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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Ainsley Jean McLeod.  I hold the position of Technical 

Director - Planning at Beca Limited, based in Christchurch.  My 

qualifications, experience and my involvement in the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan") is set out in my earlier 

statement of evidence for the Crown.1 

1.2 I repeat the confirmation given in my primary statement of evidence2 on 

Proposal 7 (Transport) ("Proposal 7") that I have read, and agree to 

comply with, the code of conduct for expert witnesses as contained in the 

Environment Court's Practice Note 2014, including paragraph 4.16 that sets 

out the appropriate scope for rebuttal evidence. 

1.3 My evidence should be read in conjunction with my earlier statement of 

evidence in relation to planning matters of interest to the New Zealand 

Transport Agency ("Transport Agency" provided in respect of the Strategic 

Directions hearing and my primary statement of evidence in respect of 

Proposal 7. 

1.4 I continue to rely on the evidence of Mr Ian Clark and Mr Jonathan 

Richards for the Crown. 

1.5 Since my primary statement of evidence was filed I have attended further 

informal mediation with witnesses for Christchurch City Council ("Council"). 

2. SCOPE 

2.1 This statement of rebuttal evidence responds to the evidence of a number 

of experts insofar as their evidence relates to the provisions in Proposal 7 

that address high trip generating activities.  I particularly respond to what is 

generally referred to as the "submitters' version" of these provisions, 

included as Attachment B to the Mediation Report, dated 9 June 2015, and 

supported by the evidence of a number of parties ("submitters' version").  

In this regard my rebuttal evidence addresses the evidence of: 

(a) Mr Jeremy Phillips filed on behalf of a number of submitters;3 

                                                
1
 My statement of evidence for the Strategic Directions hearing, for the Crown (addressing planning matters 

relating to the New Zealand Transport Agency) dated 25 November 2014, can be accessed at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/past-hearings/. 
2
 Statement of evidence of A McLeod (addressing planning matters relating to the New Zealand Transport 

Agency), dated 10 June 2015. 
3
 Scentre New Zealand Limited (submitter ref. 742), NPT Limited (submitter ref. 707), AMP Capital Palms Pty 

Limited (submitter ref. 814), TEL Nominees Limited (submitter ref. 816), Marriner Investments Limited (submitter 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/past-hearings/
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(b) Mr Dean Chrystal, filed on behalf of a number of submitters;4 

(c) Mr Andrew Metherell, filed on behalf of a number of submitters;5 

(d) Ms Teresa O'Neil, filed on behalf of the University of Canterbury 

("University" and Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of Technology 

("CPIT");6 

(e) Mr Timothy Ensor, filed on behalf of the Canterbury Aggregate 

Producers Group ("CAPG");7 and 

(f) Ms Philippa Lynch, filed on behalf of Te Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga, 

Te Hapu o Ngati Wheke, Te Runanga o Koukourarata, Onuku 

Runanga, Wairewa Runanga, Te Taumutu Rununga and 

Te Rununga o Ngai Tahu ("Ngai Tahu").8 

2.2 My rebuttal evidence focuses on those areas where my opinion differs to 

that of one, or more, of the witnesses supporting the submitters' version.  In 

this regard I note there are many areas of agreement between all parties 

with an interest in the high trip generating activities provisions.  I have 

updated my suggested amendments to Proposal 7 in Attachment AJM1. 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.1 This statement of rebuttal evidence responds to the evidence of a number 

of witnesses who, in turn, represent a range of submitters, and who jointly 

support what is generally referred to as the "submitters' version" of the 

provisions in Proposal 7 that relate to high trip generating activities.9 

                                                                                                                                   
ref. 378), Marriner Investments No 1 Limited (submitter ref. 380), Carter Group Limited (submitter ref. 386), 
Maurice Carter Charitable Trust (submitter ref. 385), Avonhead Mall Limited (submitter ref. 379), Maurice R Carter 
Limited (submitter ref. 377), Oakvale Farm Limited (submitter ref. 381), 880 Main North Road Limited (submitter 
ref. 1081), 7990 Limited (submitter ref. 7990), Peebles Group Limited (submitter ref. 1195), Peebles Family Trust 
(submitter ref. 1078), and Tailorspace Investments Limited (submitter ref. 1322). 
4
 Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited (submitter ref. 761 and further submitter ref. 

1352), Progressive Enterprises Limited (submitter ref. 790 and further submitter ref. 1450), Bunnings Limited 
(submitter ref. 725 and further submitter ref. 1367), Christchurch International Airport Limited (submitter ref. 863 
and further submitter ref. 1359), Lyttelton Port Company Limited (submitter ref. 915 and further submitter ref. 
1444), Waterloo Park Limited (submitter ref. 920 and further submitter ref. 1277), Catholic Diocese (submitter ref. 
656), Alpine Presbytery (submitter ref. 752) and Methodist Church of New Zealand (submitter ref. 763). 
5
 Progressive Enterprises Limited (submitter ref. 790 and further submitter ref. 1450), Bunnings Limited (submitter 

ref. 725 and further submitter ref. 1367) and Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited 
(submitter ref. 761 and further submitter ref. 1352). 
6
 Submitter ref. 797 and submitter ref. 756 respectively. 

7
 Submitter ref. 886. 

8
 Submitter ref. 1145 and further submitter ref. 1448. 

9
 Initially included as Attachment B to the Mediation Report, date 9 June 2015 and subsequently included as 

Attachment 1 to the statement of evidence  of J Phillips, dated 10 June 2015. 
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3.2 My evidence compares the amendments I recommend in my primary 

statement of evidence10 to those included in the submitters' version.  I also 

identify areas of difference between the two versions. 

3.3 I do not support the amendments to 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 included in the 

submitters' version, and supported by Mr Phillips, with the exception of: 

(a) amendments to clause (e)11 to better clarify and differentiate how 

the management of effects will be achieved depending on whether a 

high trip generating activity is permitted by the zone within which it is 

located; and  

(b) the deletion of reference to Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values (in 

response to the evidence of Ms Lynch). 

3.4 I do not support the exclusion of parking as a relevant policy and 

assessment matter for high trip generating activities, as included in the 

submitters' version.  In my opinion parking is a fundamental component of 

any integrated transport assessment ("ITA"). 

3.5 I generally support the inclusion of controlled activity status for activities 

permitted by the zone within which they are located and below the 

thresholds in Table 7.1 (included in the Matters of Discretion in 7.3.19), as 

promoted by Mr Chrystal.  However, I do not support an additional 

"compliance with the zone height standard" test for controlled activities, nor 

do I support controlled activity status where a high trip generating activity 

has direct access to a State highway. 

3.6 I agree with Mr Phillips and Mr Chrystal in relation to the inclusion of a 

requirement for the written approval from the Transport Agency. 

