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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 The Stage 1 Transport Proposal manages how activities provide 

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

and manoeuvring) across the Christchurch District, including how 

activities manage effects on the transport network (such as effects 

on safety and effects from high trip generating activities).  The 

exception in terms of the land covered by the Proposal is the area 

defined as the Central City, and the transport provisions for 

Lyttelton Port.  The provisions for the Central City are currently 

contained separately within the Central City Recovery Plan 

(through the 'An Accessible City' chapter), and the intention is for 

them to ultimately form part of this topic specific chapter through 

notification in Stage 3.   The transport provisions for Lyttelton Port 

are being developed as part of the Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan. 

 

1.2 The overall strategic approach has been informed by higher order 

policy direction contained within key national, regional, sub-

regional and local transport documents,1 but in particular by the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement.2  In summary, the 

Proposal in its current form:3 

 

(a) reduces minimum car parking requirements (MPRs) 

(compared to that of the Operative Plan), but still includes 

minimum car parking standards except for: 

(i) activities located within a commercial zone 

and/or adjacent roads that are identified as a 

local or neighbourhood centre in Chapter 15 

(Commercial); or 

(ii) an activity that requires a resource consent 

under Rule 7.2.3.10 High Traffic Generators;  

                                                                                                                                                
1  The Government Policy Statement on Land Transport Funding (GPS), the Regional Land Transport 

Strategy (RLTS), the development of the Regional Land Transport Plan (RLTP) to replace the RLTS 
(although the RLTS still has weight as it is referred to in the RLTP), the An Accessible City, the Greater 
Christchurch Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and the associated amendments to Chapter 6 of the 
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) are all explained in the evidence of Mr Richard Osborne 
for the Council. 

2  Addressed in more detail in section 2 below. 
3  Referring to the Proposal as attached to Mr David Falconer's Rebuttal Evidence dated 17 June 2015 and 

as amended through the Joint Memorandum of Counsel dated 26 June 2015. 
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(b) provides parking reduction factors for activities to reduce 

the MPRs in some situations, for example due to 

proximity to public transport (the aim of this is to avoid an 

oversupply of car parking); 

(c) requires activities that are High Trip Generators (HTG or 

HTGA) to seek Restricted Discretionary resource 

consent, including the need to submit an Integrated 

Traffic Assessment (ITA); 

(d) sets the requirements of access, loading and 

manoeuvring standards for various activities; 

(e) supports alternative modes of transport (ie cycling and 

public transport); 

(f) provides for minimum cycle parking requirements for 

specific activities; 

(g) provides requirements for end of trip facilities for cycle 

parking (showers, but not lockers); 

(h) specifically provides for the mobility restricted (through 

the requirements for mobility parking); and 

(i) includes a traffic management system that has a level of 

consistency with the An Accessible City Central City 

provisions (by supporting the road use hierarchy, 

providing continuous routes for cyclists, bus priority 

measures, and encouraging modal choice). 

 

1.3 The Council has reached agreement on many of the suggested 

changes to the Proposal that have been raised by submitters.  In 

terms of the key 'topic' areas that were the subject of expert 

conferencing, all matters relating to access and manoeuvring 

standards, loading requirements, rail level crossings, and cycle 

parking have been resolved (although some submitters, who have 

not engaged expert planners, still hold differing views).  An 

updated section 32 report evaluating the agreed position was filed 

with Mr Falconer's evidence in chief.  These agreed matters are 

briefly addressed later in these submissions, but the focus is on 

those matters that are unresolved. 
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1.4 The outstanding areas of disagreement between the Council and 

other submitters include: 

 

(a) activity status of 'permitted in zone' HTGAs that require a 

basic ITA; 

(b) notification of basic ‘permitted in zone’ HTGs;  

(c) whether MPRs apply to high trip generators; 

(d) inclusion of assessment of amenity values of the 

surrounding transport network from a HTGA; 

(e) the extent of assessment of network effects and 

consideration of planned or committed infrastructure; 

(f) whether quarries in the rural quarry zone should provide 

an ITA; and 

(g) MPRs for residential activities.  

 

1.5 It is also understood that the position that has been agreed 

through expert conferencing and mediations, does not always 

align with Generation Zero’s view.  Generation Zero support 

requirements for end of trip facilities, but seek that the 

requirements go further than the provision of showers.  Similarly, 

Generation Zero also support a requirement that cycle parking at 

schools be covered – a requirement that is not included in the 

revised Proposal. 

