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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.  I have been in 

my current position since January 2009. 

1.2 This is the second statement of evidence I have prepared on the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (“Replacement Plan”) in relation to 

planning matters of interest to the New Zealand Transport Agency 

(“Transport Agency”).  My first statement of evidence was provided in 

respect of the Strategic Directions hearing.1  I continue to hold the views I 

expressed in my earlier evidence and, to avoid repetition, I will adopt that 

evidence for the purposes of this second statement of evidence. 

1.3 A summary of my qualifications, my relevant past experience, and my 

involvement in the Replacement Plan process on behalf of the Transport 

Agency is provided in my first statement of evidence. 

1.4 My evidence builds on the evidence I have previously given and specifically 

addresses planning matters on behalf of the Transport Agency in respect of 

Proposal 7 (Transport) of the Replacement Plan. 

1.5 In the context of Proposal 7, I have attended a number of informal 

mediation meetings and had discussions with Christchurch City Council 

(“Council”) to address the relief sought in the Crown’s submission and 

particularly how the Replacement Plan may address the relief that is of 

particular interest to the Transport Agency.  

1.6 I attended mediation on behalf of the Transport Agency on the following 

issues:  

(a) objectives and policies (including roading classification) (2 June 

2015); and 

(b) integrated transport assessments (“ITAs”) (3 June 2015). 

1.7 I have also prepared a statement of evidence for the Crown (on behalf of 

the New Zealand Fire Service Commission) in relation to Proposal 7. 

                                                
1
 My statement of evidence for the Strategic Directions hearing dated 25 November 2014 can be accessed at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/past-hearings/. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/past-hearings/
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2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that 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. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

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 specifically addresses the elements of Part C of the Crown’s 

submission that are of particular interest to the Transport Agency as they 

relate to Proposal 7. My evidence: 

(a) summarises the Transport Agency’s particular interests in 

Proposal 7;  

(b) considers these matters in relation to the Council’s evidence 

(including the 14 May revised version of Proposal 7 (“Revised 

Proposal”); and 

(c) particularly addresses the approach to high trip generating activities, 

and associated ITAs, in the Revised Proposal. 

3.2 Within my evidence I refer to the Transport Agency’s position in relation to 

the particular provisions of the Replacement Plan.  This should be 

understood as the Crown’s submission on behalf of the Transport Agency. 

3.3 For the purposes of my evidence I rely upon the evidence of Mr Ian Clark 

and Mr Jonathan Richards for the Crown. 

3.4 I have read the evidence of Mr Angus Bargh and Ms Vicki Barker.  I have 

also read the evidence of Mr David Falconer, Mr Richard Osborne, Mr 

Christopher Gregory and Mr Paul Roberts filed by the Council on 26 May 

2015 insofar as these statements of evidence related to the Transport 

Agency’s interests. 
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3.5 I have also read the expert witness conferencing statements that present 

the outcomes of expert conference in relation to ITAs, including the most 

recent joint statement produced following mediation on 3 June 2015. 

3.6 I have received, and briefly reviewed the Mediation Report, dated 9 June 

2015, that records the outcomes of the mediation described in paragraph 

1.6 above and also includes, as Attachment B, a “submitters’ version” of the 

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

“submitters’ version” has been produced subsequent to formal mediation.  

Given the deadline for filing this evidence, I do not respond to this version at 

this time. 

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

Attachment AJM1. 

3.8 The consideration included in my evidence is made in the context of the 

statutory framework for decisions on the Replacement Plan set out in the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (“OIC”), its 

qualifications of, and modifications to, the RMA provisions; and the on-

going guidance provided by the Long Bay test.2  This statutory framework is 

summarised in the Strategic Directions decision and I will not repeat it here.  