3.7 I do not support the amendments to 7.3.19 Matters of Discretion included in 

the submitters' version, subject to a few minor wording amendments and 

except for the deletion of assessment matter (8) relating to Ngai 

Tahu/Manawhenua.  I continue prefer my version of the 7.3.19 Matters of 

Discretion. 

3.8 Lastly, I do not support the amendment to 7.1.1 Objective 1 promoted by 

Mr Phillips. 

                                                
10

 Statement of evidence of A McLeod, dated 10 June 2015, Attachment AJM3. 
11

 Numbering used in my version of 7.1.1.2 Policy 2. 
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4. POLICY 2 - HIGH TRIP GENERATING ACTIVITIES 

4.1 Table 1 below sets out the version of 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 that was agreed with 

Council and included in my primary statement of evidence, alongside the 

submitters' version of 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 included in the evidence of Mr Phillips 

and adopted or supported by a number of other witnesses. I have 

highlighted the areas of agreement, disagreement and where there is 

shared intent, but difference in the wording sought.  I address the latter two 

categories below. 

Table 1: 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 - High trip generating activities 

Key 

Agreement Disagreement Shared Intent 

The version agreed with Council and included in 
my primary statement of evidence 

The "submitters' version" 

 a. Recognise that transport hubs and key 
activity centres will by their nature be subject 
to high levels of transport demand and 
therefore the assessment of high trip 
generating activities will be focused on 
managing rather than avoiding adverse 
effects. 

Manage the adverse effects of high trip 
generating activities on the transport system by 
assessing Require that their location and design 
of high trip generating activities are assessed 
with regard to the extent that they: 

b. Manage the adverse effects of high trip 
generating activities on the transport system 
by assessing their location and design 
Require that the location and design of high 
trip generating activities are assessed with 
regard to the extent that they: 

a.  are permitted by the zone in which they are 
located; 

i.  are anticipated by the zone in which they are 
located; 

ab. are accessible by a range of physical 
abilities and transport modes and encourage 
public and active transport use; 

ii.a. are accessible by a range of physical 
abilities and transport modes and encourage 
public and active transport use; 

bc. do not compromise the safe, efficient and 
effective use of the transport system; 

iii.b. do not compromise the safe, efficient and 
effective use of the transport system; 

cd. optimise use of the existing transport 
system; 

c. optimise use of the existing transport system; 

de. avoid or mitigate significant adverse effects 
reduce the impact of trip generation 
including through travel plans and other 
travel demand management measures; 

iv.d. reduced the impact of trip generation 
through travel plans and other mitigate, or 
for unanticipated activities avoid, significant 
adverse effects on the transport system, 
including use of travel demand management 
measures; 

e. avoid or mitigate significant adverse effects 
on the transport system;  

e. avoid or mitigate significant adverse effects 
on the transport system; 

f.  limit adverse effects and maximise positive 
effects from transport on communities, the 
amenity of the surrounding environment and 
on Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values; 

v.f. limit adverse effects and maximise positive 
effects from transport on communities and, 
the amenity of the surrounding environment, 
and on Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values; 

g.  discourage an under-supply or over-supply 
of parking unless adverse effects can be 
mitigated; 

g.  discourange an undersupply or over supply 
of parking unless adverse effects can be 
mitigated; 

h.  provide for the transport needs of people 
whose mobility is restricted; and 

vi.h. provide for the transport needs of people 
whose mobility is restricted 

i.  integrate and coordinate with the transport 
system, including planned transport 
infrastructure and service improvements by 
coordinating with land use. 

vii.i. integrate and coordinate with the transport 
system, including planned transport 
infrastructure and service improvements by 
coordinating with land use. 
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Additional clause for transport hubs and KACs 

4.2 The submitters' version seeks that an additional clause be included at the 

beginning of 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 ("additional clause") that is intended to 

"provide for policy recognition that transport hubs and KACs are and will 

continue to be subject to high levels of transport demand, which will 

accordingly generate higher flows of traffic".12  On this basis, Mr Chrystal 

considers that the assessment of new high trip generating activities should 

focus on managing, rather than avoiding, effects. 

4.3 I agree with Mr Chrystal to the extent that I accept that a focus on the 

management of effects is appropriate in the context of Key Activity Centres 

("KAC"s) and transport hubs, but I would go further, and suggest that 

managing effects should be the approach taken in all situations where 

activities are anticipated by virtue of the zone they are located in.  In the 

context of the Commercial Zones, such an approach is consistent with 

15.1.2 Objective 2 - Focus of Commercial Activity in the Commercial 

Proposal that refers to commercial activity within a network of centres that 

"manages adverse effects on the transport network and public and private 

infrastructure".13 

4.4 In my opinion the outcome sought by Mr Chrystal is achieved by: 

(a) the Policy beginning with the word "manage"; 

(b) the inclusion of clause (a);14 and 

(c) the following amendment to 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 clause (e)15 included in 

the submitters' version and supported by the evidence of 

Mr Phillips,16 albeit without specific reference to KACs and transport 

hubs included in the additional clause: 

"iv.d. reduced the impact of trip generation through travel plans and 
other mitigate, or for unanticipated activities avoid, significant 
adverse effects on the transport system, including use of travel 
demand management measures; …" 

4.5 I therefore support the amendment to 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 that I have quoted 

above (subject to limited amendments), but I do not consider that the 

additional clause supported by Mr Chrystal is necessary because it does 

                                                
12

 Statement of evidence of D Chrystal, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 28. 
13

 Included in the revised version of Proposal 15 included as Attachment A to the statement of evidence of 
M Stevenson for the Council, dated 1 May 2015. 
14

 Numbering used in my version of 7.1.1.2 Policy 2. 
15

 Numbering used in my version of 7.1.1.2 Policy 2. 
16

 Statement of evidence of J Phillips, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 5.5. 



 

BF\53025489\1 Page 6 

not add any further direction beyond the amendments set out above and 

beyond acknowledging the existing environment, nor does it better 

implement the Objectives included in Proposal 7.  As such, it does not 

achieve the succinctness sought by the Statement of Expectations. 

4.6 Further, should the additional clause be included, I consider that there is 

some risk in singling out KACs and transport hubs in the manner proposed 

in the additional clause because this may unduly elevate the status of KACs 

and transport hubs when compared to other anticipated high trip generating 

activities, such as hospitals, sports venues or education institutions.  

Similarly, this approach could give rise to other parties seeking the same 

acknowledgement.  In this regard, I note that Mr Ensor, in his evidence for 

CAPG, has sought the specific reference to the Rural Quarry Zone.17  The 

relief sought by Mr Ensor highlights this risk and raises the question of 

where to draw the line. 