 

2. HIGHER ORDER DIRECTIONS  

 

 Strategic Directions Chapter 

  

2.1 Objective 3.2.1 recognises that during the earthquakes there was 

considerable damage to public infrastructure, including roads and 

bridges, and that travel patterns (for both people and freight) have 

changed substantially following the earthquakes. 4  

 

2.2 With this in mind, Objective 3.3.7 recognises the need for well-

integrated development and infrastructure that improves 

                                                                                                                                                
4  Strategic Directions Chapter, 3.2.1.  Evidence of Mr Richard Osborne, paragraph 5.9. 
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accessibility and connectivity for people and transport (specifically 

identifying opportunities for walking, cycling and public transport).  

Under that Objective, use of infrastructure should be safe, efficient 

and effective, and it should optimise the use of existing 

infrastructure. Finally, of relevance, is that there should be co-

ordination of timing and sequencing of new development (in terms 

of funding and operation of necessary transport infrastructure).  

 

2.3 Objective 3.3.12 sets the direction that the benefits of 

infrastructure be provided for (again in a safe, efficient and 

effective manner).  That Objective seeks to avoid adverse effects 

from incompatible activities, having regard to the economic 

benefits and technical and operational needs of the infrastructure. 

 

2.4 Mr David Falconer addresses the consistency of the Transport 

Proposal with these Strategic Direction objectives in his evidence 

in chief.5  The Council submits that the Revised Transport 

Proposal implements the Strategic Directions Objectives, in 

particular Objectives 3.3.7 and 3.3.12. 

 

 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) 

 

2.5 Objective 6.2.4 and Policies 6.3.46 and 5.3.7 provide the policy 

direction on transport matters.7  There is a focus on integrating 

land use with the transport network while: 

 

(a) managing network congestion; 

(b) reducing dependence on private motor vehicles; 

(c) reducing emission of contaminants to air and energy use; 

(d) promoting the use of active and public transport modes; 

(e) optimising use of existing capacity within the network; and  

                                                                                                                                                
5 

 Evidence in chief, Mr David Falconer, section 11 and throughout. 
6
  Chapter 6 was inserted into the CRPS by the Land Use Recovery Plan, pursuant to section 24(1)(a) and 

(b) of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011. 
7
  The CRPS focuses on integrating land use and transport while managing network congestion, promoting 

active and public transport, reducing dependency on private motor vehicles, addressing safety issues, 
optimising existing network capacity and avoiding development that will overload strategic freight routes 
(see Objective 6.2.4 and Policy 6.3.4).  It also seeks avoidance of development that adversely affects the 
functioning of the strategic land transport network and arterial roads, and which forecloses the opportunity 
for development of this network to meet future strategic transport requirements (see Policy 5.3.7). 



 

6 
26386211_1.docx 

(f) enhancing transport safety. 

 

 Central City Recovery Plan (CCRP) – An Accessible City (AAC) 

 

2.6 In October 2013, AAC (a replacement transport chapter for the 

CCRP) was introduced by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery.  The AAC established a new road user hierarchy 

prioritising different routes for different travel modes, the intention 

being that transport choices are available within the Central City.  

The various modal choices include walking, cycling, public 

transport and private vehicle routes.  The Central City transport 

objective is for an accessible city for all people no matter how they 

choose to travel, along with the associate policies and provisions.     

 

2.7 The Transport Proposal does not address the transport network 

within the Central City, however, it is critical that the transport 

network inside the central city is integrated with the wider 

Christchurch District. Mr Richard Osborne is of the view that the 

Transport Proposal "should provide a level of consistency with An 

Accessible City, by supporting the road user hierarchy, by 

providing continuous routes for cyclists, bus priority measures, and 

encouraging modal choice".8 It is submitted that the Revised 

Transport Proposal achieves that consistency. 

