk of the wheel being 

damaged.  Therefore, in my view, the rules do not preclude the use of 

vertical parking. 

 

Security 

 

7.19 I consider that the key security requirements of cycle parking are that the 

stand cannot be removed and that the stand is located where it will be 

naturally observed.7 The proposed rules related to ‘security’ in the Revised 

Proposal (Appendix 7.2) are as follows: 

 

1. Visitor cycle parking facilities shall be provided as follows: 

… 

(c). Stands shall be securely anchored to an immovable object. 

 

(d) Stands shall allow the bicycle frame to be secured. 

 

2.  Staff/students/residents facilities shall be provided as follows: 

… 

(c). Located in a covered, secured area that is not open to the 

general public. 

 

(d) Where a stand is provided, it shall meet the visitor cycle 

parking requirements in (1) except for (e) and (h). 

 

7.20 These are consistent with cycle parking Rule 2.4.3 of Part 13, Volume 3 of 

the Operative City Plan for all zones within the central city.   

 

7.21 One submitter8 has sought that each wheel of the bicycle should be able to 

be secured to the cycle park.  The proposed rules seek that the frame and 

the front wheel are supported by the stand.  This is required for stability 

and reflects the fact the front wheel is the easiest to steal as it often has a 

quick release lever and is not attached to the chain.  In my view, the 

proposed rules also allow innovation in cycle stand design as can be seen 

                                                   
7
  Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 

8
  Generation Zero 
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in Attachment 2.   In my opinion, the requirement sought by the submitter 

that each wheel should be able to be secured to the cycle park is not 

required for stability reasons.  Further, I am of the view that a cyclist's own 

locking device can be used to secure both wheels together to minimise risk 

of rear wheel theft. 

 

Weather protection 

 

7.22 The provision of covered cycle stands is not simply to avoid a wet seat for 

cyclists. Covered stands also allow items such as helmets and lights to 

remain attached to the cycle (avoiding the need for the cyclist to carry 

these around) without risk of being exposed to rain (or sun).  It is noted that 

while a cycle may get wet cycling in the rain, the duration of a cycle trip, 

particularly for commuter trips, is likely to be substantially less than the 

length of time the cycle is parked outside in the rain if the park is not 

covered.   

 

7.23 In addition, bicycles that are unprotected from the weather are likely to 

deteriorate faster.  Parts will wear and rust, paint work will fade, and tyres 

will perish ahead of time with long-term exposure to the sun and rain.  In 

cars the mechanical components are protected, whereas bicycle 

componentry is typically not protected. On this basis cycle parks that 

provide for regular long term parking should in my view be covered.   

 

7.24 Long stay parking is considered to be associated with staff, students and 

residents as discussed in paragraph 7.1 above.  Covering the stand 

therefore provides an appropriate level of service (i.e. this distinguishes the 

differing need between short stay and long stay cycle parking).  The 

proposed provision related to ‘weather protection’ in the Revised Proposal 

(Appendix 7.2) is as follows: 

 

2.  Staff/students/residents facilities shall be provided as follows: 

… 

(c) Located in a covered, secured area that is not open to the 

general public. 
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7.25 This is consistent with cycle parking Rule 2.4.3 of Part 13, Volume 3 of the 

Operative City Plan for all zones within the central city.   

 

7.26 Submitters #11499 and #116610 have sought that all cycle parking be 

covered.  This matter was considered as part of the Expert Conferencing, 

including the scenario of covering some cycle parking above a certain 

threshold for longer stay visitor cycle parking such as Entertainment 

Facilities (which are currently not required to be covered under the Revised 

Proposal).  However the experts agreed that there was insufficient 

justification and supporting information to demonstrate that the introduction 

of covered parking for all cycle parks would have a material benefit in 

encouraging cycle use compared to the covering of cycle parking for 

clearly longer stay activities (for example staff/student/resident cycle 

parking).  Consequently the experts, including myself, did not support the 

inclusion of such a rule. 

 

8. CYCLE PARKING SUPPLY RATES (PART OF ISSUE 8) 

 

8.1 The supply rates for cycle parking are currently contained within Table 1 of 

Part 13, Volume 3 of the Operative City Plan. This table also includes the 

car parking requirements.  The car parking rates in this table reflect the 

visitor and staff components of car parking however, the cycle parking 

requirement is one rate for all users.  Appendix 7.2, Table 7.5 of the 

Revised Proposal introduces separate requirements for visitors and staff to 

reflect the different needs they have as cyclists (i.e. short term and long 

term). This is consistent with the car parking requirements.   