4.7 In my opinion, clause (e) in 7.1.1.2 Policy 2, as amended by the submitters' 

version, would benefit from limited amendments to clarify the intent of the 

clause as follows (amendments to my primary statement of evidence 

version shown in red:18 

"d.e.  avoid or mitigate significant adverse transport effects of activities that 
are not permitted by the zone in which they are located, and mitigate 
other adverse transport effectsreduce the impact of trip generation 
including through travel plans and other travel demand management 
measures; …" 

4.8 This approach remains consistent with the "management" of adverse 

effects outcome sought in the evidence of Mr Phillips and Mr Chrystal. 

'Anticipated' versus 'permitted' 

4.9 There is a slight difference in the terminology preferred by witnesses in 

clause (a)19 of 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 with the difference being whether the clause 

should refer to activities "permitted" or "anticipated" by the zone.  I am not 

aware of any evidence that specifically addresses this matter, with the 

exception of Mr Phillips, who states "I otherwise consider that minor 

amendments to Policy 2 are required to avoid unnecessary detail and/or 

duplication with policy provisions elsewhere in the chapter or the Plan".20  

                                                
17

 Statement of evidence of T Ensor, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 21. 
18

 Mr Chrystal, in his evidence also acknowledges in a general sense that, in relation to 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 “there may 
be elements that require further tweaking". 
19

 Numbering used in my version of 7.1.1.2 Policy 2. 
20

 Statement of evidence of J Phillips, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 5.6. 
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4.10 In this regard, I do not consider that the difference in terminology is 

material, but in terms of my preference, I am guided by the way in which 

this portion of the Policy is implemented, being the Table in Matters of 

Discretion 7.3.19  that distinguishes the assessment matters that apply to 

"Activities that are otherwise permitted in the Zone's Activity Status Table".  

The Table was included in the revised version of Proposal 7 and I have 

incorporated the matters it contains into a diagram which I suggest replaces 

that Table.21  On this basis, I consider that "permitted" is the more 

appropriate term, but acknowledge that the reference to the Activity Status 

Table in the Matters of Discretion 7.3.19 is critical to implementing the 

Policy such that activities that trigger the need for consent through built 

form standards are still considered "permitted" for the purposes of the high 

trip generating activities provisions. 

Optimising use of the existing transport system 

4.11 The submitters' version deletes clause (d) which refers to optimising the 

use of the existing transport system.  As with clause (a), that I have 

addressed in paragraphs 4.9 and 4.10 above, I am not aware of any 

evidence that supports the deletion of clause (d) with the exception of 

Mr Phillips' statement that other "minor amendments" are required to avoid 

unnecessary detail or duplication. 

4.12 On this basis I understand that clause (d) has been deleted on the basis 

that it is considered to either duplicate: 

(a) clause (c) that refers to not compromising the safe, efficient and 

effective use of the transport system; or  

(b) clause (i) that seeks integration with the transport system (including 

future transport infrastructure). 

4.13 I do not consider that clause (d) duplicates matters that are traversed 

elsewhere in 7.1.1.2 Policy 2.  Instead, I understand that: 

(a) clause (c) addresses the impacts a high trip generating activity may 

have on the transport system and particularly gives effect to Policy 

5.3.7 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 ("CRPS");  

(b) clause (d) addresses the ability of a high trip generating activity to 

maximise the use of the existing transport system in a manner that 

                                                
21

 Statement of evidence of A McLeod, dated 10 June 2015, Attachment AJM3. 
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gives effect to Policy 6.3.4(2) of the CRPS and implements 

Objective 3.3.7(i) of the Strategic Directions decision, both of which 

directly refer to "optimisation"; while 

(c) clause (i) introduced a future focus and considers the location and 

design of high trip generating activities in relation to planned 

transport infrastructure, including upgrades in order to give effect to 

Policy 6.3.5 of the CRPS and implement Objective 3.3.7(j) of the 

Strategic Directions decision. 

4.14 On this basis I continue to support the inclusion of clause (d) in 7.1.1.2 

Policy 2. 

4.15 In relation to clause (i) I also note that the submitters' version seeks the 

deletion of reference to "planned transport infrastructure and service 

improvements".  In my opinion such a deletion would not be consistent with 

Policy 6.3.5 of the CRPS and Objective 3.3.7(j) of the Strategic Directions 

decision.  Further, it is my understanding that the assessment of high trip 

generating activities in relation to the future transport network is anticipated 

through the development of an ITA. 

Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values 

4.16 The submitters' version includes the deletion of references Ngai Tahu 

Manawhenua values from 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 and the Matters of Discretion in 

7.3.19.  In her evidence, Ms Lynch for Ngai Tahu, has acknowledged the 

submitters' version, including the proposed deletion of these references.  

She has concluded that "the removal of these references does not impact 

on the overall relief sought in the Ngai Tahu submission …".22 

4.17 In my primary statement of evidence I did not support the deletion of these 

references because Ngai Tahu was not represented when this matter was 

discussed at mediation.  I now accept Ms Lynch's opinion, and on that basis 

do not oppose the deletion of these references. 

Parking 

4.18 The remaining matter of difference between the two versions of 7.1.1.2 

Policy 2 is whether clause (g) relating to parking should be included.  The 

appropriateness of the inclusion of this clause rests with the overarching 

approach to the relationship between parking and high trip generating 

                                                
22

 Statement of evidence of P Lynch, dated 9 June 2015, paragraph 12. 
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activities across the relevant provisions in Proposal 7.  I address this 

separately later in my evidence, where I confirm the opinion I express in my 

primary statement of evidence that vehicle parking is a relevant matter for 

consideration in undertaking ITAs.  On this basis I support the retention of 

clause (g) in 7.1.1.2 Policy 2. 

Amenity 

4.19 As a final matter, Mr Ensor for CAPG has adopted the submitters' version of 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2, and has proposed further amendments to this version.  In 

particular, Mr Ensor seeks the deletion of reference to the "amenity of the 

surrounding environment" in clause (f), and the subsequent Matters of 

Discretion in 7.3.19, and he seeks the inclusion of "where appropriate" in 

clauses (b) and (h).23 

4.20 In seeking the deletion of references to amenity values, Mr Ensor is of the 

opinion that the Rural Quarry Zone establishes a "level of amenity" and the 

effects on amenity values are considered as part of the land use component 

of an activity.24  In Mr Ensor's opinion, this results in duplication and 

uncertainty and a situation where resource consent for a high trip 

generating activity in the Rural Quarry Zone may be declined on the basis 

of effects on amenity.  Mr Ensor also notes that activities in the Transport 

Zone are exempt from rules relating to noise and that the road classification 

system has been established with consideration for neighbourhood 

amenity. 