Similarly, I acknowledge and accept the description of the statutory context 

and relevant planning documents that are particularly relevant to Proposal 7 

included in the evidence of Ms Barker, for the Crown, and Mr Falconer and 

Mr Osborne, for the Council. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The matters of particular interest to the Transport Agency regarding the 

Replacement Plan are derived from its statutory role as a funder of roading 

infrastructure and as a developer and operator of the State highway 

network.  The Crown’s submission generally: 

(a) seeks the inclusion of provisions in Proposal 7 to improve clarity and 

strengthen the Replacement Plan’s policy direction in relation to the 

recognition of the strategic transport network and its critical role 

(particularly in supporting the movement of freight and enabling 

economic growth); 

                                                
2
 Long Bay – Okura Great Park Society v North Shore City Council EnvC Auckland A078/2008, 16

 
July 2008, at 

[34]. 
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(b) supports the Replacement Plan’s approach to high trip generating 

activities, through the requirement of ITAs, subject to amendments 

to the assessment matters required in ITAs to acknowledge all 

modes of transport, the local and regional policy framework and 

potential mitigation measures; 

(c) improvements to the legibility of a number of figures included in the 

appendices to Proposal 7. 

4.2 It is my conclusion that the Revised Proposal, in conjunction with the 

subsequent amendments promoted in my evidence, appropriately 

addresses the outcomes sought by the Transport Agency; and: 

(a) is consistent with the Statement of Expectations included in 

Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquakes (Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (“Statement of 

Expectations”); 

(b) better implements Objectives 3.3.2, 3.3.7 and 3.3.12 of the decision 

of the hearings panel on Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 

(“Strategic Directions decision”); 

(c) gives effect to Policies 5.3.7, 6.3.4 and 6.3.5 of the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement 2013 (“CRPS”); 

(d) is consistent with the Land Use Recovery Plan 2013 (“LURP”), 

particularly Action 36; and  

(e) achieves the purpose of the RMA by enabling development in a 

manner that enables people and communities to provide for the 

social, economic and cultural well-being and safety (through the 

provision of, and protection of, a safe and efficient transport 

network), while appropriately avoiding, remedying or mitigating 

adverse transport effects. 

4.3 The relief sought by the Transport Agency, in the Crown’s submission, is 

generally accepted in the Revised Proposal, subject to refinement that has 

occurred as a result of expert witness conferencing and mediation.  In my 

evidence I promote further amendments to the provisions that relate to high 

trip generating activities to further respond to the matters raised in the 
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Transport Agency’s submission and to the Statement of Expectations, in 

terms of clarity, usability and limiting undue regulation.  

5. THE TRANSPORT AGENCY’S PARTICULAR INTERESTS IN 

PROPOSAL 7 

5.1 The Transport Agency’s particular interests included in the Crown’s 

submission are derived from its statutory function and associated policies.  

The evidence of Mr Richards (including his earlier evidence in relation to 

Proposal 3)3 sets out the Transport Agency’s role and responsibilities and I 

do not intend to repeat these contextual matters in my evidence. 

5.2 Mr Richards confirms the Transport Agency’s general support of Proposal 7 

subject to limited amendments that are sought in the Crown’s submission 

as follows: 

(a) amendments to Objective 7.1.1 and some of the associated Policies 

to improve the clarity of the Replacement Plan’s policy direction, 

strengthen the recognition of the strategic transport network and its 

critical role (particularly in supporting the movement of freight); and 

improve references to the roading classification system to better 

reflect the function of a particular road within the network; 

(b) amendments to the assessment matters of ITAs required by Rule 

7.2.3.10 in Matters for Discretion in 7.3.19 (high trip generators); 

(c) improvements to the legibility of a number of figures; and 

(d) the inclusion of core public transport and freight routes on the road 

classification maps in Appendix 7.17. 

5.3 The relief sought by the Transport Agency, which is generally achieved in 

the Revised Proposal, is set out in further detail in Attachment AJM2. 

