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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL: 

 

1. This memorandum is filed on behalf of the Christchurch City Council 

(Council), Papanui Properties Ltd (1188), Environ Projects Ltd (810) and 

Luney Developments Ltd (810) (together, the submitters). The Council 

and the submitters (together, the parties) seek leave from the Hearings 

Panel to file a joint conferencing statement setting out agreement between 

the expert witnesses for the parties on the transport effects of the rezoning 

of land at the former Firestone site on Langdons Road in Papanui (site). 

 

2. In their submissions, the submitters sought the rezoning of the site from 

Industrial General, as notified in the proposed Replacement District Plan, to 

Commercial Retail Park. 

 

3. In his transport evidence in chief for the Council, Mr Andrew Milne 

concluded as follows:1 

 

I therefore do not accept the relief sought in submission 810 and 

1188 but do consider that some scale of Commercial Retail Park can 

proceed such that its traffic effects are no worse than may be 

anticipated by the pRDP Industrial General zoning. 

 

4. On 25 April 2015, the Hearings Panel approved a request from the parties 

to extend the filing date of evidence for Mr Edwards to Monday 4 May and 

any rebuttal evidence on behalf of the Council to Friday 8 May. No 

evidence has been filed by Mr Edwards. 

 

5. Mr Milne and Mr Edwards, as well as Mr Mark Stevenson and Mr Dean 

Chrystal, planning experts for the Council and submitter 810 respectively, 

have since entered into informal conferencing and have reached an agreed 

position on issues relating to transport at the site, including a rules package 

to address the transport issues. 

 

6. The parties respectfully seek leave from the Panel to file a joint 

conferencing statement between Mr Milne, Mr Edwards, Mr Stevenson and 

                                                   
1
 Andrew Milne evidence, paragraph 6.78. 
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Mr Chrystal, that sets out the agreed position. The joint conferencing 

statement is attached as Appendix A to this memorandum. The parties 

consider that the joint statement will assist in narrowing the issues to be 

considered at the hearing, and will mean that no cross-examination of the 

respective witnesses will be required on this matter. 

 

7. As a result of the agreed position between the transport witnesses and the 

recommended change to the rules package following filing of the Council's 

rebuttal evidence to address the transport issues, the Council's position is 

now that the rezoning of the site to Commercial Retail Park is appropriate.  

 

 
 

DATED 8 May 2015 

 
__________________________________ 

S J Scott / M D Leslie 

Counsel for Christchurch City Council 

 

 

 

 

__________________________________ 

G Cleary 

On behalf of Papanui Properties 

Ltd/Environ Projects Ltd and Luney 

Developments Ltd 
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Appendix A: Joint conferencing statement 



  

Before the Independent Hearings Panel  
 
 
 
In the Matter of the Resource Management Act 1991 
 
And 
 
In the Matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014  
 
And 
 
In the Matter of  the Proposed Christchurch Replacement Plan (Chapter 15 

– Commercial)  
 
  
 
 
 

Joint Statement of Dean Michael Chrystal, 
Mark David Stevenson, Raymond John 

Edwards and Andrew Farquharson Milne  

In relation to submissions lodged by Papanui 
Properties Ltd (1188), Environ Projects Ltd 

(810) and Luney Developments Ltd (810) 

  
Dated: 8 May 2015 
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INTRODUCTION 

Background  

1. The submitters, being Papanui Properties Ltd (1188), Environ Projects Ltd 

(810) and Luney Developments Ltd (810), each lodged submissions 

seeking that the former Firestone site on Langdons Road in Papanui be 

rezoned Commercial Retail Park (CRP) as shown in Figure 1 below and 

that an allowance be made for 10,000m2 of office development within the 

zone. 

Figure 1 

 

2. The land concerned is zoned Business 4 and Business 5 in the Operative 

City Plan and is proposed to be zoned Industrial General in the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP) as notified. 
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3. The 10.8 hectare site was formerly the Firestone tyre manufacturing plant 

which at its peak employed 450 people.  The buildings that existed on part 

of the overall Firestone site contain approximately 3200m² of office floor 

space and approximately 2.3 hectares of factory and warehouse space.  

The plant operated seven days per week and with two 12-hour shifts per 

day. 

4. The plant was closed in 2009 and subsequently sold. It has since been 

subdivided into three primary allotments that are in turn owned by the 

submitters: 

 The western 3.3 hectare allotment owned by Papanui Properties is 

vacant. 

 The central 4.0 hectare allotment owned by Environ Projects contains 

the Firestone buildings with the office space currently being occupied 

by the Ministry of Social Development. 

 The eastern 3.4 hectare allotment owned by Luneys is partially utilised 

through new office development via permitted and consented activities. 

The consents obtained include 5,600m² of office space associated with 

development along the Langdons Road frontage, some of which is 

currently under construction. 

 The balance 0.1ha is the Firestone tyre site.   

5. The subdivision also included a reserve area along the rail corridor which is 

now in the ownership of the City Council and is not included in the land 

sought to be rezoned. 