 

Statement of Expectations 

 

2.8 Relevantly, the Statement of Expectations sets out that the 

Replacement District Plan should: 

 

(a) significantly reduce (compared with the existing district 

plans) the reliance on resource consent processes; the 

number, extent and prescriptiveness of development 

controls and design standards; and the requirements for 

notification and written approval;9 and 

                                                                                                                                                
8
  Evidence in chief [Transport], Mr Richard Osborne, paragraph 5.8. 

9
  Statement of Expectations, clause (a). 
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(b) provide for the effective functioning of the urban 

environment of the Christchurch district in response to the 

transportation changes resulting from the earthquakes.10 

 

3. HIGH TRAFFIC GENERATOR PROVISIONS 

 

3.1 The CRPS requires ITAs for "substantial developments".11  The 

Council's position is that an ITA should be fully integrated in that it 

assesses the adverse effects and accessibility of an activity from a 

transport perspective including car parking requirements.  Under 

the Transport Proposal ITAs come in two forms: 

 

(a) Basic ITAs – for smaller scale proposals that are 

expected to have less of an impact on the transport 

network (therefore requiring a less detailed assessment); 

and 

(b) Full ITAs – for larger developments that could have a 

greater effect on the transport network (therefore 

requiring a more thorough assessment).   

 

3.2 The need for the HTG rule is agreed, the thresholds for ITAs (ie 

between a basic and full ITA) are now agreed between expert 

traffic engineers and have been amended to refer to a measurable 

size or threshold (rather than a number of vehicle movements),12 

and the activity status and the notification clause for most ITAs are 

agreed, as are the majority of assessment matters.  There are only 

minor matters outstanding. These relate to the activity status for 

basic ITAs in zone, notification of in zone, and assessment of 

parking, amenity and wider network effects.  Only the Canterbury 

Aggregates Producer Group (CAPG) is seeking an exemption to 

the HTG rule and they are seeking that exemption for existing 

quarries in the Quarry Zone. 

                                                                                                                                                
10

  Statement of Expectations, clause (c).  The only area of disagreement in terms of when ITAs are 

required, is whether quarry activities should require an ITA. 
11

  Policy 6.3.4: Ensure that an efficient and effective transport network that supports business and 

residential recovery is restored, protected and enhanced so that it maintains and improves movement of 
people and goods around Greater Christchurch by (4) requiring integrated transport assessment for 
substantial developments. 

12
  For example, number of students for education activities, GFA for health care facilities and offices. 



 

8 
26386211_1.docx 

 

3.3 A flow diagram has helpfully been suggested by Ms Ainsley 

McLeod and is now included in the High Trip Generator rule to 

show the HTG process and assist plan users to navigate through 

the rule and determine the level of ITA required / whether consent 

is necessary or not.  Following formal mediation on 2 - 4 June 

2015, a group of submitters that were opposing aspects of the 

HTG provisions of the Council's revised proposal met to develop a 

"submitters' version" of the HTG provisions. That version was also 

produced in evidence, is limited to provisions that relate to the 

HTG rule and ITA requirements, and is attached to Mr Jeremy 

Phillips' evidence in chief.13   

 

3.4 Following filing of rebuttal evidence, the Council invited a group of 

planners to discuss the submitters' HTG provisions in more detail.  

The outcome of those discussions has been formally recorded in a 

joint memorandum dated 26 June 2015 – further narrowing the 

outstanding matters between the relevant submitters and the 

Council. 

 

3.5 These submissions now address the matters that are outstanding 

that relate to the ITA / HTG provisions. 

 

 Activity status: Controlled or Restricted Discretionary for 'permitted' 

(ie, in zone) high trip generating activities that are under the threshold 

in Table 7.1 (ie, require a basic ITA) 

 

3.6 The issue of activity status (controlled versus restricted 

discretionary) is not a blanket concern in relation to ITAs. The 

remaining area of disagreement with the 'submitters' relates solely 

to the activity status for high trip generating activities for 'permitted 

in zone' HTGAs that are under the thresholds listed in Table 7.1 

(that is, they require a basic ITA only).  Council's position is that a 

restricted discretionary activity status is more appropriate than 

controlled, and the activity status should remain restricted 

                                                                                                                                                
13  Evidence in chief, Jeremy Phillips, Attachment 1.  Referred to as the "submitters’ HTG provisions" in 

these legal submissions. 
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discretionary (as notified), and consistent with the activity status 

for other HTGAs. 

 

3.7 Council considers that controlled activity status (as included in the 

submitters’ revised provisions) is inappropriate as parts of the 

assessment criteria are safety related.  If the Council has safety 

concerns with a proposal, it may be placed in a difficult situation as 

the consenting arm of the Council cannot place conditions on the 

application which negate the application itself.14  Even if a matter 

over which control is reserved relates to safety, the condition that 

the Council might seek to add to the consent to address the safety 

issue raised in an ITA may be the relocation of an access point, or 

to alter parking supply to better match demand.  With controlled 

activity status, there may be situations where a proposal cannot be 

changed to address the issue raised in the ITA, yet the Council 

cannot decline the application.   