4.21 I am not persuaded that references to effects on amenity values should be 

deleted because Mr Ensor has failed to acknowledge that clause (f) in 

7.1.1.2 is implemented by the assessment matters in Matters of Discretion 

7.3.19 in a narrow way, whereby an ITA is only required to consider the 

impacts of access and manoeuvring on the amenity values of surrounding 

areas.  In my opinion, the clarity of this assessment matter does not give 

rise to the uncertainty, duplication or risk of resource consent being 

declined that has been suggested by Mr Ensor, nor does the assessment 

matter invite a consideration of noise within the Transport Zone.25 

4.22 Further, Mr Ensor makes reference to an anticipated level of amenity in the 

Rural Quarry Zone,26 but he has not acknowledged that this is equally likely 

                                                
23

 Numbering used in my version of 7.1.1.2 Policy 2. 
24

 Statement of evidence of T Ensor, dated 15 June 2015, paragraphs 33 to 38. 
25

 The Transport Zone has been notified as part of the Phase 2 Replacement Plan Proposals. 
26

 The Rural Quarry Zone has been notified as part of the Phase 2 Replacement Plan Proposals. 



 

BF\53025489\1 Page 10 

to form part of the permitted baseline, or existing environment, against 

which any effects on amenity values would be assessed. 

4.23 I do not support the inclusion of "where appropriate" in 7.1.1.2 Policy 2, or 

similar qualifiers in policies generally.  I consider that if a policy needs 

qualification, and if such qualification is necessary, it should be clearly 

stated.  In this instance, it appears that Mr Ensor is suggesting that 

providing for a range of transport modes and the transport needs of the 

mobility restricted may not be appropriate specifically in the context of 

quarrying activities.  I accept that this may be the case, but I do not 

consider that the inclusion of a blanket, and ambiguous, qualifier in 7.1.1.2 

Policy 2 is necessary, nor the most appropriate way to recognise the needs 

of quarrying activities.  Issues that are specific to quarrying, and the Rural 

Quarry Zone, may be better addressed in the context of that zone. 

4.24 In my opinion, 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 informs the range of assessment matters in 

7.3.19, and it is within the context of these assessment matters, and the 

required ITA, that appropriateness of various transport modes and provision 

for the mobility restricted can be evaluated in a manner that is specific to 

quarrying activities.  Having reviewed ITA guidance material that assists in 

the implementation of high trip generating activity rules in Auckland and 

Christchurch, I understand that this is precisely what is achieved by 

undertaking an ITA for high trip generating activities. 

5. PARKING AND HIGH TRIP GENERATING ACTIVITIES 

5.1 The submitters' version, supported in planning evidence by Mr Phillips and 

Ms O'Neil for the University and CPIT, seeks that the minimum car parking 

standards in Rule 7.2.3.1 apply to high trip generating activities and that the 

exemption for such activities, that is also included in the Rule, be deleted. 

5.2 It is my understanding that the submitters that support the submitters' 

version are of the view that the minimum parking standards should apply to 

all activities (including high trip generating activities) and that any ITA for a 

high trip generating activity should only consider parking where the 

minimum parking standards are not met.  The reason for this, given by Ms 

O'Neil,27 is that exempting high trip generating activities from the minimum 

parking standards creates uncertainty for her clients, particularly in the 

context of earthquake recovery.  Similarly, Mr Phillips28 has concluded that 

                                                
27

 Statement of evidence of T O'Neil, dated 10 June 2015, paragraphs 46 to 48. 
28

 Statement of evidence of J Phillips, dated 10 June 2015, paragraphs 6.1 to 6.16. 



 

BF\53025489\1 Page 11 

the determination of the provision of car parking through the use of ITAs is 

"unworkable", resulting in "considerable uncertainty and diminished 

innovation and choice". 

5.3 Having considered the evidence of Mr Phillips and Ms O'Neil, and setting 

aside the form of regulation in Proposal 7 for now, I am of the opinion that it 

is somewhat counterintuitive to manage high trip generating activities 

through an ITA framework without contemplation of the provision for vehicle 

parking.  As I stated in my primary statement of evidence,29 my review of 

guidelines for ITAs that apply in Auckland and Christchurch clearly indicate 

that the provision of parking is an integral component of an ITA.  Further, 

the Transport Agency's ITA guidance,30 in setting out appropriate content 

for ITAs,31 clearly indicates that on-site parking is a "probable" matter for 

inclusion in an ITA, irrespective of scale.  Put simply, failing to consider 

vehicle parking as part of an ITA would result in a reduction of the 

"integrated" nature of the ITA and could erode the value of any outcomes.   

5.4 That said, I also appreciate that the inclusion of minimum parking standards 

in the Replacement Plan gives developers certainty through the ability to 

easily understand what parking they may need to provide.   

5.5 It is my conclusion that parking ought to be a component of an ITA, and the 

critical issue is what regulatory mechanism can achieve this in a manner 

that also addresses the certainty concerns of a number of submitters.  

Addressing parking through an ITA is the most appropriate way to achieve 

both Objective 1 and Objective 2 in Proposal 7. 

5.6 In this regard, I consider that high trip generating activities should be 

exempt from the minimum parking standards in Rule 7.2.3.1, and I depart 

from the opinion I expressed in my primary statement of evidence.  I 

continue to support the amendments to the Matters of Discretion included in 

my primary statement of evidence, whereby direct and specific reference is 

made to the minimum parking standards that are listed in Table 7.2 in 

Appendix 7.1 to Proposal 7.  Such a direct reference to the minimum 

parking standards goes some way to providing certainty for developers, and 

to some extent addresses the "unworkable" scenarios suggested by 

Mr Phillips.  In my view the inclusion of direct reference provides greater 

                                                
29

 Statement of evidence of A McLeod, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 8.20. 
30

 Abley, Durdin and Douglas, Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines, November 2010), New Zealand 
Transport Agency Research Report 422. 
31

 Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines, November 2010), New Zealand Transport Agency Research 
Report 422, Table 6.3, page 78. 
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clarity than the note that accompanies Rule 7.2.3.1 as included in the 

notified and revised versions of Proposal 7. 

5.7 This approach achieves an integrated assessment of activities that is 

consistent with typical approaches to ITAs by being "tailored to the 

circumstances of the site and the sensitivity of the receiving environment". 

32 As such, the adverse effects of activities, where these activities have the 

potential to result in significant transport effects, are appropriately managed 

in a manner that is consistent with the outcomes sought by 7.1.1 Objective 

1 and 7.1.2 Objective 2 in Proposal 7.   

5.8 As a final matter, I do not agree with Mr Phillips' suggestion33 that 

assessing parking in the context of an ITA would result in diminished 

innovation and choice for developers.  Conversely, it is my opinion that the 

minimum parking standards encourages a developer to seek to achieve that 

standard, whereas an ITA affords an opportunity to determine parking 

needs based on the nature of the activity and the particular characteristics 

of the site and surrounding area.   