 

8.2 In my 2013 study I reviewed the approach to cycle parking provision from a 

planning perspective in a range of cities, both in New Zealand and 

internationally.  Overall there was a wide variation in the supply and many 

required rates were expressed in different units, e.g. per Gross Floor Area 

(GFA), per number of beds, per number of staff.   

 

8.3 Unlike car parking, where (as I understand it) parking surveys are regularly 

undertaken, there is limited data available on cycle parking demand.  For 

                                                   
9
  Generation Zero (1149) 

10
  John Shrewsbury (1166) 
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Christchurch a pragmatic approach was taken to establishing the minimum 

supply rates taking into account the following: 

 

(a) known issues with current supply rates; 

(b) scenario testing;   

(c) the direction and desired outcomes of the regional and local transport 

strategies with respect to cycling; and 

 

8.4 In a comparison between the Operative Christchurch City Plan supply 

requirements and the pRDP supply requirements, in most cases the pRDP 

rates resulted in a cycle parking supply number greater than the current 

operative provisions, in some cases albeit slightly.  The few cases where the 

number of cycle parks required decreased under the pRDP were generally 

based on the test cases where current provision was shown to be 

unreasonable, for example preschools.  

 

8.5 Submitters11, in addition to opposing the proposed design and location 

rules, also seek that Rule 7.2.3.2 be confined to the minimum supply of 

covered cycle parking for developments (at the rates set out in the 

Operative Christchurch City Plan, 2.2.1 Parking Spaces Table 1).   

 

8.6 There are two reasons that I do not support rolling over the operative 

supply requirements.  Firstly they do not differentiate between short and 

long stay cycle parking requirements, and secondly some of the rates are 

considered too low for the likely demand, for example offices. 

 

8.7 One submitter12 opposes the adoption of cycle parking requirements based 

on staff numbers, as staff numbers are often not known at the time of 

lodging an application and/or can fluctuate greatly based on operating 

needs.  The submitter proposes to remove any staff based rates and 

replace them with rates based on more appropriate measures.  I agree 

with this submission in respect to some activities and have revised the 

units of measurement for the activities listed below (as they are referred to 

in Table 7.5): 

 

(a) All entertainment activities; 

                                                   
11

  Scentre New Zealand Limited (742), Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd Kiwi Property Trust (761) 
12

  Urbis TPD Limited 
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(b) Other Health Care Facilities; 

(c) Other Industrial activities; 

(d) Care Facilities. 

 

8.8 However, in my view, staff based rates should remain for the other 

activities listed below because the nature of these activities is such that the 

staff numbers are known early in the development of the site: 

 

(a) Preschool; 

(b) Tertiary Education and Research Activities; 

(c) Guest Accommodation activities. 

 

8.9 Submitter #75613 has sought that ‘student hostel accommodation’ is moved 

from ‘education activities’ to ‘residential activities’ in Table 7.5.  I agree with 

this submission and the Revised Proposal has been amended to reflect 

this. I note that the unit of measurement has been amended from 

bedrooms to beds to be consistent with the car parking unit of 

measurement.  

 

8.10 Submitters #756 and #79714 have sought that under Tertiary Education and 

Research Activities in Table 7.5, ‘student capacity’ is replaced with a rate 

that reflects the mix of full time and part time students.  This was discussed 

at the Expert Conferencing and the experts agreed that the measure of a 

Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student is more appropriate.  I accept this, and 

‘student capacity’ has been replaced with ‘FTE Students’ in the Revised 

Proposal. 

 

8.11 Submitter #49515 has sought that Community Housing Redevelopment 

Mechanism (CHRM) and Enhanced Development Mechanism (EDM) are 

added as activities in Table 7.5 under ‘residential activities’ and that the 

supply rate is as per the LURP requirement.  I agree with this submission 

and the Revised Proposal now reflects this.  

 

8.12 Submitter #495 has sought that a rate for Emergency Services is included 

in the Transport Proposal and proposed that a rate of 1 visitor cycle 

                                                   
13

  Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of Technology 
14

  University of Canterbury 
15

  The Crown (495) 
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park/1000m2 GFA be included.  This matter has been discussed in more 

detail with the submitter and it was agreed that any new rate be applied to 

Fire Stations and Ambulance Stations only as these facilities have less 

intense staffing levels than other emergency services such as Police 

stations (which are more like an office), with the rates shown below agreed 

with the submitter. These changes have been made to the Revised 

Proposal.  