 

3.8 Mr Falconer’s evidence is also that the matters of discretion (and 

simultaneously control in the submitters’ revised version) would 

need to be reworked and become more detailed to become 

workable matters of control.  Such changes, it is submitted, would 

add complexity to the plan. 

 

3.9 Mr Clarke and Ms McLeod for the Crown (in particular the NZ 

Transport Agency) express a preference for Controlled Activity 

status, except where HTG activities have direct access onto a 

State Highway or cross railway lines.  Should controlled activities 

be considered appropriate by the Panel for permitted in zone 

HTGAs that generate basic ITAs, then Council's position is that 

same exemption as sought by the Crown would need to be 

extended to the wider strategic transport network which includes 

Major Arterial roads managed by the Council.  This is submitted to 

be necessary to protect the strategic transport network as sought 

by Objective 3.3.12(b) of the Strategic Directions chapter.  Mr 

Falconer's concern with this approach, is that it could have the 

                                                                                                                                                
14  Taranaki Regional Council v Willan EnvC Wellington W150/96, 23 October 1996; Ravensdown Growing 

Media Ltd vSouthland Regional Council EnvC Christchurch C194/00, 5 December 2000. 
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effect of encouraging access to high trip generating activities to be 

loaded on the rest of the transport network, including local roads 

which could affect residential amenity. 

 

3.10 In order to appease concerns relating to the need for certainty in 

terms of the outcome of a consent application, in that activities can 

occur provided effects can be mitigated, the policy framework has 

been amended so that adverse effects from otherwise permitted 

activities are to be mitigated, rather than avoided.   

 

 Notification of basic ‘permitted in zone’ high trip generators  

 

3.11 Mr Falconer for the Council has agreed to the addition of a non-

notification rule for the HTG rule15 but does not agree that non-

notification will be appropriate in every situation.  He has accepted 

that activities that are required to provide a basic ITA and are 

otherwise permitted in the zone where they are located, could 

attract a non-notification clause, unless the activity has direct 

access to a state highway or the access crosses a railway line, or 

is a quarrying activity in the rural quarry zone with access within 

250m of a residential unit.   

 

3.12 In coming to this position, the Council is submitted to have 

balanced the desire to reduce notification requirements against the 

potential adverse effects of high trip generating activities on other 

parties. 

 

Minimum carparking requirements  

 

3.13 The Council and interested submitters are largely agreed that 

MPRs are appropriate for the activities listed in Table 7.2 (except 

for residential activities, which are addressed separately in section 

4 below).  

 

                                                                                                                                                
15

  Rule 7.2.3.10. 



 

11 
26386211_1.docx 

3.14 The Council received a variety of submissions on MPRs – some 

sought the notified requirements be increased, while others sought 

they be reduced.  The evidence of Mr Nunns for the Council sets 

out the costs associated with minimum parking requirements and 

explains that in his view they are not an economically sound 

approach to providing for carparking needs.  Through expert 

conferencing the traffic engineers have however accepted reduced 

MPRs as appropriate for certain activities, and those submitters 

supporting the HTG submitters' provisions, seek the requirement 

to go further and that MPRs also apply to HTGAs.  The Council 

has balanced the evidence and taken a 'middle ground' approach, 

by removing MPRs for activities in local and neighbourhood 

centres and for HTGs.  Council has also introduced parking 

reduction factors, which can be used to reduce the MPRs in 

certain situations, so that they better reflect the parking required 

for the specific activity.  

 

 Whether minimum carparking requirements apply to high trip 

generators 

 

3.15 A question for the Hearings Panel is whether HTGAs are required 

to comply with MPRs.  The 'submitters' version' seeks that an ITA 

will only consider parking if there is a non-compliance with the 

MPRs.  

 

3.16 It is the Council's position that MPRs for HTGs (even with parking 

reduction factors applied) can lead to an under supply or over 

supply in parking, that is the parking will not necessarily match the 

demand for the activity.  Given the volume of traffic involved with 

HTG activities, any under supply or over supply could be 

significant, and Council's view is that this could cause significant 

adverse effects on the transport network – therefore the Council's 

position is that there are no MPRs for HTGs. As Mr Peter Nunn's 

evidence demonstrates, over supply or under supply of car parking 

can result in economic costs to the land owner / developer, 

particularly where over supply occurs.  Therefore, the Council 

proposes that an activity that is a HTG (as per Rule 7.2.3.10) is a 
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restricted discretionary activity under 7.2.2.2, and, rather than 

MPRs applying an ITA is required.   

