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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Vicki Ann Barker.  I am the Managing Director of Barker 

Planning, a consultancy specialising in planning and resource 

management in Christchurch.  

1.2 I hold the degrees of Bachelor of Science and Masters in Planning 

Practice (Hons) from the University of Auckland.  I have over 18 years of 

planning and resource management experience, which includes a 

combination of central government, local government and private 

consultancy experience.  Prior to establishing Barker Planning I was a 

Senior Policy Advisor in the Resource Management Practice Team at the 

Ministry for the Environment. 

1.3 I have been engaged by the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority 

("CERA") to provide planning evidence in relation to the Transport 

Proposal.  This is my second statement of evidence I have prepared on 

the Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  My 

first statement of evidence was provided for the Residential Hearing in 

relation to non-residential activities.1 

1.4 In the context of the Transport Proposal, I have coordinated the Crown’s 

combined interests in the Transport Proposal from the submission stage 

through to the hearing, and have provided planning advice.  I have 

attended a number of informal mediation meetings and had direct 

discussions with Christchurch City Council ("Council") to address the 

relief sought in the Crown’s submission.  I attended mediation on behalf of 

the Crown on Objectives and Policies (2 June 2015). 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel. 

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

                                                
1
 http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ 
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2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my knowledge and sphere 

of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me 

that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 My evidence addresses the following as relevant to the Transport 

Proposal: 

(a) Part A of the Crown’s submission;  

(b) detailed changes in response to the matters contained in Part C of 

the Crown’s submission of particular interest to CERA, the Ministry 

of Education ("Ministry") and Housing New Zealand Corporation 

("HNZC");  

(c) the Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes Decision dated 26 

February 2015 (“Strategic Directions Decision”); and 

(d) relevant statutory documents. 

3.2 Ms McLeod has prepared planning evidence in relation to the New 

Zealand Fire Service Commission ("Commission") and New Zealand 

Transport Agency ("Transport Agency") submission points.  To avoid 

duplication my evidence will not address matters specifically covered by 

Ms McLeod.  Instead I focus on the submission points and matters of 

particular interest to CERA, the Ministry and HNZC. 

3.3 I have read the evidence of the Crown’s transport-related witnesses 

namely Mr Bargh, Mr Richards, Mr Clark, and Ms McLeod (for both the 

Commission and the Transport Agency). 

3.4 I have also read all of the evidence filed by the Council on 26 May 2015, 

insofar as these statements of evidence relate to CERA’s, the Ministry's 

and HNZC’s particular interests in the Transport Proposal. 

3.5 Other documents I have reviewed in preparing my evidence are listed in 

Appendix VAB1. 
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4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 All matters contained in Part C of the Crown submission of particular 

interest to CERA, the Ministry and HNZC have been resolved.  All matters 

are reflected in the Council’s revised Transport Proposal dated 14 May 

2015 ("Revised Proposal"), with the exception of the following: 

(a) HNZC’s submission point in relation to the high trip generator rule2 is 

not being pursued for the reason set out in paragraph 6.2 below. 

(b) The Ministry's submission point on cycle parking3 was resolved 

following mediation on 4 June 2015 as set out in paragraph 6.3 

below.  A copy of the amended provision agreed with the Council is 

attached as Appendix VAB2. 

4.2 A table detailing all CERA, Ministry and HNZC resolved submission points 

is attached as Appendix VAB3.   

4.3 I consider the Revised Proposal in conjunction with the amendment to the 

cycle parking provision agreed with Council following mediation; 

appropriately address the outcomes sought by CERA, the Ministry and 

HNZC.  The revised provisions better achieve the purpose of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”) and implements Objectives 

3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.7 and 3.3.12 included in the Strategic Directions decision. 

5. PART A OF THE CROWN'S SUBMISSION  

5.1 Part A of the Crown's submission sets out the principal outcomes the 

Crown wants to see supported and enabled through all notified proposals.  

These outcomes reinforce and expand upon the expectations of the 

Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery and the Minister for the 

Environment as expressed in the Statement of Expectations, contained in 

Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014. 

5.2 The principal outcomes the Crown seeks relevant to the Transport 

Proposal are: 

(a) The efficient and effective use of infrastructure4- the provision of 

infrastructure is a fundamental cornerstone and enabler of recovery 

                                                
2
 7.2.3.10 (h) High Trip Generator rule for residential activities. 