5.4 The Crown’s further submission: 

(a) opposes the submission of Lyttelton Port Company Limited (“LPC”) 

that seeks to exclude the Special Purpose (Port) Zone from the 

parking provisions in Rules 7.2.3.1 – 7.2.3.6;4 and 

                                                
3
 Statements of Mr Richards, dated 25 November 2014 and 10 June 2015. 

4
 Submission of Lyttelton Port Company Limited, dated 8 October 2014, page 16 (submitter ref: 915). 
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(b) supports the submission of Canterbury Aggregates Producers 

Group (“CAPG”) that seeks a new policy in Proposal 7 that relates 

specifically to mineral extraction routes.5 

5.5 One of the Transport Agency’s submission points relating to the Road 

Classification Maps in Appendix 7.17, and specifically including the One 

Network Road Classification has been formally withdrawn.6  Further, the 

Transport Agency no longer wishes to pursue its further submission made 

on the submission of LPC; and considers that the relief sought in the 

submission of CAPG has generally been achieved in the amended 

Objectives and Policies in the Revised Proposal.  In his evidence, Mr 

Richards details the reasons for this.7 

5.6 The Council’s Accept/Reject table (included as Attachment F to Mr 

Falconer’s evidence) identifies a number of further submissions made in 

relation to the Crown’s submission on Proposal 7.  I have reviewed the 

submissions identified and note that many of these are general in nature, 

rather than specific to the relief sought by the Transport Agency.  I address 

the further submissions that are specific to the Transport Agency’s 

particular interests in the remainder of my evidence where I consider the 

submission points in more detail. 

6. OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES8 

6.1 The Revised Proposal achieves the relief sought by the Transport Agency 

in relation to the Objectives and Policies in Proposal 7 as set out below. 

7.1.1 Objective 1 – Integrated transport system 

6.2 The Crown’s submission sought limited amendments to 7.1.1 Objective 1 to 

further clarify the role of the transport network in relation to freight and 

economic activity.  This submission is specifically supported by the further 

submissions of Progressive Enterprises Limited (“PEL”) and CAPG.9 

6.3 The Revised Proposal includes the following amendments to 7.1.1 

Objective 1 that achieve the relief sought by the Crown (shown in red): 

                                                
5
 Submission of Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group, dated 8 October 2014, page 7 (submitter ref: 886). 

6
 Memorandum of counsel for the Crown withdrawing submission points, dated 21 May 2015. 

7
 Statement of evidence of Mr Richards, dated 10 June 2015, paragraphs 10.4 – 10.6. 

8
 Except for 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 – High trip generating activities that is addressed in greater detail later in my 

evidence. 
9
 Further submission of Progressive Enterprises Limited, dated 6 November 2015, page 44 (further submitter ref: 

1450) and further submission of Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group, dated 6 November 2015 (further 
submitter ref: 1334). 
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“a.  An integrated transport system: 

i.  that is accessible, affordable, resilient, safe, sustainable, effective 
and efficient for people and goods using all transport modes; 

ii.  that is responsive to the current recovery needs, future needs, and 
enables economic development; …” 

6.4 I support these amendments because the amended Objective better 

describes the role the transport system plays in the regional economy.  Mr 

Richards, in his earlier evidence for the Strategic Directions hearing, 

describes the significance of the State highway network to the region, 

particularly in supporting the efficient movement of freight and providing for 

projected freight growth in a manner that supports economic activity.10  

Further, the recognition of “goods” and the role the transport network plays 

in supporting business and residential recovery is consistent with Policy 

6.3.4 of the CRPS that states: 

“Ensure that an efficient and effective transport network that supports 
business and residential recovery is restored, protected and enhances so 
that it maintains and improves movement of people and goods around 
Greater Christchurch …” 

7.1.1.1 Policy 1 - Establishment of a road classification system 

6.5 The Transport Agency supports the development of a road classification 

system as set out in 7.1.1.1 Policy 1 but sought limited amendments and an 

additional clause to particularly recognise the strategic transport network 

and freight.  The further submission of PEL opposes the relief sought by the 

Transport Agency (in relation to clause 7.1.1.1(a)(ii)) on the basis that it is 

inconsistent with PEL’s submission.11 

6.6 The Revised Proposal includes the following amendments to 7.1.1.1 Policy 

1 that achieve the relief sought by the Crown (shown in red): 

“a.  Identify a A road network that connects people and places and 
recognises different access and movement functions for all people and 
transport modes, whilst: 

… 

ii.  providing for public places in accordance with the function of 
the road to enable community activities including opportunities for 
people to interact and spend time,  

… 

                                                
10

 Statement of evidence of Mr Richards, dated 25 November 2014, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.6. 
11

 Further submission of Progressive Enterprises Limited, dated 6 November 2015, page 45 (further submitter ref: 
1450) 
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vi.  providing for the efficient and effective functioning of the 
strategic transport network, including for freight.” 