 

Activity Visitor cycle park Staff/ residents/students 

cycle parks 

Fire Stations and 

Ambulance Stations 

1 space/ 

emergency service 

vehicle bay  

1 space/ emergency 

service vehicle bay 

 

8.13 Submitter #88616 has sought an exemption from the cycle parking rules for 

quarries.  Council has proposed applying the ‘general industrial’ cycle 

parking rates to quarrying activities rather than provide an exemption. I 

support this approach. A new activity of Quarrying and ancillary aggregate 

processing activity to reflect this has been added to Table 7.5 of the 

Revised Proposal at a rate of 1 visitor cycle park/1000m2 GFA and 1 staff 

cycle park/500m2 GFA be included.17   

 

Activity Visitor cycle park Staff/ 

residents/students 

cycle parks 

Quarrying activity and 

ancillary aggregate 

processing activity  

1 space/ 1000m2 

GFA  

1 space/ 500 m2 GFA 

 

 

8.14 Submitter #49518 has sought that the rates of supply for schools are 

revised to be less rigorous and initially requested that the requirement be 

replaced with "Sufficient cycle parks shall be provided to meet the on-going 

demand from the school students and staff".  I do not accept that approach 

                                                   
16

  Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (886) 
17

  David Falconer evidence, paragraph 20.2. 
18

  The Crown (495) 
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as it introduces an inconsistent approach for one activity from all the others 

within Table 7.5, but have revised the cycle parking rates for schools as 

shown below, and this has been accepted by the submitter. 

 

Activity Visitor cycle park Staff/residents/students 

cycle parks 

 

Schools 

 

1 space/30 of 

student capacity 

students (year 6 8 

and below) 

1 space/5 FTE 7  

students (year 6 8 and 

below) 

1 space/100 of 

student capacity 

students (year 7 9 

and above) 

1 space/ 1.5 FTE 5 

students (year  7 9 and 

above)  

 

8.15 Submitter #74519 seeks an exemption from Table 7.5 for the activity 

‘Retirement Villages’ as they believe it is unclear as to whether the rules 

apply to retirement villages. I agree that the rule is unclear.  However I do 

not support an exemption and instead, in order to address the submitters 

concern, I recommend that an activity "Retirement villages (excluding 

the care facility components)" is included within Table 7.5 under 

residential activities. I also recommend no requirement for residents cycle 

parking but a requirement for visitors cycle parking at the same rate as 

social housing. 

 

9. CYCLE PARKING ASSESSMENT MATTER (PART OF ISSUE 8) 

 

9.1 Submitters #74220 and #76121 have sought additional assessment matters 

in 7.3.4 as follows: 

 

(a) The extent to which the supply meets anticipated demands. 

(b) The extent to which alternative cycle parking is available within 

easy walking distance of the development. 

                                                   
19

  Ryman Healthcare Limited (745) 
20

  Scentre New Zealand Limited (742),  
21

  Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd Kiwi Property Trust (761) 
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(c) Whether the activity will generate more or less cycle parking 

demand than is required by this Plan. 

 

9.2 In my view, proposal (b) is already captured in the proposed pRDP in the 

matter of discretion at 7.3.4 (Matter 1), which states that: 

 

 Whether adequate alternative, safe and secure cycle parking and 

end of trip facilities (such as showers and lockers), that meet the 

needs of the intended users, are available in a nearby location 

that is readily accessible. 

 

9.3 I consider that the relief sought by this submitter would introduce 

duplication into the matter of discretion. 

 

9.4 Proposal (a) and (c) are related to supply.  Assessment matters of this 

nature would provide flexibility but any change to the required amount 

would have to be accompanied by an assessment of demand.  This was 

discussed at the Expert Conferencing and the experts agreed an 

assessment matter of this nature should be included.  An additional matter 

was included in 7.3.4. of the Revised Proposal. However, subsequent to 

the publishing of the Revised Proposal, the experts met and proposed the 

matter be worded as follows:  

 

Whether the number of cycle parking spaces and end of trip 

facilities provided are sufficient considering the nature of the 

activity on the site and anticipated demand for cycling. 

 

10. END OF TRIP FACILITIES (ISSUE 9) 

 

10.1 There are no requirements for end of trip facilities, beyond cycle parking, in 

the Operative Christchurch City Plan.  A requirement for showers and 

lockers where activities provide cycle parking had been proposed in the 

pRDP.  However as will be discussed below this requirement is now only 

for showers and the locker requirement in the proposal has been deleted.   

 

10.2 The requirement for end of trips (beyond cycle parking) in District Plans is 

also being proposed in Hamilton City and Auckland as a means to 
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encourage more sustainable travel options.  Many states in Australia also 

have requirements in their equivalent planning regulations. 

 

10.3 The range of activities that the shower requirement applies to has also 

been reduced as discussed in 10.20 to 10.21 below. 