3
 Appendix 7.2 clause 2.c. 

4
 Pages 11 and 18-20 of the Crown's submission. 
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and development.  The efficient and effective use of existing 

infrastructure and the provision of new infrastructure must be 

provided for.  This includes recognising strategic transport networks 

and freight movement. 

(b) Reducing prescriptive regulations5 - reduce prescriptiveness, 

consenting and notification requirements to support innovation and 

choice and reduce costs. 

(c) Improving usability and clarity6 - provide clear linkages between 

objectives and their implementing policies and rules; consistent 

format and content across proposals; and clear assessment matters 

and criteria that focus on relevant environmental effects. 

5.3 In my opinion, the broad themes identified in Part A of the Crown's 

submission and the principal outcomes sought by CERA, the Ministry 

and HNZC have been met by the Revised Proposal. 

5.4 The importance of an integrated transport network is recognised in the 

provisions of the Revised Proposal.  In particular, Objective 1 and the 

associated policies and rules clearly recognise the need for an 

integrated transport system that is accessible, safe, effective and 

efficient.  

5.5 Mr Falconer’s evidence demonstrates how regulation has now been 

reduced across the Transport Proposal.7  This evidence is supported by 

an independent planning audit by GHD, which was commissioned by the 

Council to test developments against the existing operative plan rules 

and the proposed rules.  The audit report concludes the Revised 

Proposal decreases reliance on resource consent processes, and 

reduces the number of controls and standards and requirements for 

written approval and notification.  This reduction in regulation is aligned 

with what CERA, the Ministry and HNZC sought in the Crown's 

submission.  I agree with the findings of this audit as summarised in Mr 

Falconer’s evidence. 

5.6 The Council has also made a significant number of detailed changes to 

the Transport Proposal, which in my opinion improves usability and 

clarity compared to the notified version.  

                                                
5
 Pages 12 and 24 to 26 of the Crown's submission. 

6
 Pages 12 and 26 to 27 of the Crown's submission. 

7
 Paragraphs 11.6 to 11.7 
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6. DETAILED CHANGES TO THE TRANSPORT PROPOSAL 

6.1 All matters contained in Part C of the Crown submission of particular 

interest to CERA, the Ministry and HNZC have been resolved.  All except 

two matters are reflected in the Revised Proposal. 

6.2 HNZC’s submission point in relation to the high trip generator rule8 is not 

being pursued.  The submission sought to exempt residential activities 

enabled by the Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism (CHRM) 

and Enhanced Development Mechanism (EDM) from the high trip 

generator rule.  HNZC is comfortable with the revisions to Rule 7.2.3.10 

agreed at the Integrated Transport Assessment Expert Conferencing on 3 

June 2015, which increases the residential threshold from 25 units to 

‘more than 60 households’ before the need for consent is triggered.  This 

revised threshold provides an acceptable level of flexibility for HNZC 

developments.   

6.3 The Ministry's submission point on cycle parking9 was resolved following 

mediation on 4 June 2015.  The Ministry sought less prescriptive 

provisions relating to the provision of covered and secured cycle parking 

for schools.  Greater flexibility is now provided for in the revised rule 

agreed with the Council.  A copy of the amended provision is attached as 

Appendix VAB2. 

6.4 A table detailing all of the CERA, Ministry and HNZC agreed submission 

points is attached as Appendix VAB3.  

7. THE STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS DECISION 

7.1 On 26 February 2015 the hearings panel released the Strategic Directions 

decision.  The two overarching objectives in that decision (Objectives 

3.3.1 and 3.3.2), as well as Objectives 3.3.7 - Urban growth, form and 

design and 3.3.12 - Infrastructure, are of particular relevance to the 

Transport Proposal. 

7.2 Mr Richards10 addresses alignment of the Revised Proposal with the 

Strategic Directions decision in his evidence for the Transport Agency, 

and I concur with his conclusions that broad alignment is achieved.  In 

particular, the Revised Proposal better implements the Strategic 

                                                
8
 7.2.3.10(h). 

9
 Appendix 7.2 - Table 7.5. 

10
 Paragraphs 9.1 to 9.6. 
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Directions decision by being expressed more clearly and consistently 

compared to the notified version.   