6. In addition there is also a Firestone tyre outlet located at 48 Langdons 

Road. 
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Council’s Position 

7. The City Council’s position in evidence from 13 April 2015 on the proposed 

rezoning to CRP is as follows: 

Mr. Timothy Heath (Economics) 

8. Mr Timothy Heath’s economic evidence (pgs 66-67) is that the current 

provision for Large Format Retail (LFR) activity in the north western sector 

of Christchurch is low despite market demand which is large enough to 

support such a centre. He notes importantly that “most residents would 

have to travel out of this area to visit a LFR centre of note”1. 

9. Mr Heath considers that the location of the Firestone site, and its close 

proximity to the Northlands / Papanui centre (which is a Key Activity 

Centre) would potentially enable efficiency benefits to be created and 

complementary activities to be established. He states that “in effect, 

development of the site for LFR activity would represent an expansion of 

the Northlands / Papanui centre, which is consistent with an outcome 

sought by the relevant planning documents”2. 

10. Mr Heath concludes by saying “in my view it represents an outcome better 

than the possible alternative of a scattering of LFR retailers around north-

west Christchurch given the limited amount of suitable large and vacant 

land parcels suitable for a LFR centre”3. 

Mr. Andrew Milne (Transportation) 

11. Mr Milne's transportation evidence notes that modelling and subsequent 

peer review has raised several issues which point towards local and wider 

adverse transport effects.  

12. Mr Milne suggests that there may therefore be merit in accepting a 

Commercial Retail Park rezoning on the basis of a development cap that 

maintains traffic levels that are comparable to the levels anticipated under 

the pRDP Industrial General zone. While accepting that the site represents 

a valuable resource, Mr Milne considers the magnitude of change in traffic 

                                                
1
  Evidence of Timothy Heath paragraph 30.2  

2
  Evidence of Timothy Heath paragraph 30.4 

3
  Evidence of Timothy Heath paragraph 30.5 
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demands associated with the requested re-zoning results in predicted 

adverse effects on the surrounding community as well as the strategically 

important arterial routes. 

13. Mr Milne concludes by stating that “while the high-level modelling may be 

seen simply as a starting point for understanding the potential effects of the 

requested rezoning, it nevertheless highlights the potential for adverse 

effects over a wide area of the road network. The scale of the effects are 

such that it is difficult to reconcile the requested re-zoning with the aim of 

accommodating business growth in an efficient and environmentally 

sustainable manner as envisaged in LURP and supporting policy 

documents. I therefore do not accept the relief sought in submission 810 

and 1188 but do consider that some scale of Commercial Retail Park can 

proceed such that its traffic effects are no worse than may be anticipated 

by the pRDP Industrial General zoning”4. 

Mr. Mark Stevenson (Planning) 

14. Mr Stevenson in his Evidence in chief5 agrees that rezoning the site to 

Commercial Retail Park would allow activities to establish that would 

provide services which meet the needs of the local community and the 

burgeoning population in the north and northwest suburbs of Christchurch.  

Further he adds that it would provide a continuation of the commercial 

zones to the east and north and provide a buffering mechanism which is 

more coherent and not fragmented between the residential interface and 

the site.  

15. Mr Stevenson accepts that the site is a logical location for a large format 

retail centre so as to integrate with the nearby KAC. He goes as far as 

saying that the location of the site and its proximity to the 

Papanui/Northlands KAC offers a unique opportunity to provide for a large 

format centre in the form of the Commercial Retail Park zone to be located 

and integrated into the KAC. He also states it would provide an ability to 

cater for, in commercial terms, the increasing intensification of residential 

development which is enabled within the immediate area as well as nearby 

greenfield housing development areas. 

                                                
4
  Evidence of Andrew Milne paragraph 6.78 

5 Evidence of Mark Stevenson, Attachment C page 89. 
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16. Mr Stevenson concludes however that the transport effects of development 

on the site provided for by a Commercial Retail Park zoning remain 

unresolved at the time of writing his evidence and require further 

consideration ahead of a recommendation being made. 

 

Mediation and Caucusing 

17. At the mediation session held on 22 April 2015 the key issue of discussion 

was around the potential transport effects which might emanate from the 

site if developed for bulk retail and office purposes. 

18. The traffic engineers, Mr Edwards and Mr Milne, agreed that Thursday 

evening peak hour was the critical time period for consideration of potential 

road network effects arising from the CRP zoning sought by the submitters.  

They also agreed that there is existing pressure on some parts of the 

surrounding road network in this time period. 

19. Traffic generation calculations undertaken by the City Council and Mr 

Edwards had determined that a peak hour generation of 1200-1300 

vehicles per hour could occur from CRP development of the site.  Mr 

Edwards and Mr Milne agreed that this level of peak hour traffic generation 

from the site would likely have capacity implications for some of the 

surrounding road network. 

20. Subsequent to this mediation, Mr Edwards and Mr Milne were involved in 

caucusing to determine whether a resolution to the traffic issue could be 

found.   

21. Mr Edwards and Mr Milne agreed that an appropriate starting point in 

determining an acceptable level of traffic generation from the site is to 

consider anticipated development scenarios which might stem from a 

permitted level of development under either the operative City Plan rules or 

anticipated under the Council’s proposed Industrial General zoning. 