 

 Lockers 

 

10.4 Submitters22 have sought that the requirement for lockers are deleted.  

Although lockers could be a factor in people’s decision to cycle I believe 

that it is more difficult to require lockers in the District Plan as they are a 

piece of furniture (that can be retrofitted) rather than a part of the building 

and alternative methods are available to achieve the same intent as 

lockers.  I therefore accept that the requirement for lockers should be 

removed from the Transport Proposal, and this deletion has been made in 

the Revised Proposal.  I note that Hamilton City Council had notified a 

proposed District Plan requiring showers, changing rooms, and lockers but 

have now deleted lockers from their revised District Plan which is now at 

the appeals stage. 

 

 Showers – in the District Plan? 

 

10.5 A number of submitters23 have sought that the requirement for showers are 

deleted.  Submitters oppose the requirement for showers and have noted 

that this requirement is substantially above the Building Code requirement.  

Submitters consider the need for resource consent should not be triggered 

because showers are not provided.   

 

10.6 The key question that needs to be answered with respect to showers being 

included in the District Plan is "will requiring showers and lockers 

implement the Transport Policies and subsequently the Transport 

                                                   
22

  Crown (495) pages 129-130, Bunnings Limited (725) page 19, Scentre New Zealand Limited (742) page 15, Kiwi Property 
Holdings Ltd Kiwi Property Trust (761) page 20,   University of Canterbury (797) page 11, Environ Projects Ltd and Luney 
Developments Ltd (810) page 8, Urbis (1074) page 5, Papanui Properties Limited (1188) page 9, NZIA Canterbury Branch (307) 
page 8, Andrew Evans (1181) page 4. 

23
  Crown (495) pages 129-130, Bunnings Limited (725) page 19, Scentre New Zealand Limited (742) page 15, Kiwi Property 

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

Management Act which is ‘to promote the sustainable management of 

natural and physical resources’"? 

 

10.7 Transport Objective 7.1.1.1 is the key objective to consider. This seeks an 

Integrated Transport System that achieves a number of aspects, the fifth 

aspect being, iv: that reduces dependency on private motor vehicles and 

promoting the use of public and active transport.   

 

10.8 The question becomes: will providing showers in the workplace contribute 

to reducing dependency on private motor vehicles and promote the use of 

public and active transport? 

 

10.9 Quantitative empirical data on the impact of showers (and lockers) on 

encouraging people to cycle rather than to drive to work is extremely 

limited.  However research into the usage of facilities and stated 

preference studies have been undertaken to establish the influence of 

providing end of trip facilities on the tendency to cycle.  A number of 

international and New Zealand studies are discussed below, these are 

focused on the cycle commuter trip (i.e. staff and students).  I also refer to 

the evidence of Mr Peter Nunns for the Council who also covers this in 

detail. 

 

10.10 There are a number of studies from the UK, USA and Canada, as 

summarised in a Transit Co-operative Research Report.24  They generally 

conclude that providing destination facilities such as showers and lockers 

to encourage more cycling to work is important.  Local governments in the 

USA have, over the past few decades, been changing local zoning 

ordinances (District Plans) to encourage bicycle parking and cyclist 

showers in new large office buildings with the goal of increasing bicycle 

commuting.  This appears to have inspired a study,25  where an analysis of 

5091 commuters in the Washington region indicated that:  

 

                                                   
24  Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Traveler Response to Transportation System Changes TRANSIT COOPERATIVE  

RESEARCH PROGRAM, 2012 
25  Ralph Buehler (2012) Determinants of bicycle commuting in the Washington, DC region: The role of bicycle parking, 

cyclist showers and free car parking at work.   
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"bike parking and cyclist showers at work are associated with more 

bike commuting—even after controlling for other determinants of 

cycling to work. The combined supply of bike parking, clothes lockers, 

and cyclist showers had a statistically stronger influence on bike 

commuting than the provision of bike parking only. Compared to no 

trip-end facilities for cyclists, both, bike parking and showers combined 

and bike parking alone are related to more bike commuting." 

 

10.11 In 2011 the NZ Transport Agency commissioned research26 into what type 

of cycling infrastructure is required to attract new cyclists.  The research 

involved survey questionnaires and focus groups.  It was found that safety 

was the most significant issue for potential cyclists, particularly in relation 

to vehicle driver behaviour and traffic volume. However, other issues were 

also significant, including having facilities at the destination for showering 

and changing.  The NZ Transport Agency research pointed out that:  

 

"one of the differences between using active transport modes to 

commute, compared with driving or using public transport, is the 

commuter’s level of exercise.  Some people want to be able to 

shower and change their clothes after this type of exercise. The 

workplaces that the focus groups were recruited from varied on 

this issue, and the degree to which the lack of these facilities 

could present a barrier also varied. Several people said they 

would be cycling to work/study for transport, rather than for 

exercise, and would therefore cycle at a rate that would result in 

little perspiration and therefore no need to take a shower or 

change their clothes." 