8. STATUTORY DOCUMENTS 

8.1 In this section I comment on the statutory planning and recovery 

documents most relevant to the Transport Proposal. 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

8.2 Chapter 5 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("RPS") sets out 

the objectives and policies for land use and infrastructure.  Objectives 

5.2.1, 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 are relevant and seek to: direct the location, design 

and function of development in relation to infrastructure; achieve 

integration of land use and regionally significant infrastructure; and 

achieve a safe, efficient and effective regional transport network.  

Associated policies 5.3.1, 5.3.2, 5.3.3, 5.3.7 and 5.3.8 implement these 

objectives. 

8.3 Furthermore, Chapter 6 of the RPS addresses the recovery and rebuilding 

of Greater Christchurch through to 2028.  Objective 6.2.4 - Integration of 

transport infrastructure and land use and associated Policy 6.3.4 - 

Transport effectiveness, are particularly relevant.  This objective and 

policy seek to maximise land use and transport integration and facilitate 

the movement of people and goods.  

8.4 Transport and land use integration is a fundamental theme that is 

expressed in the RPS.  The Crown's submission sought that the Transport 

Proposal recognise the importance of strategic infrastructure and the need 

for integrated planning so financial investment is efficiently targeted as 

explained in the evidence of Mr Richards.11 

8.5 With respect to CERA’s, the Ministry’s and HZNC’s concerns, I consider 

the Revised Proposal recognises the importance of a strategic and 

integrated network which is safe, efficient and effective consistent with the 

RPS objectives and policies identified. 

                                                
11

 Paragraphs 4.1 to 7.4. 
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Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere Haumanutanga 

o Waitaha 

8.6 The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere Haumanutanga 

o Waitaha ("Recovery Strategy") guides the rebuilding and recovery of 

greater Christchurch.  Section 15(1) of the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Act 2011 requires a district plan must not be interpreted or 

applied in a way that is inconsistent with a recovery strategy. 

8.7 Vision 2 (economic recovery) and Vision 5 (built environment recovery - 

5.1 to 5.4) are the most relevant to transport recovery.  Vision 5 in 

particular seeks to develop resilient, cost effective, accessible and 

integrated infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks. 

8.8 The Revised Proposal in my view recognises the importance of an 

accessible and integrated transport network consistent with the Recovery 

Strategy. 

Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone 

8.9 The Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone 

("LURP") helps to achieve the vision of the Recovery Strategy.  Section 

23(1)(f) of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 requires that 

any person exercising functions or powers under the RMA in relation to a 

district plan must not make a decision or recommendation that is 

inconsistent with a recovery plan. 

8.10 The LURP identifies 15 outcomes in response to a range of identified 

recovery issues and needs.  Of general relevance to transport recovery 

are the 'direction and coordination' related outcomes 1, 3, 4 and 5, which 

seek to provide a clear planning regime which enables development and 

provides certainty.  In addition, transport outcomes 12 to 15 are of direct 

relevance and seek to minimise congestion, increase public transport use, 

increase walking and cycling, and provide for an efficient freight network 

that meets the needs of freight transport.  

8.11 Section 4.4 of the LURP addresses the delivery of infrastructure and 

services.  The three core objectives include: 

(a) integrate land use and infrastructure; 

(b) transform public and active transport; and 
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(c) support strategic transport networks and freight. 

8.12 In my opinion, the Revised Proposal is clearer compared to the notified 

version, and provides greater certainty and direction.  The integration of 

land use and infrastructure are consistent themes which have been 

addressed in evidence above.   

8.13 With respect to public and active transport, the evidence of Mr Bargh 

notes the opportunity to deliver a travel network which catalyses the 

increased use of public transport, cycling and walking to meet the 

objectives of a more integrated and accessible city.12  From CERA's, the 

Ministry's and HNZC’s perspective, it is my opinion the provisions of the 

Revised Proposal are consistent with this aim given the focus on an 

integrated transport system that seeks to reduce dependency on private 

motor vehicles and promote the use of public and active transport.13  

Central City Recovery Plan - Te Mahere Maraka Otautahi 

8.14 The evidence of Mr Bargh for the Crown addresses the high level 

integration of the Transport Proposal with the Christchurch Central 

Recovery Plan, Te Mahere ‘Maraka Ōtautahi’ ("CCRP").  The key point 

of this evidence is once again the need for integration and consideration 

of the network as an integrated whole both within and outside the city14.  