 

3.17 This approach is considered necessary, for an ITA to be a truly 

integrated assessment.  Mr Paul Roberts’ evidence for the Council 

is that there is a large variety in parking demand for activity types 

and that applying a minimum parking requirement does not 

provide any certainty that the requirement will actually meet 

parking demand.16  Ms Ainsley McLeod's evidence for the NZ 

Transport Agency is that parking is "a fundamental component of 

any integrated transport assessment".17   

 

3.18 This is not a matter of the Council seeking to retain control and/or 

discretion – instead the Council seeks to ensure that the ITA 

accurately determines the amount of parking that should be 

provided for the activity to provide benefits to land/business 

owners, neighbours, and the wider public, to avoid the greater risk 

that just applying the MPRs (even with the parking reduction 

factors) could lead to an under-supply or over-supply of parking.  It 

seeks to encourage innovation and choice which, it is submitted, 

could be discouraged if applicants were to just meet the minimum 

parking requirements, because choosing to provide a lesser 

amount of parking will generate a non-compliance with the 

minimum parking requirements.18 

 

3.19 Mr Nicholas Fuller’s evidence, for Scentre New Zealand Limited 

and others, is that MPRs should be included in the proposal for 

HTGs.  He considers that the MPRs can "assist in limiting potential 

adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the adjoining road 

network from parking and manoeuvring vehicles, and in some 

                                                                                                                                                
16

  Mr Paul Robert’s rebuttal evidence, paragraph 11.1 – factors that could influence parking demand include 

the particular nature, scale and location of the activity, whether the staff of the activity need additional 
vehicles to carry equipment or for site visits, and whether the hours of operation of the activity extent to 
hours of the day when there is low frequency or no public transport services, thus making public transport 
to travel to the site difficult, regardless of whether the activity is located near a public transport route or 
not. 

17
  Ms Ainsley McLeod on behalf of the Crown, Rebuttal evidence, paragraph 3.4. 

18
  This is submitted to be contrary to Objective 3.3.2(a)(ii) of the Strategic Directions chapter. 
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locations, potential inconvenience and loss of amenity to 

surrounding residents".19 

 

3.20 While MPRs can achieve this, it is submitted that the approach of 

using fully integrated ITAs that assess car parking requirements, is 

a more appropriate and tailored means of limiting those potential 

adverse effects.   

 

 Whether quarries in the rural quarry zone should provide an ITA 

 

3.21 There is a higher order direction for ITAs to be required in the 

Replacement District Plan, for “substantial developments”.  The 

Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group seeks that quarries be 

excluded from this requirement.  

 

3.22 It is the Council’s position that heavy vehicles from quarries can 

cause adverse effects, including on roading infrastructure, 

especially if accesses and roads used by these heavy vehicles are 

not adequately designed to cope with these heavy vehicle 

movements.20  The importance of quarries to Christchurch's 

rebuild and recovery is not disputed by the Council, but it is 

submitted that the importance does not remove the need to 

assess the adverse effects of heavy vehicles and to mitigate those 

effects, so that roading infrastructure can cope with the resulting 

movements. 

 

 Assessment of amenity values  

 

3.23 Council's position is that the effects on surrounding properties 

from changes to amenity values of the surrounding transport 

network from an HTG activity, should be considered as part of an 

ITA. 

 

3.24 In respect of quarries in particular, the Council's concern is that 

access to quarries can create adverse amenity effects on the 

                                                                                                                                                
19

  Mr Nicholas Fuller, evidence in chief, paragraph 6.4. 
20

  Mr David Falconer's rebuttal evidence, paragraph 17.1 and Mr Paul Robert's rebuttal evidence, section 8. 
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surrounding area, in particular residential activities (for example 

dust and noise from heavy vehicles accessing a quarry).    To 

assist with addressing this concern, Mr Falconer has proposed a 

non-notification clause, unless a vehicle access to the activity is 

located within 250m of a residential unit. 