 

10.12 In the NZ Transport Agency study above, a focus group was asked what 

factors would encourage cycling to the University of Canterbury. 20% of 

respondents stated that having more easily accessible showers would 

encourage them to cycle. 

 

                                                   
26

  Kingham, Taylor and Koorey (2011) Assessment of the type of cycling infrastructure required to attract new cyclists, 
October 2011, NZ Transport Agency research report 449   
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10.13 In 2014 Auckland Transport undertook a survey27 of 1,250 people to gauge 

usage and attitudes towards cycling and walking, motivators and barriers 

influencing walking and cycling activity and the propensity to increase 

walking (as a transport mode) and/or cycling.  One of the questions asked 

was: 

 

"Sometimes people tell us there are things that stop them from 

cycling. When it comes to cycling in Auckland, which of these 

statements apply to you? 

 

10.14 Of the results from the ‘pre-primed’ component to the survey group (those 

who do not currently cycle to work and have not really thought about it) 

13% stated that the provision of showering and storage facilities at 

work/study would contribute to motivating them to cycle (questions on the 

provision of storage and showering facilities were not separated in the 

study). 

 

10.15 The studies indicate that the provision of showers and lockers is an 

important factor in people’s decision on whether to cycle to work/study.  It 

is acknowledged that the studies are based on people’s opinions and 

preferences, and that empirical data does not exist and would be difficult to 

obtain.  However on balance I believe that showers in a building, for staff 

who have cycled, should be required by the District Plan as a method to 

meet the Transport Objectives and ultimately the purpose of the RMA.   

 

10.16 It is appreciated that office developments are likely to be recognising the 

need for showers and providing showers for staff particularly as there may 

be a need for showers for employees after exercise (running/gym) during 

the day.  This raises the argument that, if showers are already being 

provided, why regulate? However, equally, if they are being provided then 

what is the harm regulating? The latter will at least capture the cases 

where none are being provided. 

 

                                                   
27

  Auckland Transport Active Modes Research Report, 2014  
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 Showers – requirement details  

 

10.17 I have concluded that the District Plan should require showers for staff as 

an end of trip requirement.  This was also the view of all but one of the 

experts during the conferencing.   It then becomes a question of how the 

requirement is implemented.   

 

10.18 It is important to note that the Building Code requires showers for staff for 

only some types of activities as set out in Acceptable Solution G1/AS1- 

Table 2. The activities are ‘industrial’ and ‘places of active recreation’.  It is 

noted that the industrial rate in the Building Code is based on staff 

numbers and requires 1 shower if there are between 1 and 7 staff and 2 

showers if there are between 8 and 16 staff and then 1 per every 10 staff 

after that.  That requirement is higher than what is proposed in the pRDP. 

 

10.19 Activities that do not require showers for staff under the Building Code are: 

 

(a) Commercial; 

(b) Amusement parks; 

(c) Shopping plazas;  

(d) Libraries; 

(e) Transport terminals; 

(f) Coffee bars, tea rooms, restaurants, bars and night clubs; 

(g) Offices; 

(h) Banks; 

(i) Communal non-residential (including Universities); 

(j) Community Service and Community Care (including hospitals); 

(k) Hotels, hostels, motels, prisons, boarding houses; and 

(l) Camping grounds, motor camps, caravan parks. 

 

10.20 From the list above I consider that offices and large scale activities such as 

retail complexes, universities and hospitals are the key activities where 

showers should be provided for staff as an end of trip facility.  The 

proposed requirements in the Revised Proposal are shown below: 
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10.21 At the follow up (facilitated) Conferencing Session the matter of aligning 

the activities that require showers with the same names of the activities 

requiring cycle parking (in Table 7.5) was discussed.  Specifically the 

Revised Proposal refers to ‘Commercial Services’ in Table 7.6 whereas 

Table 7.5 does not.  This would require applicants to check the definition of 

Commercial Services to determine if Table 7.6 applied to their activity.  All 

but one of the experts who had supported showers in principle supported 

applying the end of trip facilities rule to activities outlined below: 

 

(a) Tertiary Education and Research facilities (row c in table 7.5); 

(b) Hospitals (row o in table 7.5);  

(c) Offices (row s in table 7.5); and  

(d) Retail Activities and Commercial Services (Rows bb to ee in Table 

7.5).   