Mr Bargh also notes the importance of providing for travel choice and 

protecting the role of the strategic network by ensuring consistency in the 

network.15  

8.15 In my opinion the Revised Proposal presents no significant 

inconsistencies with the CCRP and the provisions are well integrated. 

 

 

Vicki Ann Barker 
10 June 2015 
 
  

                                                
12

 Paragraphs 4.4 -4.6, 9.2 to 9.4, 10.3 to 10.8, 11.1 to 11.8. 
13

 Revised Proposal - 7.1.1 Objective 1; 7.1.1.6 Policy 6; and associated rules and assessment matters. 
14

 Paragraphs 4.6 to 4.7, 11.2. 
15

 Paragraphs 11.5 to 11.8. 
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APPENDIX VAB1 - DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED 

(a) The Transport Proposal and Proposal 2 (Definitions) of the Replacement 

Plan (as originally notified) 

(b) The Council section 32 evaluation report for the Transport Proposal 

(c) The Council’s Revised Transport Proposal dated 14 May  

(d) The Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

(e) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

(f) The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere Haumanutanga 

o Waitaha 

(g) The Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone 

(h) The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, Te Mahere 'Maraka Ōtautahi' 

(i) The Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes decision of the 

independent hearings panel dated 26 February 2015 
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APPENDIX VAB2 - CYCLE PARKING AMENDMENT AGREED FOLLOWING 

MEDIATION 

Appendix 7.2 – Cycle parking facilities 

2.  Staff/residents/students cycle parking facilities shall be provided as 

follows: 

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

public.  Staff/ residents/ tertiary students’ cycle parking facilities shall 

be located in: 

 (i) a covered area; and 

 (ii) a secure area, unless located in an area where access by the 

general public is generally excluded. 

Note: It is recommended that cycle parking at schools is designed 

and managed to discourage theft of bicycles. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

APPENDIX VAB3 - TABLE OF RESOLVED CERA, MINISTRY AND HNZC SUBMISSION POINTS 

Replacement 
Plan provision 

The Crown's submission is that:  
 
Oppose/ Reasons 
Support 

Decisions sought: 
Of 

particular 
interest to 

Position 

7.2.3.10 (h) 
High Trip 
Generator rule 
for residential 
activities  

Oppose 
in part 

Residential activities enabled by the 
CHRM and EDM immediate 
interventions introduced through the 
LURP were not subject to a high 
traffic generator rule requirement, 
and introducing such a requirement 
would be inconsistent with the 
LURP.   

Amend rule 7.2.3.10 as follows:  

(a)  

 Applicable to Rule - Resource 
Consent under 
this rule is 
required for 
activities with:  

Matters of 
discretion 

… … … … 

h.  Residential 
Activities, except for 

residential activities 
provided under the 
EDM and CHRM 

> 23  Residential 
units 

Matters specified 
in 7.3.19 

 

HNZC Not pursuing.  HNZC 
accept the revised 
residential threshold 
agreed at the Expert 
Conferencing on 
Integrated Transport 
Assessments on 
3 June 2015. 

7.3.19 High Trip 
Generators  

Assessment 
Matters  

(1) - (17) and 
(18) - (21) 

The following 
matters have 
been submitted 
on: 
(7) , (9) , (14),  

(18), (19), (20)  

Oppose 
in part 

Assessment matters 7.3.19 (1) - 
(17), for high trip generators, apply 
to Education Activities (not pre-
schools) with greater than 150 FTE 
students (see 7.2.3.10 Rule 10 - 
high trip generators ‘Education 
Activities’). 

The list of the assessment matters 
is very extensive and involves some 
duplication. The Minister of 
Education requests some 
rationalisation of these matters. 

Assessment Matter 7 relates to any 
adverse effects on the safe and 
efficient functioning of the transport 
network. However, it also includes 
reference to “the amenity values of 
the surrounding environment”.  

The Minister of Education’s concern 
is that amenity values are 

Amend Assessment matter (7) as follows:  

“(7) Whether the proposal integrates with, and minimises adverse effects 
on, the safe, efficient functioning of the transport network and the amenity 
values of the surrounding environment.” 

Amend Assessment matter (9) as follows: 

“(9) Any effects of any car parking and loading spaces proposed to be 
provided, and whether the number of car parking spaces proposed to be 
provided meets or exceeds anticipated demand, is appropriate for the 
needs of the activity (considering people's and communities' social, cultural 
and economic wellbeing), supports urban consolidation, and supports the 
recovery needs of the district.” 