6. CONTROLLED ACTIVITY STATUS 

6.1 The submitters' version includes a new controlled activity that applies to 

high trip generating activities that are below the thresholds in Table 7.1 

(included in Matters of Discretion 7.3.19); that are permitted in the Activity 

Status Tables for the relevant zone; and that comply with the applicable 

height standard for the zone.  This approach is supported in the evidence of 

Mr Chrystal.34 

6.2 The approach to controlled activity status in the submitters' version is 

similar in intent, if not form, to the amendments I sought in my primary 

statement of evidence, except: 

(a) I have not included the additional requirement to comply with the 

height standard in the relevant zone; and 

(b) the submitters' version controlled activity rule does not retain 

restricted discretionary activity status in situations where activities 

have direct vehicle access onto State highways or across railway 

lines. 

                                                
32

 Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines, November 2010), New Zealand Transport Agency Research 
Report 422, page 62. 
33

 Statement of evidence of J Phillips, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 6.9. 
34

 Statement of evidence of D Chrystal, dated 10 June 2015, paragraphs 52 to 57. 
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6.3 I assume that the additional requirement is to restrict the scale of high trip 

generating activity that would be a controlled activity.   

6.4 I do not support the additional requirement to meet the zone height 

standard because the scale of activities (and specifically buildings) are 

separately managed by the zone standards such that the additional 

requirement is unnecessary, and the link between high trip generating 

activities and building height is somewhat tenuous. 

6.5 I continue to generally support controlled activity status where activities are 

below the thresholds in Table 7.1 and permitted in the relevant Activity 

Status Tables, subject to the retention of restricted discretionary activity 

status where activities have direct vehicle access onto State highways or 

across railway lines.  My support is based on the reasons set out in 

paragraphs 8.10 to 8.12 of my primary statement of evidence and is 

consistent with the evidence of Mr Clark.35  Further, I consider that it would 

be unusual to require the written approval of the Transport Agency, as 

accepted by Mr Phillip36 and Mr Chrystal,37 but not retain the ability to 

refuse consent if the Transport Agency raised serious concerns. 

7. NOTIFICATION AND WRITTEN APPROVALS 

7.1 I acknowledge that the submitters' version, supported in the evidence of 

Mr Phillips and Mr Chrystal, includes non-notification clauses that apply to 

high trip generating activities that are permitted by the Activity Status 

Tables in the relevant zone, irrespective of whether the activity exceeds the 

thresholds in Table 7.1.  The clauses clearly identify that written approval of 

the Transport Agency and KiwiRail may be required, and that similarly 

limited notification shall only be to the Transport Agency and KiwiRail where 

activities have direct access to a State highway or across a railway line. 

7.2 Given the critical role of the Transport Agency, as described by Mr Richards 

in his evidence,38 I support the approach to notification and written 

approvals included in the submitters' version.  

8. 7.3.19 MATTERS OF DISCRETION 

8.1 Table 2, included as Attachment AJM2, sets out the version of the 

assessment matters in 7.3.19 Matters of Discretion included in my primary 

                                                
35

 Statement of evidence of I Clark, dated 10 June 2015. 
36

 Statement of evidence of J Phillips, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 7.6 to 7.8. 
37

 Statement of evidence of D Chrystal, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 61. 
38

 Statement of evidence of J Richards, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 5.1. 
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statement of evidence, alongside the submitters' version of the assessment 

matters included in the evidence of Mr Phillips and adopted or supported by 

a number of other witnesses.  The table indicates that there remain some 

key differences in relation to the content and form of these assessment 

matters, however, I have addressed a number of these matters earlier in 

this evidence and in my primary statement of evidence. 

Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values, heavy vehicles and parking 

8.2 In terms of agreement, I confirm that I do not oppose the deletion of the 

Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values assessment matter, as set out in 

paragraphs 4.16 and 4.17 of this evidence.  I also note that the Heavy 

Vehicles assessment matters are consistent in both versions.  Further, I 

have addressed parking earlier in my evidence and will not repeat my 

conclusions here. 

Access and manoeuvring 

8.3 In terms of access and manoeuvring, my version responds to the 

agreement reached at mediation that is recorded in the Mediation Report as 

follows: 

"The parties reached agreement that assessment matter 7.3.19(1) should 
be split into two assessment matters, one regarding the effects on safety, 
efficiency and accessibility from access and manoeuvring and another 
regarding the amenity values of the surrounding area from access and 
manoeuvring." 

8.4 The submitters' version seeks to narrow the consideration of the effects of 

access and manoeuvring from "the surrounding area" to "the adjacent 

transport network".  I am not aware of any specific evidence that supports 

the amendment sought in the submitters' version. 

8.5 I have addressed the relevance of considering the effects on amenity 

values earlier in my evidence in paragraphs 4.20 to 4.22.  My opinion in that 

regard is of some relevance here to the extent that it informs my opinion 

that I continue to prefer the assessment matters (1) and (2) included in my 

primary statement of evidence. 

Design and layout 

8.6 The submitters' version makes amendments to the design and layout 

assessment matter that seeks to "maximise opportunities, where 

practicable, for travel by non-car modes" rather than minimising the need to 
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travel by private vehicles and encouraging public and active transport use.  

In my opinion this amendment has a slightly diluting effect and I have a 

preference for the retention of the clause that refers to encouraging public 

and active transport use because this is more consistent with the direction 

included in 7.1.1.6 Policy 6 that seeks to promote public and active 

transport.  

8.7 I also have some concern in relation to the use of the terms "non-car 

modes" and "where practicable" in relation to the design and layout 

assessment matter and the assessment matter for accessibility.  In relation 

to "non-car modes", the Replacement Plan and the CRPS both use "public 

and active transport" and I consider that continuing to use this term better 

meets the Statement of Expectations in terms of clarity.  In terms of the use 

of "where practicable", in my opinion the use of such a qualifier creates 

uncertainty, particularly in the context of assessment matters that are used 

to guide and inform the ITA process.  For this reason, and for the reasons 

included in paragraphs 4.23 and 4.24 earlier in my evidence, I do not 

support the inclusion of "where practicable". 

Network effects 

8.8 The submitters' version introduces an additional assessment matter that 

relates to the mitigation of effects in the immediate vicinity of the site access 

point and also proposes a number of amendments to the network impacts 

assessment matter.  Mr Phillips relies on the evidence of Mr Metherell, for a 

number of submitters,39 to conclude that "it is necessary to clearly define 

and limit the extent of road network effects to be assessed for anticipated 

high trip generators …".40  Mr Metherell's evidence gives some explanation 

for the purpose of the additional assessment matter as follows: 

"I accept that there will still be a different interpretation as to how far 
Assessment Matters 6 and 741 should extend.  However, by adding 
Assessment Matter 7 as has been included in the submitter version there 
will be a much clearer distinction than currently proposed by the Council.  
This also allows wide area transport network effects assessment for in-zone 
developments to be explicitly excluded."42 

8.9 My primary statement of evidence at paragraphs 8.25 and 8.26 addresses 

the need to address network impacts whether an activity is anticipated in a 

                                                
39

 Statement of evidence of A Metherell, dated 10 June 2015, for Progressive Enterprises Limited (submitter ref. 
790 and further submitter ref. 1450), Bunnings Limited (submitter ref. 725 and further submitter ref. 1367) and Kiwi 
Property Group Limited and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited (submitter ref. 761 and further submitter ref. 1352). 
40

 Statement of evidence of J Phillips, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 7.13. 
41

 Numbering included in the submitters' version. 
42

 Statement of evidence of A Metherell, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 41. 
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zone, or not, and I continue to hold the views expressed in that evidence.  