 

10.22 As set out in the joint conferencing statement, I support this amendment. 

 

10.23 To determine when the requirement would be triggered I undertook an 

assessment (based on the proposed cycle park supply rates in the Revised 

Proposal) and established the scale of activity that requires more than 10 

staff cycle parks. The table below shows the results of this assessment.  

The table shows for example that only a retail activity of more than 

8,250m2 GFA would require showers for staff: 
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Activity

Tertiary Education and Research
Activities 44 FTE Staff

Hospitals 3300 m2 GFA

Offices 1100 m2 GFA

Commercial Services 1100 m2 GLFA

Factory Shops, Retail Activities in Retail 

Park Zones

12000 m2 GLFA

Food and Beverage Outlets 6000 m2 PFA

Other Retail Activities,  if not specified 

above

8250 m2 GLFA

Scale that triggers >10 

staff spaces

 

 

10.24 The rule will need to include a note as follows: 

 

Showers only need to be shown on building consent plans. If 

the activity requires resource consent, the location and 

design of any required showers do not need to be shown at 

that stage as long as the application states the number of 

showers proposed to be provided. 

 

10.25 The purpose of the note is to confirm that applicants do not have to provide 

an unnecessary level of prescriptiveness at the resource consent stage. 

 

10.26 A further note will be required to clarify the calculation in Table 7.6 when 

staff cycle park numbers are not exactly in multiples of 10. This kind of 

note is also provided to clarify the calculation of car and cycle parks 

numbers. 

 

10.27 One submitter28 seeks to remove any reference to student in Table 7.6.  

The reference to student in Table 7.6 has been removed in the Revised 

Transport proposal.  This was supported by the experts at the follow up 

conferencing. 

 

10.28 Submitter #797 proposes that where there are over 10 cycle spaces there 

should only be 1 shower per every 50 staff cycle parks provided.  The 

revised proposal does not satisfy this request but does recognise that once 

                                                   
28

  Crown 
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staff cycle parks reach a certain level the shower requirement can taper 

off. 

 

10.29 Overall it is my view that the shower requirement is set at sensible 

thresholds that will capture the intent of the rule (that being to provide end 

of trip facilities for the scale of activities where a high number of staff may 

choose to cycle to work and wish to shower on arrival).   

 

 

Jeanette Alice Ward 

26 May 2015  

310 CCC
Jeanette Ward with Appendices

page 29 of 45



26249053_1.doc  30 
 

Attachment 1 

Examples of Desirable and Poor Cycle Parking Outcomes 
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Evidence of Jeanette Ward  

Attachment 2 – Example of good and poor cycle parking 
 

Distance aspect 

  
Cycle stands too far from activity 

entrances 
Cycle parked in front of shop as stands to the left where 

not close enough, or visible to customer 
 

  

Cycle parking located directly outside the main entrance 
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Visibility 

 

Cycle parks located in middle of 200m long retail complex, set back from building frontage so not 

also visible as customers arrive at the complex 

  
Cycle stands not visible (in red circle) 

customer using trolley return for cycle parking 
Cycle parked in front of shop as stands where not 

visible to customer 
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Convenience 

 

Parked bicycle extends outwards to the accessible parking area and blocks path of for mobility 

space user 

 

Parked bicycle blocking the wheelchair ramp 

 

Footpath still useable and cycle parks close to the main entrance 
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Type of Stand 

 

Stand that only supports the wheel and located in landscape area 

 

Cycle Staple Park (also known as a ‘Sheffield’ stand) 

 

Cycle park that supports the front wheel and frame  
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Security 

 

Stand not secured to anyway, just sitting in grass berm area  

 

Secure cycle parking (swipe card access only)  

 

Secure basement cycle parking  
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Weather Protection 

 

Covered visitor cycle parking at a supermarket 

 

Covered visitor cycle park to the left, covered and secure staff cycle parking to the right  
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Attachment 2 

Conferencing Reports 
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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 4 CYCLE PARKING 
 

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 Mr 
David Bunting. 
 
2. PARTICIPANTS 
 

Name Representing 

Jeanette Ward 
 

Christchurch City Council #310 

Ann-Marie Head  
Christchurch International Airport Ltd #863 & FS#1359 & Lyttelton Port 
Company #915 & FS#1444  

Melanie Muirson 
(University of Canterbury #797 & FS#1442) & Christchurch Polytechnic 
Institute if Tech. (#756 & FS#1436) 

Andy Carr  The Crown #495 

Andrew Metherell  
 

Bunnings Ltd #725 

Axel Wilke Generation Zero #1149 
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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 8: Are the requirements regarding cycle parking 

appropriate? 