Delete Assessment matter (14) 

Amend matter (18) so it reads: 

“(18) Any cumulative effects of present and projected trip generation (for all 
transport modes) from the activity and associated construction work, when 
considered in the context of existing and future trip generation from other 
activities in the vicinity.” 

Ministry of 
Education 

Resolved.  Refer to 
Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 

From the Ministry’s 
perspective, the 
changes made by the 
Council to consolidate 
and simplify the 
assessment matters 
are supported. 
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Replacement 
Plan provision 

The Crown's submission is that:  
 
Oppose/ Reasons 
Support 

Decisions sought: 
Of 

particular 
interest to 

Position 

(appropriately) assessed for the 
activity as a whole, and not just in 
the Transport section, and not in the 
same assessment matter where 
safety and efficiency of the transport 
network is the main issue. 

Assessment Matter 9 is concerned 
with the effects of car parking and 
whether the number of spaces will 
meet demand, but it also requires 
assessment of ‘urban consolidation’ 
and whether the number of parks 
‘supports the recovery needs of the 
district’.  These matters are 
considered outside the scope of a 
basic ITA for a small school of 150 
students. 

Assessment Matter 14, concerning 
whether any accesses are opposite 
a T-intersection, is considered 
unduly prescriptive and should be 
left to the ITA to determine what the 
appropriate access arrangement is.  
It is considered that Matters 7 and 8 
appropriately address access and 
effects on the adjacent network. 

The Assessment Matters (18) - (21) 
are for High Trip Generator activities 
in Table 7.1, and these include 
Education Activities with more than 
600 students.  

The Minister of Education accepts 
that some in-depth assessment of 
travel demand, and implementation 
of a travel plan, is appropriate (i.e. 
matter 21). 

It is also accepted that the impacts 
of any planned (i.e. known) 
upgrades to the transport network 
near to the site should be 

Amend matter (19) so it reads; 

“(19) Whether the development is of a The scale and in a location of the 
development in relation to where a available public transport routes and 
transport interchanges should be provided.” 

Delete matter (20), and replace it with a new matter (20), as follows: 

“(20) Whether the assessment of projected trip generation from the activity, 
and the anticipated mode share of these trips in the context of the land use 
and transport environment, has taken account of any future planned 
infrastructure or provisions proposed by an applicant”. 
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Replacement 
Plan provision 

The Crown's submission is that:  
 
Oppose/ Reasons 
Support 

Decisions sought: 
Of 

particular 
interest to 

Position 

considered in the ITA (matter 20). 
However, the Minister of Education 
considers this Assessment Matter 
could usefully be broadened to 
include an assessment of whether 
the projected trip generation (i.e. 
person trips) and the anticipated 
mode share of these trips in the 
context of the land use and 
transport environment has taken 
account of any future planned 
infrastructure, or provisions 
proposed by an applicant. 

The Minister of Education considers 
it is not appropriate or justified to 
expect an ITA for schools of this 
size to assess future trip generation 
from other activities in the vicinity 
(18). It is also onerous to be 
expected to assess the need for a 
public transport interchange (19), 
and this assessment matter has an 
implied meaning that an applicant 
may be required to actually provide 
for the interchange. 
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Replacement 
Plan provision 

The Crown's submission is that:  
 
Oppose/ Reasons 
Support 

Decisions sought: 
Of 

particular 
interest to 

Position 

Appendix 7.1 
Car parking 
requirements 

Oppose 
in part 

Point 5 requires every residential 
unit to provide a parking space for 
people with disabilities. It is not 
clear whether this is as part of, or in 
addition to, the parking requirement 
for residential activities in Table 7.2. 
Table 7.3 similarly requires a 
parking space for people with 
disabilities to be provided for a 
single residential unit.  These 
requirements are unreasonably 
onerous, particularly in relation to 
the requirements for larger scale 
activities.  

Amend Appendix 7.1 by: 

1. Deleting Point 5 as follows:   

Each residential unit shall provide at least one parking space for people 
with disabilities to enable safe access in wet or icy conditions. 

2. Amending Table 7.3 to provide an exemption for 1-2 residential units on 
a site. 

CERA Resolved.  Refer to 
Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 

With respect to Table 
7.3, CERA accepts 
the Council wording 
shown as a tracked 
change in the 
heading of Table 7.3.  
Whilst this relief is not 
identical to that 
requested, the 
Council amendment 
meets the intent of 
the relief sought and 
is acceptable. 