In this regard I am also guided by the Transport Agency's ITA guidance that 

states: 

"The boundary of the assessment will depend on the sensitivity of the 
adjacent networks to changes in travel demands.  Thus while a general 
‘rule of thumb' may indicate that changes in flows below a certain 
percentage may be deemed to be insignificant, a particular area may be 
sensitive to small changes if it is operating very close to or above its 
theoretical capacity." 43 

8.10 In my opinion, the scope and geographic extent of an ITA is necessarily 

driven by the circumstances of the activity, site and receiving environment 

irrespective of whether it is anticipated by the zone.  On this basis, it is my 

opinion that including a further assessment matter to arbitrarily limit that 

scope is not necessary, particularly because a scope of an ITA will 

necessarily be limited where circumstances allow, and in the context of the 

permitted baseline and existing effects. 

8.11 The submitters' version also proposes amendments to the existing network 

impacts assessment matter.  These amendments primarily have the effect 

of narrowing the assessment matter.  In this regard, I am particularly 

concerned that it is proposed to delete the reference to future planned 

infrastructure and construction work associated with the activity.  The 

purpose of these amendments is not addressed in detail in the evidence of 

Mr Phillips or Mr Metherell.  

8.12 I do not support the deletion of the reference to future planned infrastructure 

because such a reference gives effect to Policy 6.3.5 of the CRPS, 

implements Objective 3.3.7(j) of the Strategic Directions and is consistent 

with the ITA content directed by the ITA guidelines for Christchurch and 

Auckland.44  Similarly, the ITA guidelines for Christchurch also anticipate a 

consideration of the potential effects of construction work.  In my opinion, 

such a consideration is of particular importance in the context of earthquake 

recovery.  On this basis, I also support the retention "construction work" in 

the assessment matter. 

Strategic framework 

8.13 The submitters' version retains the strategic framework assessment matter, 

but Mr Phillips does not support the inclusion of this assessment matter in 

                                                
43

 Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines, November 2010), New Zealand Transport Agency Research 
Report 422, page 62. 
44

 Auckland Transport, Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines, January 2015 and Christchurch City Council 
Draft Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines, February 2015.  
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his evidence on the basis that section 104 of the RMA requires such a 

consideration in any case. 

8.14 I do not agree with Mr Phillips in this regard because he has failed to 

recognise the narrowing of matters for consideration in section 104C of the 

RMA and for the reasons set out in my primary statement of evidence in 

paragraphs 8.30 to 8.34. 

Summary 

8.15 In summary, I continue to support the assessment matters set out in my 

primary statement of evidence, but with the deletion of assessment matter 

(8) relating to Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values, and subject to a few minor 

wording amendments as set out in green in Attachment AJM1. 

9. 7.1.1 OBJECTIVE 1 - INTEGRATED TRANSPORT SYSTEM 

9.1 As a final matter, I note that Mr Phillips45 has promoted amendments to 

7.1.1 Objective 1, clause (i) "to achieve clarity of purpose and avoid 

repetition of parts (iv) and (vi) of the objective".  These amendments have 

the effect of deleting the reference to "goods" that had previously been 

included in response the Crown's submission.  Mr Phillips does not give any 

specific rationale for the deletion he has sought and I note that reference to 

"freight" or "goods" is not repeated elsewhere in the Objective.  

9.2 As I have stated in my primary statement of evidence,46 I support the 

reference to "goods" in 7.1.1 Objective 1 particularly because it is 

consistent with Policies 6.3.4 of the CRPS. 

 

Ainsley Jean McLeod 

17 June 2015 

  

                                                
45

 Statement of evidence of J Phillips, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 5.1. 
46

 Statement of evidence of A McLeod, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 6.4. 
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ATTACHMENT AJM1: AMENDMENTS TO PRIMARY STATEMENT OF 

EVIDENCE VERSION OF PROPOSAL 7 

The suggested amendments shown below are made to the clean version of the Revised 

Proposal (amendments included in my primary statement of evidence are shown in red 

further amendments suggested, or agreed, in my statement of rebuttal evidence are shown 

in green) 

Amend 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 as follow: 

"7.1.1.2 Policy 2 – High trip generating activities 

Manage the adverse effects of high trip generating activities on the transport system by 
assessing Require that their location and design of high trip generating activities are 
assessed with regard to the extent that they: 

a.  are permitted by the zone in which they are located; 

ab.  are accessible by a range of physical abilities and transport modes and encourage 
public and active transport use; 

bc.  do not compromise the safe, efficient and effective use of the transport system; 

cd.  optimise use of the existing transport system; 

de.  avoid or mitigate significant adverse transport effects of activities that are not 
permitted by the zone in which they are located, and mitigate other adverse transport 
effects reduce the impact of trip generation including through travel plans and other 
travel demand management  measures; 

e.  avoid or mitigate significant adverse effects on the transport system;  

f.  limit adverse effects and maximise positive effects from transport on communities, 
and the amenity of the surrounding environment and on Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua 
values; 

g.  discourage an under-supply or over-supply of parking unless adverse effects can be 
mitigated; 

h.  provide for the transport needs of people whose mobility is restricted; and 

i.  integrate and coordinate with the transport system, including planned transport 
infrastructure and service improvements by coordinating with land use." 

 

Insert a new controlled activity rule as follows: 

"7.2.2.1A Controlled activities – High trip generators 
 
The activities listed below are a controlled activity: 
 

 Activity The matters over which Council reserves control are: 

C1 Any activity that is 
otherwise permitted 
in the Zone's 
Activity Status 
Table, and:  
a. exceeds the 

thresholds in 
Rule 7.2.3.10    
High trip 
generators;  

b. does not exceed 
the thresholds 

1. Access and Manoeuvring (Safety and Efficiency): 
The impacts of the provision of access and on-going site 
manoeuvring, including vehicle loading and servicing 
deliveries, on the safety and efficiency of the transport 
network. 
2. Access and Manoeuvring (Amenity): The impacts of 
the provision of access and on-site manoeuvring, 
including  vehicle loading and servicing deliveries, on the 
amenity of the surrounding area. 
3. Design and Layout: The extent to which the design 
and layout of the proposed activity minimises the need to 
travel by private vehicles and encourages public and 
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in Table 7.1; 
and 

c. does not require 
direct vehicle 
access to a 
State highway 
or across a 
railway line. 

active transport use. 
4. Car Parking: The extent to which car parking spaces 
depart from the minimum number of car parks required in 
Table 7.2 (Appendix 7.1) and whether such departure 
mitigates adverse effects including through operating 
parking in a coordinated or shared way and having regard 
to the parking reduction factors in Appendix 7.14. 
5. Heavy Vehicles: For activities that will generate more 
than 250 heavy vehicle trips per day, the extent to which 
these trips have an impact on roading infrastructure. 