 

 Assessment of network effects and consideration of planned or 

committed infrastructure 

 

3.25 The submitters’ HTG provisions seek to distinguish between ITAs 

that should only assess network effects within the ‘immediate 

vicinity’ and ITAs that will assess wider network effects.  The 

Council’s position is that the words ‘immediate vicinity’ do not add 

certainty as they do not make it clear where the exact boundaries 

of the area to be assessed would be.  The Council’s position is 

that it is more appropriate that a case by case assessment of what 

the appropriate area of assessment is undertaken, through the 

pre-application meeting process, rather than within the text of the 

Replacement District Plan. 

 

4. MINIMUM CAR PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL 

ACTIVITIES 

 

4.1 Consistent with the Ministers' Statement of Expectations, the 

Council has reduced the requirement for minimum car parking for 

residential activities.  Mr Nunns will provide evidence about the 

costs and economic effects of requiring an 'over supply' of parking 

in residential areas.  In particular, it is the opportunity cost that is 

significant (ie the fact that the higher the requirement is for 

minimum car parking, the less floor space for residential 

development is available).21  It is submitted that an overly onerous 

provision for minimum carparking for residential activities would 

not align with the Strategic Direction seeking affordable housing.22 

 

                                                                                                                                                
21

  Mr Peter Nunns, evidence in chief, paragraph 5.23. 
22

  Strategic Directions Chapter, Objective 3.3.4b(ii). 
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4.2 The approach supported by Ms Janice Cook for the Akaroa Civic 

Trust, which seeks to require residential units in the Akaroa 

Harbour area to increase the number of car parking spaces 

compared to what is required in the rest of Christchurch District, is 

submitted to be unnecessary and not justified given the cost of 

landowners of doing so. 

 

5. RESOLVED ISSUES 

 

5.1 This section briefly sets out the remaining 'topics', arising from 

submissions on the Transport Proposal, that have since been 

resolved through informal mediation, expert conferencing, 

evidence exchange, and / or facilitated mediation. 

 

Cycle Parking  

 

5.2 The notified Transport Proposal proposed the minimum cycle 

parking requirements for particular activities.  At expert 

conferencing, it was agreed by the attendees that there should be 

amendments to the cycle parking requirements for particular 

activities, including cycle parking for schools.  It was also agreed 

that an additional assessment matter be added to 7.3.4 to assess 

whether the cycle parking and end of trip facilities are sufficient, 

given the nature of the activity they are being provided for. 

Amendments were also made to wording for clarification and to 

ensure consistency within the Proposal. 

 

5.3 At facilitated mediation there was an agreement to amend some of 

the cycle parking rates so that they were more realistic.23  It was 

also agreed that cycle parking at schools did not need to be 

secured nor covered24 (although Generation Zero oppose this 

exemption), the reasons for this are set out in evidence.25  

                                                                                                                                                
23

  The amendments are set out in paragraph 3.2 and Attachment 1 to Ms Jeanette Ward's rebuttal 

evidence.  
24

  Mediation Report, Session 4: Cycle Parking. 
25

  Ms Jeanette Ward, rebuttal evidence, paragraphs 3.6 and 3.7, and Mr David Falconer, rebuttal evidence, 

paragraphs 21.3 and 21.4. 



 

16 
26386211_1.docx 

Following facilitated mediation there were no remaining areas of 

disagreement between the parties. 

 

End of Trip Facilities for Cycle Parking 

 

5.4 The notified Proposal proposed that where cycle parking is 

required under the RDP, parking facilities (in terms of lockers and 

showers) should also be provided. 

 

5.5 At expert conferencing, it was agreed by the attendees that 

lockers should not be required as end of trip facilities in the 

pRDP26, and therefore those provisions have been removed from 

the Transport Proposal.27   

 

5.6 The requirement for showers as an end of trip facility has 

remained.  However, some submitters did seek that the 

requirement for showers be removed altogether, or only apply to 

specific activities, or the ratio of showers per cycle parking be 

amended.  Agreement was not met during expert conferencing28, 

but occurred later as a result of the evidence exchange and 

facilitated mediation.  Ultimately it was agreed that no outstanding 

issues remained (with the exception of Generation Zero who seek 

that more end of trip facilities are required, including lockers and 

more showers).29 The main amendments made between the 

notified Proposal and the latest Council Proposal are: 

 

(a) removing the requirement of lockers as end of trip 

facilities; 

(b) clarifying which activities end of trip facilities apply to; 

(c) amending the ratio of cycle parking, and consequentially 

the shower ratio requirements, so that they better suit the 

activity; and 

                                                                                                                                                
26

  Expert conferencing statement, Topic 4: Cycle Parking, at 3.2. 
27

  Ms Jeanette Ward, evidence in chief, paragraph 10.4. 
28

  Expert conferencing statement, Topic 4: Cycle Parking follow up session 19 May 2015, matter 3b. 
29

  Mediation Report, Session 4: Cycle Parking.  
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(d) clarifying how the shower ratio rule applies where the 

number of cycle parks is not a factor of 10.30 

 

 Loading Provisions 

 

5.7 All matters relating to loading provisions have been resolved 

through expert conferencing and evidence exchange (facilitated 

mediation was not required for this topic). 