Appendix 7.1 
Note 5 

Oppose Parking spaces for people with 
disabilities need to be 3.6m wide, 
5.0m long and have an aisle width 
of 6.6m, and are therefore around 
45% greater in area than ‘standard’ 
parking spaces.   

This will reduce the number of 
parking spaces that can be provided 
within a particular physical area, 
and hence reduce the amount of 
residential units that could be 
developed on that site.   

In addition, the Building Act 
specifically exempts residential 
property from this sort of control.  It 
is possible to end up in the situation 
of having to provide disabled car 
parking when the residential unit 
itself isn’t accessible to the mobility 
impaired. 

Delete Note 5 in Appendix 7.1 CERA Resolved.  Refer to 
Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 
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Replacement 
Plan provision 

The Crown's submission is that:  
 
Oppose/ Reasons 
Support 

Decisions sought: 
Of 

particular 
interest to 

Position 

Appendix 7.1, 
Table 7.2 - 
Parking space 
requirements 
for residential 
activities 

Support 
in part 

The parking requirements for social 
housing in Appendix 7.1, Table 7.2 
are appropriate, given anticipated 
parking demand.  

However the parking space 
requirements for the CHRM and 
EDM should be specified in 
Appendix 7.1, Table 7.2 to provide 
clarity as to the parking 
requirements under these 
provisions. 

Retain the parking space requirements for social housing in Appendix 7.1, 

Table 7.2 as proposed, except as specified below; 

Amend Appendix 7.1, Table 7.2 as follows:  

(b) Activity Car parking spaces 

Residents / Visitors 
/ Students 

Staff 

… … … 

Residential activities 
provided under the 
EDM and CHRM 

1 space / unit Nil 

 

HNZC Resolved.  Refer to 
Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 

Appendix 7.1  

Table 7.4 
Note s. 

Oppose There is no apparent reason for 
setting back the columns or to have 
any requirement for siting the 
columns to avoid car doors opening 
as there is a requirement to add an 
extra 300mm to the parking space 
width if it’s adjacent to an 
obstruction to account for this (note 
q.) 

This could also potentially introduce 
an additional cost for the structural 
design of car parking buildings. 

Delete Note s. from Appendix 7.1 Table 7.4 CERA Resolved.  Refer to 
Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 

Appendix 7.2 - 
Table 7.5 - 
Minimum 
number of cycle 
parks required. 

Oppose 
in part 

The cycle parking requirements for 
social housing in Table 7.5 of 
Appendix 7.2 are appropriate, given 
anticipated cycle demand.  

The cycle space requirements for 
the CHRM and EDM should be 
specified in Table 7.5, of Appendix 
7.2, to provide clarity as to the cycle 
parking requirements under these 
provisions. 

Amend Appendix 7.2, Table 7.5 as follows:  

 Residential Activity Visitor 
cycle parks 

Staff / residents / 
students cycle parks 

… … … … 

 Residential activities 
provided under the 
EDM and CHRM 

Nil 1 residents’ space / 
dwelling without a garage 

 

HNZC Resolved.  Refer to 
Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 
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Replacement 
Plan provision 

The Crown's submission is that:  
 
Oppose/ Reasons 
Support 

Decisions sought: 
Of 

particular 
interest to 

Position 

Appendix 7.2 - 
Table 7.5 - 
Minimum 
number of cycle 
parks required 

Oppose The Minister of Education generally 
supports the emphasis on providing 
for cycle parking. However some of 
the provisions for cycle parking in 
Rule 7.2.3.2 and in Appendix 7.2 
are considered too prescriptive 
when applied to education activities, 
and do not allow flexibility for 
schools to make provision for cycle 
parks depending on their own 
circumstances.  

For example Table 7.5 prescribes 
quite rigorous ratios for cycle parks 
depending on the age of the 
students (e.g. 1 space/1.5 FTE 
students year 7 and above), and 
Table 7.6 has requirements for end 
trip facilities including showers and 
lockers (1 locker per every cycle 
park and 1 shower per 10 staff cycle 
parks).  