 

As a consequence Amend Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows: 

7.2.3.10 – High trip generators 
 

 Applicable to Rule – Resource Consent under 
this rule, and either rule 
7.2.2.1A(C1) or 7.2.2.2(RD1), is 
required for activities with: 

Matters of discretion 

 

Amend Rule 7.2.3.1 as follows: 

"7.2.3.1 Minimum number and dimensions of car parks required 
 

 Applicable to Rule Matters of 
discretion 

a. Any activity, unless: 
i. located within a 

commercial zone 
and/or on adjacent 
roads that is identified 
as a local or 
neighbourhood centre 
in Chapter 15; or 

ii. it is an activity that 
requires resource 
consent under rule 
7.2.3.10 - High Trip 
Generators. 

At least the minimum number 
of car parking spaces in 
Table 7.2 in Appendix 7.1 
shall be provided on the 
same site as the activity. The 
minimum number of car 
parking space required may 
be reduced by the relevant 
amount if the activity qualifies 
for any of the permitted 
reductions in Appendix 7.14.  

Matters specified 
in 7.3.1 

 

Note: The amount of car parking spaces required for activities that require resource 
consent under Rule 7.2.3.10 in this chapter (i.e. a High Trip Generator) will be determined 
through the resource consent process under Rule 7.2.3.10 (i.e. as part of the Integrated 
Transport Assessment process).  The requirements for a minimum number of car parking 
spaces under Rule 7.2.3.1 can be used as guidance for High Trip Generators. 

 

Amend Matters of Discretion 7.3.19 as follows (including replacing Table 7.1 to include the 

new categories and thresholds: 

"7.3.19 High trip generators 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.10  

Note: The following diagram confirms the activity status for high trip generating activities 

and sets out the ITA assessment matters that apply: For clarity, the following table shows 

which Assessment Matters apply to which situations: 
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ITA Assessment Matters 

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

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

  
Basic ITA Full ITA Basic ITA Full ITA 

1 
Effects from Access and 
Manoeuvring Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2 Design and Layout Yes Yes Yes Yes 

3 
Adequate Parking supply/ 
Effects of Parking Yes Yes Yes Yes 

4 
Transport effects of high 
volumes of heavy vehicles Yes Yes Yes Yes 

5 
Accessibility of the site for all 
modes  

 
Yes Yes 

6 
Cumulative Network Trip 
generation effects 

 
Yes  Yes 

7 
Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua 
values 

 
Yes  Yes 

8 
Consistent with transport 
policy framework?  

  
Yes 

 

1. Access and Manoeuvring (Safety): Whether the provision of access and on-site 

manoeuvring associated with the activity, including vehicle loading and servicing 

deliveries, affects the safety, and efficiency of, accessibility (including for people 

whose mobility is restricted) and amenity values of the site, the surrounding area, and 

the transport network (including considering the road classification of the frontage road), 

and to what extent any adverse transport effects are mitigated. 

2. Access and Manoeuvring (Amenity): Whether the provision of access and on-site 

manoeuvring associated with the activity, including vehicle loading and servicing 

deliveries, affects the amenity values of the surrounding area. 

23.  Design and Layout: Whether the design and layout of proposed activity minimises 

the need to travel by private vehicles and encourages public and active transport 

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

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

34. Car Parking: The extent to which car parking spaces departs from the minimum 

number of car parks required in Table 7.2 (Appendix 7.1) and whether such 

departure mitigatesWhether the number of car parking spaces proposed to be 

provided generates adverse effects including through. Consideration should be given 

to the ability to operateing parking in a coordinated or shared way andwith nearby car 

park(s) and whether there are mitigation factors for a reduced parking supply, having 

regard to the parking reduction factors in Appendix 7.14. 

45. Heavy Vehicles: For activities that will generate more than 250 heavy vehicle trips 

per day, the extent to which these trips have an impact on roading 

infrastructurewhether there are any transport effects from these trips on the transport 

network. 

 

Assessment matter 5 is only applicable for High Trip Generator activities that are not listed 

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

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

the zone where the activity is located. 

 

56.  Accessibility of the Location: Whether the proposed activity has demonstrated the 

accessibility of the site by a range of transport modes and whether the activity's 

location will minimise or reduce travel to and from the activity by private vehicles and 

encourage public and active transport use. 
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The following assessment matters (6-8) are only applicable for High Trip Generator 

activities which exceed the thresholds in the following Table 7.1. A full Integrated Transport 

Assessment shall be undertaken for high trip generators that exceed the thresholds in 

Table 7.1. Only a basic Integrated Transport Assessment (which does not need to cover 

assessment matters 6-8) needs to be undertaken for High Trip Generators that do not 

exceed the thresholds in Table 7.1. 

 

 
Table 7.1 - Thresholds for full Integrated Transport Assessments 

 Activity Thresholds 

a. Education Activities (unless specified 
belowSchool) 

≥ 600450 FTE students 

b. Education Activities (PreSchool) ≥ 240 150 pupilschildren 

c. Education Activities (Tertiary) ≥ 750 FTE students 

cd. Health Care Facilities ≥ 12000m² GFA  

de. Industrial Activities (excluding Warehousing 
and Distribution Activities) 

≥ 10,000 m² GFA  

ef. Industrial Activities (Warehousing and 
Distribution Activities) 

≥ 41,60020,000 m² GFA  

fg. Offices ≥ 4,000 m² GFA  

gh. Residential Activities ≥ 120 households100 
Residential Units  

hi. Retail Activities (excluding factory shops, 
retail park zones, trade suppliers and food 
and beverage outletsunless specified 
below) 

≥ 1000 m² GLFA 

ij. Retail Activities (factory shops and retail 
park zones, but excluding trade suppliers 
and food and beverage outletsFood and 
Beverage Outlet) 

≥ 280 m² PFA≥ 2,000 m² 
GLFA 

jk. Mixed use and All other activities (not 
covered by the thresholds above)  
 

≥ 1000 vehicle trips per 
day²More than 120vpph 

 
1
If the activity has fluctuations in daily vehicle trips, then the calculation should be based on 

an average of the days (across the week) that the activity operates. 
  

67. Network Effects: Whether measures are proposed to adequately mitigate the actual 

or potential effects on the transport network arising from the anticipated trip 

generation (for all transport modes) from the proposed activity, including consideration 

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

construction work associated with the activity. 