 
The experts agreed that the notified plan definition of ‘gross floor area’ should be amended to read, 
‘for the purposes of calculating car and cycle parking spaces only…’ 
 
The experts agreed that the notified plan provisions for cycle parking at schools should be modified 
to require 1 cycle parking space per 7 FTE students for Years 8 and below and 1 cycle parking space 
per 5 FTE students for Years 9 and above. Mr Metherell did not participate in this discussion. 
 
The experts agreed that in Table 7.5, ‘b’ and ‘c’ the term ‘student capacity’ should be replaced by 
‘students’ and ‘FTE students’ respectively.  Mr Metherell did not participate in this discussion. 
 
The experts agreed that there may be a case for a proportion of visitor cycle parking to be covered 
above a certain threshold. They agreed that this would only be applicable to activities where visitors 
stayed for longer periods of time. Ms Ward agreed to investigate this and would provide further 
information in due course. 
 
The experts agree to amend 7.2.3.2 Rule 2 to be consistent with the wording of Rule 1 and include in 
the words, ‘at least the minimum number of cycle parks and facilities…’ 
 
The experts agree that an assessment matter should be included stating that cycle parking demand 
assessments can be considered where appropriate. 
 

3.2  Statement of Issues  Issue 9: Should the pRDP regulate the number of showers 

and lockers for activities that provide cycle parking? 

 
The experts agreed that the requirement to provide lockers at activities should not be included 
within the PRDP. 
 

Based on the information which he has seen to date, Mr Carr does not consider that the pRDP 
should include a rule requiring showers at end of trip locations. 
 
In principle, the other experts considered that a rule to require showers for some activities (but not 
all activities) should be included in the PRDP, provided the threshold and rates are set at an 
appropriate level. These other experts suggest that, subject to the findings of Ms Ward’s 
investigation (see below), the activities should be limited to retail, commercial services, offices, 
tertiary education and research, and hospitals. 
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Ms Ward agreed to check and report back to the other experts on the following aspects of the end 
of trip facilities rule with respect to showers: 

 that the rate of provision is appropriate for the scale of activities the rule will cover, this to 
take account of the HTG/ITA experts’ finalisation of the threshold of the HTG rule. 

 whether certain types of retail activity, or any types of retail activity, should be included in 
the rule. 

 whether any additional design and location aspects are required to be included in the rule to 
avoid adverse outcomes. 

  
 
3.3 Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 
 
The experts recorded that 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 still 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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1. CYCLE PARKING– Follow up expert conferencing session - 19 May 2015 

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 Mr 

David Bunting.  A number of matters arose from that session requiring further investigation by Ms 

Ward.  A follow-up session (un-facilitated) was held on 19 May 2015 for the experts to discuss the 

findings of the investigations.  The black text below outlines the proceedings of the follow-up session 

and red text below outlines the post follow-up session information provided by Ms Ward on further 

outstanding matters, and also the positions of each expert in relation to those matters. 

2. PRESENT: Jeanette Ward, Ann-Marie Head, Axel Wilke, Melanie Muirson, Andrew Metherell 

and Andy Carr 

3. ISSUES DISCUSSED 

In this expert conferencing session, the experts discussed matters that were left outstanding or 

requiring clarification at the previous conferencing session on 30 April 2015. Reference was also 

made to the revised Transport Chapter dated 14 May 2015. 

3.1 Statement of Issues: Issue 8: Are the requirements regarding cycle parking appropriate? 

Matter 1: Should some of the visitor cycle parking be covered? 

The experts agree that there may be a case for covering some longer stay visitor cycle parking above 

a certain threshold.  Ms Ward presented further information which concluded that if such a rule was 

introduced, it should be limited to covering 50% of the visitor cycle parks and be applied to the 

category of Entertainment Facilities only, where at least 12 visitor cycle parks are required.  

The experts supported the rationale for this but considered there was insufficient justification and 

supporting information to demonstrate that the introduction of such a rule would have a material 

benefit in encouraging cycle use compared to the covering of staff/student/resident cycle parking.  

Consequently the experts did not support the inclusion of such a rule.  

Matter 2: Is the new assessment matter on cycle parking demand appropriate? 

The experts agreed the proposed assessment matter should be amended as follows: 

Whether the number of cycle parking spaces and end of trip facilities provided are the provision for 

cyclists is sufficient considering the nature of the activity on the site and anticipated demand for 

cycling and adjacent activities (any provision less than required by Table 7.5 must be supported by a 

detailed assessment).   