The MoE has subscribed to the 
principles of the NZ Green Building 
Code (‘Green Star’). Accordingly it 
actively promotes cycle use, but 
also has a comprehensive set of 
criteria for consideration in the 
development of all new schools, 
taking account of their particular 
demographics, geography and other 
characteristics site by site.  As such, 
whilst the Minister of Education 
accepts the matters in Appendix 7.2 
Rule 1 for visitor cycle parking 
facilities are warranted, the Minister 
considers there is no need for 
prescriptive rules in the 
Replacement Plan concerning cycle 
parks for staff and students at 
schools.  

Amend Appendix 7.2 Cycle Parking Facilities, as follows: 

Delete: 

- Clause 2 
- Rows a, b and d of Table 7.5 and replace with “Sufficient cycle parks 

shall be provided to meet the on-going demand from school students 
and staff”. 

- Any reference to “student” in Table 7.6 

Ministry of 
Education 

Resolved.  Refer to 
amended wording of 
Appendix 7.2 Clause 
2. c. agreed with the 
Council following 
mediation on 4 June 
2015 attached as 
Appendix VAB2. 
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Plan provision 
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Oppose/ Reasons 
Support 

Decisions sought: 
Of 

particular 
interest to 
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Appendix 7.2 

Table 7.6 - 
Cycle parking 
requirements 

Oppose 
in part 

Table 7.6 requires lockers to be 
provided for any proposal requiring 
2 or more cycle parking spaces. 
This would affect large dwellings 
and any multi-unit residential 
developments. It is not considered 
necessary for residential activities to 
provide lockers to accompany cycle 
parking.   

Amend point 2e (referring to Table 7.6) as follows: 

The number of Any non-residential activity on-site cycle parking end of trip 
facilities provided shall be provide at least the minimum number of on-site 
cycle parking end of trip facilities set out in Table 7.6. 

CERA Resolved.  Refer to 
Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 

The Council has 
amended Table 7.6 to 
delete the need for 
lockers.  Whilst this 
relief is not identical 
to that requested, the 
Council amendment 
meets the intent of 
the relief sought and 
is acceptable. 

Appendix 7.2  

Table 7.6 hh. 

Oppose Table 7.6 specifies the number of 
lockers that are to be provided and 
the number of on-site showers. The 
merits of legislating for this are 
unclear.  It is unnecessary to have 
the dimensions of lockers as a 
resource consent matter (Note 1 to 
this part of the appendix) and this 
level of detail won’t always be 
available when consents are 
sought. 

Delete hh. from Table 7.6 in Appendix 7.2. CERA Resolved.  Refer to 
Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 

The Council has 
amended Table 7.6 to 
delete the need for 
lockers.  Whilst this 
relief is not identical 
to that requested, the 
Council amendment 
meets the intent of 
the relief sought and 
is acceptable. 

The Council has 
retained provisions 
requiring showers in 
Table 7.6, however 
has limited the type of 
activity this rule 
applies to 
(commercial, tertiary 
education, research 
activities and 
hospitals) and has 
altered the ratios to 
provide greater 
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Replacement 
Plan provision 

The Crown's submission is that:  
 
Oppose/ Reasons 
Support 

Decisions sought: 
Of 

particular 
interest to 

Position 

flexibility.  In addition, 
a note has been 
added below Table 
7.6 to advise that the 
location and design of 
showers does not 
need to be provided 
at the resource 
consent stage, which 
we consider will act to 
avoid unnecessary 
delays at the 
resource consent 
stage should such 
design detail not be 
known. 

Overall, we consider 
the amendments 
made by the Council 
to Table 7.6 meets 
the intent of the relief 
sought and is 
acceptable. 

Appendix 7.3 - 
Loading Areas. 

Support 
in part 

There is no explicit mention of 
whether a land use has the ability to 
rely on on-street loading, thus even 
if there is a loading space 
immediately adjacent to a site on 
the frontage road, the land use has 
to provide for loading on-
site.  Similarly, there is no ability to 
make use of a third party loading 
space (as is included within the 
CCRP for example).  A potential 
outcome is there will be a greater 
number of accesses onto the 
frontage road that serve loading 
spaces, rather than a consolidation 
of loading bays.  A consolidation will 
result in more developable area 
remaining. 

Amend Appendix 7.3 Loading Areas to enable consideration of on-street 

loading availability or a third party loading facility (as in Appendix 7.3 - 
Loading Areas of the Central City Recovery Plan).  

CERA Resolved.  Refer to 
Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 

The Council has 
added an assessment 
matter to ‘7.3.5 
Minimum number of 
loading spaces 
required’ (clause 7) to 
address this matter.   