22. Mr. Edwards also provided information on how the site could be subdivided 

and then redeveloped as a series of permitted activities under the 

proposed industrial general rules.  The permitted activity that forms the site 

redevelopment consisted of a factory shop style of development with 
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permitted levels of retail and office floor space ancillary to the primary floor 

space being used for a mix of industrial or warehouse uses.  Mr Edwards 

and Mr Milne agree that the Council, as consent authority, cannot assess 

the potential road network effects of permitted development. 

23. The generation estimate was based on peak hour traffic generation rates 

published in the RTA Guide6 for factory floor space and warehouse floor 

space.  Office floor space was assessed using data from a joint 

Council/Urbis study of suburban office development.  In relation to retail 

floor space, the traffic experts agreed to rely upon an adjusted RTA Guide 

trip rate for secondary retail uses.  The downward adjustment was applied 

to reflect that a fast food style of retail activity was unlikely to establish on 

the site under an industrial general zoning. 

24. In the absence of a preferred approach of undertaking site surveys of 

comparable development scenarios, the traffic experts agree that a peak 

trip generation value of up to 950 vehicles per hour might be generated 

from the site if it were to be subdivided such that each section in isolation 

does not trigger an assessment under the high trip generator rule. 

25. On this basis Mr Edwards and Mr Milne agreed that Thursday evening 

peak hour traffic generation from the site at levels up to what could 

potentially be developed from the site under an Industrial General zoning 

(950 trips) should not be required to be assessed as a high traffic 

generator.  On the basis of what may be generated as a permitted activity, 

development across the site that generates in excess of 950 trips should 

be assessed as a high traffic generator. 

 

Outcome 

26. The traffic experts agree that traffic generation effects of the proposed 

rezoning are potentially of such significance, particularly at peak periods, to 

warrant limiting the permitted level of generation from the site under the 

proposed CRP zone to 950 vehicle trips per hour during the Thursday pm 

peak hour period. The 950 vehicles per hour limit is based on the 

understanding that this level of traffic generation may be generated as a 

                                                
6
  RTA Guide to Traffic Generating Developments Version 2.2, October 2002 - Peak Period Traffic 

Generation Models, page 3-5 
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permitted activity under the pRDP Industrial General zoning using the 

subdivision scenario described in paragraph 22 above. 

27. The planning experts (Mr Stevenson and Mr Chrystal) agree that subject to 

specific rules for the site relating to traffic generation and office 

development the Commercial Retail Park zoning is an appropriate for the 

site for the following reasons: 

 the site represents a valuable resource, located within an 

established urban area; 

 no significant distributional effects on the central city or any other 

KAC have been identified by Mr Heath; 

 the rezoning would enable a type of activity in the form of Large 

Format Retail (LFR) which there is an identified need for in the 

north western sector of Christchurch; 

 the site in urban form terms is well positioned in close proximity to 

the Papanui/Northlands KAC and its facilities which includes a 

public transport super hub on Main North Road, and extensive 

shopping, recreation and community facilities; 

 there are transport efficiencies to be gained by providing localised 

LFR and reducing the level of travel out of this area to visit other 

LFR centres; 

 the office allocation reflects development which is currently 

permitted, consented or occurring on the site; and 

 the traffic generation rule is a practical means of ensuring that 

development beyond a certain level is able to assessed as to its 

impacts on the network at peak times. 

Recommendation and Proposed Rules 

28. It is recommended that the site at 48 – 148 Langdons Road be rezoned to 

Commercial Retail Park and that the following two rules be applied 

specifically to the site: 

1. Permitted activity  
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Any development located within the Commercial Retail Park zone located 

north of Langdons Road that does not result in more than 950 trips per 

hour being generated by development located within the entire zone during 

the Thursday PM peak period of 4.00pm to 6.00pm. 

Compliance with this rule is to be determined through undertaking traffic 

counts at the zone during the Thursday PM peak period of 4pm to 6pm 

over a consecutive three week period.  The peak hour within each 

surveyed two hour period is to be determined from count data.  The 950 

trip value used for compliance assessment purposes is to be determined 

from the average peak hour value from the three week data set.  

Restricted Discretionary Activity  

Any non-compliance with the Permitted activity standard. 

 

Matters of Discretion 

The extent to which the location of vehicular access points, the design of 

the transport network (including road alignment, intersection design and 

connections with the wider network) and the associated vehicle 

movements (including the type and volume of vehicles) may individually or 

cumulatively impact on the amenity of the adjoining residential area and 

the safety and efficiency of the transport network. 

 

2. Permitted Activity 

   Office development totalling no more than 10,000m2 GFA within the 

Commercial Retail Park zone located north of Langdons Road. 

Discretionary Activity  

Any non-compliance with the standard. 
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___________________  ___________________ 

Dean Michael Chrystal   Mark David Stevenson 

 

      

__________________  ________________________ 

Raymond John Edwards   Andrew Farquharson Milne  

 

 

8 May 2015 