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

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

waahi tapu and waahi taonga (including waipuna).  
Note: Guidance on cultural values can be taken from the Mahaanui Iwi 
Management Plan (2013).  
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Assessment matter 8 is only applicable for High Trip Generator activities, which exceed the 

thresholds in Table 7.1, and that is not listed as a permitted activity in the relevant table of 

permitted activities for the zone where the activity is located and/or does not comply with 

the activities relevant built form standards for the zone where the activity is located.  

 

89. Strategic Framework: Whether the proposal is consistent with the local and regional 

transport policy framework. The Canterbury Regional Land Transport Plan 2015, the 

Canterbury Regional Land Transport Strategy 2012–2042, the Greater Christchurch 

Transport Statement 2012 and the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan." 

 

  



 

BF\53025489\1 Page 24 

ATTACHMENT AJM2: TABLE 2 - COMPARISON OF VERSIONS OF 

9.3.19 MATTERS OF DISCRETION (ASSESSMENT MATTERS) 

Table 2: 7.3.19 Matters of Discretion (assessment matters) 

(excluding the accompanying explanatory text) 

The version included in my primary statement of 
evidence 

The "submitters' version" 

Access and Manoeuvring (Safety): Whether 

the provision of access and on-site 
manoeuvring associated with the activity, 
including vehicle loading and servicing 
deliveries, affects the safety, and efficiency 
of, accessibility (including for people whose 
mobility is restricted) and amenity values of the 
site, the surrounding area, and the transport 
network (including considering the road 
classification of the frontage road), and to what 
extent any adverse transport effects are mitigated. 

Whether the provision of access and on-site 
manoeuvring associated with the activity, 
including vehicle loading and servicing 
deliveries, affects the safety, and efficiency 
of, accessibility (including for people whose 
mobility is restricted) and amenity values of the 
site, the surrounding area, and the adjacent 
transport network (including considering the road 
classification of the frontage road), and to what 
extent any adverse transport effects are mitigated. 

Access and Manoeuvring (Amenity): Whether 

the provision of access and on-site 
manoeuvring associated with the activity, 
including vehicle loading and servicing 
deliveries, affects the amenity values of the 
surrounding area. 

Design and Layout: Whether the design and 

layout of proposed activity minimises the need 
to travel by private vehicles and encourages 
public and active transport use, including 
providing safe, attractive and convenient facilities 
and access through and to the site from the 
surrounding areas for public and active transport 
users. 

Whether the design and layout of proposed 
activity maximises opportunit ies, where 
practicable, for travel by non -car 
modes, including providing safe and 
convenient access for travel by non-car 
modesminimises the need to travel by 
private vehicles and encourages public and 
active transport use, including providing safe, 
attractive and convenient facilities and access 
through and to the site from the surrounding areas 
for public and active transport users. 

Car Parking: The extent to which car parking 

spaces departs from the minimum number of 
car parks required in Table 7.2 (Appendix 7.1) 

and whether such departure mitigatesWhether 

the number of car parking spaces proposed to be 
provided generates adverse effects including 
through. Consideration should be given to the 
ability to operateing parking in a coordinated or 
shared way andwith nearby car park(s) and 
whether there are mitigation factors for a reduced 
parking supply, having regard to the parking 
reduction factors in Appendix 7.14. 

Whether the number of car parking spaces 
proposed to be provided generates adverse 
effects, whether there is an including through. 
Consideration should be given to the ability to 
operate parking in a coordinated or shared way 
with nearby car park(s) and whether there are 
mitigation factors for a reduced parking supply, 
having regard to the parking reduction factors in 
Appendix 7.14. 

Heavy Vehicles: For activities that will generate 

more than 250 heavy vehicle trips per day, the 
extent to which these trips have an impact on 
roading infrastructurewhether there are any 
transport effects from these trips on the transport 
network. 

For activities that will generate more than 250 
heavy vehicle trips per day, whether there are 
any effects from these trips on the physical 
transport network infrastructure. 

Accessibility: Whether the proposed activity 

has demonstrated the accessibility of the site by 
a range of transport modes and whether the 
activity's location will minimise or reduce travel to 
and from the activity by private vehicles and 
encourage public and active transport use. 

Whether the proposed activity has demonstrated 
the accessibility of the site by a range of 
transport modes and whether the activity's 
location will minimise or reduce travel to and 
from the activity by private vehicles and 
encourage, where practicable, travel by non-car 
modes public and active transport use. 

 Whether in preparing a full Integrated Transport 
Assessment, measures are proposed to mitigate 
the actual or potential effects arising from the 
anticipated trip generation from the proposed 
activity on the road network in the immediate 
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Table 2: 7.3.19 Matters of Discretion (assessment matters) 

(excluding the accompanying explanatory text) 

The version included in my primary statement of 
evidence 

The "submitters' version" 

vicinity of the site access point(s). 

Network Impacts: Whether measures are 

proposed to adequately mitigate the actual or 
potential effects on the transport network arising 
from the anticipated trip generation (for all 
transport modes) from the proposed activity, 
including consideration of cumulative effects with 
other activities in the vicinity, future planned 
infrastructure, and construction work associated 
with the activity. 

Whether measures are proposed to adequately 
avoid or mitigate the actual or potential safety 
and efficiency effects on the transport network 
arising from the anticipated trip generation (for 
all transport modes) from the proposed activity, 
including consideration of cumulative effects with 
other activities in the vicinity, future planned 
infrastructure, and construction work associated 
with the activity. 

Ngai Tahu Values: Whether the design and 

layout of the proposed activity provides for Ngai 
Tahu/ Manawhenua cultural values, including: 
a. the use or retention of indigenous species in 

landscaping; 
b. encouraging the discharge of stormwater to 

retention areas rather than directly to 
waterbodies; 

c. location of car parking and loading areas 
outside of water body setbacks; and  

d. maintaining or enhancing access to 
significant areas such as Mahinga kai, waahi 
tapu and waahi taonga (including waipuna).  

Note: Guidance on cultural values can be taken 
from the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 
(2013).  

Ngai Tahu Values: Whether the design and 

layout of the proposed activity provides for Ngai 
Tahu/ Manawhenua cultural values, including: 
a. the use or retention of indigenous species in 

landscaping; 
b. encouraging the discharge of stormwater to 

retention areas rather than directly to 
waterbodies; 

c. location of car parking and loading areas 
outside of water body setbacks; and  

d. maintaining or enhancing access to 
significant areas such as Mahinga kai, waahi 
tapu and waahi taonga (including waipuna).  

Note: Guidance on cultural values can be taken 
from the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 
(2013).  

Strategic Framework: Whether the proposal is 

consistent with the local and regional 
transport policy framework. The Canterbury 
Regional Land Transport Plan 2015, the 
Canterbury Regional Land Transport 
Strategy 2012–2042, the Greater 
Christchurch Transport Statement 2012 and 
the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan." 

Whether the proposal is consistent with the local 
and regional policy framework. 

 