Whilst this relief is not 
identical to that 
requested, the 
Council amendment 
meets the intent of 
the relief sought and 
is acceptable. 
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Support 
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Central City Plan wording:  

APPENDIX 7.3 - LOADING AREAS 

1. The minimum number of 
onsite loading spaces provided 
shall be in accordance with 
Table 7.7.  

… 

f.  Within the Central City, a 
suitable on or off-street loading 
facility may be provided within 
50m of any part of the site and 
where the route between the 
loading facility and the site 
does not require crossing any 
road.  Use of an off-street 
loading facility on a separate 
site by an activity must be 
protected for the use of that 
activity (and any future activity 
on the site) by an appropriate 
legal instrument.  A copy of the 
appropriate legal instrument 
shall be provided to Council for 
its records. 

Appendix 7.7 - 
Access design 
and gradient. 
Table 7.11 and 
Figure 7.9 

Support 
in part 

The gradients stipulated in Table 
7.11 are less steep than are 
permitted in the current District 
Plan, and also less steep than are 
permitted in the overarching 
standard AS/NZS2890.1.   

The outcome is that where a ramp 
is provided within a site, it requires 
more space and thus there is less 
developable land remaining.  Figure 
7.8 showing how a gradient is to be 
measured is also incorrect when 
compared to the Standard on which 

Amend Table 7.11 in Appendix 7.7 to include gradients specified in 

AS/NZS2890.1 and amend Figure 7.8 to reflect the standard. 
CERA Resolved.  Refer to 

Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 



 

BF\52997270\1 Page 10 

Replacement 
Plan provision 

The Crown's submission is that:  
 
Oppose/ Reasons 
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interest to 
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is purports to be based, and will 
again lead to an increased length of 
ramp being required (although the 
extent of this will be small). 

Appendix 7.14 - 
Table 7.19 
Parking 
reduction 
adjustment 
factors 

Support 
in part 

This shows suggested reductions 
from the minimum parking 
requirements, that is, it enables a 
developer to provide fewer parking 
spaces if the site is located near a 
bus route, if close to a public car 
park, providing more cycle parking 
space etc.  

However the reduction factors are 
cited as “up to x%”.  The use of ‘up 
to’ gives no certainty that such 
factors will be applied, nor is any 
guidance given as to how the 
decision will be made by the Council 
on what reduction factor will be 
used other than it will “consider the 
specific characteristics of the activity 
and its location”. 

It leads to a situation where for 
example, “up to 10%” less parking 
may be provided if the site is close 
to a major bus route, and the 
developer may reduce their parking 
provision accordingly, but the 
Council then chooses to apply a 2% 
reduction instead. 

The provisions need to be clarified 
to achieve greater certainty.   

Amend the wording in Appendix 7.14 Table 7.19 to provide more certain 

parking reduction adjustment factors. 
CERA Resolved.  Refer to 

Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 
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Plan provision 
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Support 
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Of 
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Appendix 7.14 - 
Table 7.19 
Parking 
reduction 
adjustment 
factors, m. and 
o. 

Oppose 7.19 m. and 7.19o. for example, 
could lead to additional difficulties 
and expense for developers. 

Delete 7.19 m. and o. in Appendix 7.14. CERA Resolved.  Refer to 
Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 

Appendix 7.15 - 
Integrated 
transport 
assessment 
requirements 
checklist - 
Matter e. Travel 
characteristics 

Support 
in part 

Matter e. Travel characteristic refers 
to “estimated trip generation for all 
modes”. 

The problem is that for walking, 
cycling and public transport, there is 
virtually no robust published 
information regarding the number of 
trips likely to be made to/from a 
particular development.  This will 
result in developers having to collect 
new information for their 
development, which will introduce a 
new cost.  

Overall, the intent of this provision is 
supported. However there will be 
cost in fulfilling it.  Amend to 
acknowledge lack of existing data 
and provide additional advice in 
guidelines. 

Add wording to clarify the existing lack of data and provide additional 

advice in guidelines. 
CERA Resolved.  Refer to 

Revised Proposal 
dated 14 May 2015. 

Appendix 7.15 has 
been deleted.  Whilst 
this relief is not 
identical to that 
requested, the 
Council amendment 
meets the intent of 
the relief sought and 
is acceptable. 

 