The experts considered the matter of ‘adjacent activities’ to be unreasonable and potentially 

unlawful since it imposes a requirement on one landowner to accommodate effects which they have 

not caused. The experts also considered that ‘any provision less than required by Table 7.5 must be 

supported by a detailed assessment’ was superfluous since the Council already has the ability to 

request further information through the Act.   
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3.2  Statement of Issues - Issue 9: Should the pRDP regulate the number of showers and 

lockers for activities that provide cycle parking? 

Matter 3a, 3b Are the reduced number of activities listed in the revised Table 7.6 appropriate? 

The experts noted that the definitions section of the pRDP does not match the activity categories of 

Table 7.5 for example, Hospitals within the definitions chapter includes ‘supported residential care’ 

whilst Table 7.5 has separate rows for Hospitals and Care Facilities (including care facility component 

of retirement villages). 

Ms Ward agreed to clarify the intent of the track changed version of pRDP Table 7.6, particularly 

whether students should be included in the rate for showers and also in respect of potentially 

conflicting activities. 

[Post session feedback from Ms Ward: I have clarified that CCC initially excluded ‘students’ from the 

table as schools were to be excluded.  CCC   are comfortable that it remain excluded even though 

Tertiary Education is an activity that is subject to the requirements of Table 7.6.  Inclusion of 

students would have reduced the trigger level for showers.  For smaller scale activities, such as 

language schools, the trigger level would have been too low if based on both staff and students.   

The experts subsequently established their respective positions on the inclusion of a rule regarding 

the provision of showers via an e-mail exchange. 

 Ms Ward, Ms Head, Mr Wilke, Mr Metherell and Ms Muirson support the inclusion of a 

rule, but consider that it should only be based on the staff cycle parking required.   Mr 

Metherell supports this is on the basis it can reduce barriers to the use of cycling as a mode 

of travel to work, and complements both the significant cycle infrastructure investments 

being made in the city, and the District Plan staff cycle parking infrastructure requirements.   

 Mr Carr does not support the inclusion of a rule, on the basis that there is no evidence that 

the provision of showers has a quantifiable effect on increasing the modal share of cycling. 

As such, he does not consider that the linkage between this proposed rule and the pRDP 

Objectives and Policies supporting active transport has been demonstrated.] 

The experts agreed that if there is to be a rule, then the activities listed in Table 7.6 need to be 

consistent with Table 7.5 otherwise there is significant scope for misunderstanding.   

[Post session feedback from Ms Ward: I have discussed with CCC the suggestion of aligning the 

activities that are subject to the requirements of Table 7.6 to the activities listed in Table 7.5 given 

the confusion we identified with the tracked changes version. 

On this basis Table 7.6 could apply to: 

 Tertiary Education and Research facilities (row c in table 7.5) 

 Hospitals (row o in table 7.5) 

 Offices (row s in table 7.5) 

 Commercial Services (row bb in table 7.5) (most won’t trigger this, but it will capture large 

activities such as banks) 

 Other Retail Activities if not specified above (row ee in table 7.5)  -this is tricky as the name 

of that row is hard to extract word for word to apply to Table 7.6. 
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Alternatively, and tidier: 

 Tertiary Education and Research facilities (row c in table 7.5) 

 Hospitals (row o in table 7.5) 

 Offices (row s in table 7.5) 

 Retail Activities and Commercial Services” (Rows bb to ee) knowing that scale to trigger the 

rule for say food and beverage is very large. 

The experts subsequently established their respective positions on the land uses to be addressed by 

the rule regarding the provision of showers via an e-mail exchange. 

 Ms Ward supports the rule as the alternative approach to specifying the activities. 

 Ms Head and Mr Wilke support either approach described above as they will result in 

showers being required for large scale activities that will provide a significant number of 

cycle parking spaces for staff. 

 Ms Muirson supports either approach proposed above as this will result in end of trip 

facilities being provided to cater for an activity with high staff cycling demand 

 Mr Metherell supports focussing the requirement on activities where there is a 

comparatively high staff cycling parking demand, and where practical implementation is 

likely to be achievable.  Of the activities now proposed by CCC, Mr Metherell considers that 

Commercial Services and Retail Activity categories should be excluded because the 

requirement will generally only be triggered for large, multi-tenanted, and potentially multi 

building developments, reducing the effectiveness and practicality of the provision.    

 Mr Carr does not support the inclusion of a rule, for the reasons set out above.] 

Matter 3c - Do design and location requirements for required showers need to be provided? 

The experts agreed that if a rule requiring showers is retained then additional rules relating to design 

and location of the showers to avoid adverse outcomes are not considered necessary. 

Conferencing discussions concluded 25 May 2015 
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