 

5.8 The notified Proposal has been amended as a result of agreement 

reflecting: 

 

(a) a lower loading bay rate requirement for 'Warehouse and 

Distribution' activities;31 

(b) provisions to allow loading bays to be off site, provided 

they are within 50m of any part of the subject site, and the 

route between the loading facility and site does not 

require crossing of any road;32 and 

(c) amendments to the minimum number of loading spaces 

required for heavy vehicles and 99 percentile vehicles for 

particular activities (for example, quarrying, utilities, fire 

stations and ambulance stations, service stations and 

spiritual activities);33 

 

 Access, Manoeuvring and other Technical Standards 

 

5.9 With regards to access, manoeuvring and other technical 

standards, the notified Proposal has been amended through the 

course of evidence exchange and expert conferencing.  All 

matters relating to access and manoeuvring have now been 

agreed to between the Council and submitters (facilitated 

mediation was not required as all matters were resolved at that 

point). Key amendments include: 

                                                                                                                                                
30

  Ms Jeanette Ward, Rebuttal Evidence, paragraph 3.5. 
31

  Expert conferencing statement, Topic 3: Access and Manoeuvring Standards, Loading Requirements, 

and Rail Level Crossings, at 3.4. 
32

  Mr Warren Lloyd, evidence in chief, paragraphs 4.10 to 4.13. 
33

  Mr Warren Lloyd, evidence in chief, paragraphs 5.6 to 5.20. 
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(a) increasing the maximum formed width to accommodate 

the widest form swept path for the largest vehicles on 

New Zealand roads;34  

(b) aligning the Proposal with key AS/NZS Transport 

Standards,35 for example by providing variation in parking 

ramp gradients, and by referring to standards for curved 

ramp design;  

(c) including a new definition of 'private car park'; 

(d) amendments to accommodate mobility parking in car park 

buildings;36 

(e) amendments to the queuing spaces in Table 7.12, so that 

queuing spaces are always a multiple of 6m (to 

accommodate 85 percentile design motor cars and 99 

percentile design vehicles);37 

(f) additional text to clarify that an access design audio 

device should not operate between 8:00pm and 8:00am, 

if it lies within 20m of a Residential Zone. 

 

6. WITNESSES 

 

6.1 The Council will be calling the following evidence: 

 

(a) Mr Richard Osborne, who gives a high-level overview of 

the strategic direction of the Proposal and the transport 

network more generally;   

(b) Mr Chris Gregory, infrastructure, including an overview 

of the Council's obligations for the provisions of 

infrastructure; 

(c) Mr Paul Roberts, transport engineer who specifically 

considers the HTG provisions and ITAs, and carparking; 

(d) Mr Warren Lloyd, transport, specifically access, loading 

and manoeuvring standards; 

                                                                                                                                                
34  Mr Warren Lloyd, evidence in chief, paragraphs 4.15 to 4.18.   
35  For example Australian/New Zealand Standard Offstreet Parking, Part 1: Car Parking Facilities, AS/NZS 

2890.1:2004. 
36  Mr Warren Lloyd, evidence in chief, paragraph 5.13. 
37  Mr Warren Lloyd, evidence in chief 5,18 and 5.19. 
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(e) Ms Jeanette Ward, cycle parking, specifically cycle 

parking rates and requirements, and end of trip facilities; 

(f) Mr Peter Nunns, economic matters, including the 

economics of MPRs, integrated traffic assessments, cycle 

parking requirements, end of trip facilities and access and 

manoeuvring requirements; and  

(g) Mr David Falconer, resource management planning, 

including an assessment of the relief sought in 

submissions. 

 

 

 

DATED 29th June 2015 
  

 

 
__________________________________ 

S J Scott / A O J Sinclair 
Counsel for Christchurch City Council 

 
 