6.7 I support the amendments made to 7.1.1.1 Policy 1 in response to the 

Crown’s submission for the reasons set out in paragraph 6.4.  The 

amendments also recognise the particular importance of the strategic 

transport network in a manner that is consistent with Objective 3.3.12 in the 

Strategic Directions decision and, as such, have the effect of recognising 

that the role and function of a road will be a limiting factor in its ability to 

provide for public places and/or community activities. 

7.1.1.3 Policy 3 – Vehicle accesses and manoeuvring 

6.8 The Transport Agency sought amendments to 7.1.1.3 Policy 3 to include 

references to the road classification system and the strategic transport 

network to reflect the fact that direct access to higher order roads in the 

classification should be avoided in order to provide for a safe and efficient 

network. 

6.9 The Revised Proposal responds to Objective 3.3.2(c) in the Strategic 

Directions decision, and the need to be clear and concise, by replacing the 

notified 7.1.1.3 Policy 3 with the following: 

“Provide vehicle access and manoeuvring compatible with the road 
classification which ensures safety, and the efficiency of the transport 
system.” 

6.10 The revised version of 7.1.1.3 Policy 3 achieves the relief sought by the 

Transport Agency in a succinct manner by providing a clear signal that 

vehicle access must be aligned with the road classification system in order 

to deliver a safe and efficient transport system.  While not directly 

referenced, the Policy also affords a level of protection to public transport 

and freight routes insofar as these routes are higher order in terms of the 

road classification. 

6.11 I support the replacement Policy, subject to an amendment sought in my 

evidence for the Crown and on behalf of the New Zealand Fire Service 

Commission,12 being the inclusion of “including for emergency service 

vehicles”.  This amendment implements Objective 3.3.13 of the Strategic 

Directions decision by specifically recognising the role the transport network 

plays in the provision of effective emergency services in a manner that is 

                                                
12

 My statement of evidence also dated 10 June 2015, for the Crown and on behalf of the New Zealand Fire 
Service Commission, paragraph 6.5. 
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consistent with the broad intent of 7.1.1.3 Policy, being the provision of 

access while ensuring a safe and efficient network. 

6.12 I support the replacement 7.1.1.3 Policy 3 because the unfettered 

development of accesses, or inadequate controls on the location of 

accesses, has the ability to have significant adverse effects on the transport 

network’s efficient operation as well as on the safety and well-being of road 

users.  The replacement Policy provides a clear signal that vehicle access 

should be managed in a way which mitigates such safety and efficiency 

impacts, including on the State highway network, in a manner that is 

consistent with Policy 5.3.7 of the CRPS that states: 

“Policy 5.3.7 – Strategic land transport network and arterial roads 
(Entire Region) 

In relation to strategic land transport networks and arterial roads, the 
avoidance of development which: 

(1)  adversely affects the safe efficient and effective functioning of this 
network and these roads, including the ability of this infrastructure to 
support freight and passenger transport services; and …” 

7.1.1.6 – Policy 6 – Promote public transport and active transport 

6.13 The Crown submission indicated the Transport Agency’s support for the 

promotion of alternative modes of transport in 7.1.1.6 Policy 6, but sought 

the inclusion of “where appropriate” to indicate that the provision of 

extensive public transport, cycling and walking facilities may not always be 

appropriate in the context of the State highway network, and other higher 

order roads. 

6.14 As a result of informal mediation between the Crown and Council, 

amendments to 7.1.1.6 Policy 6 have been agreed and included in the 

Revised Proposal as follows: 

“a.  Promote public and active transport and reduce dependency on private 
motor vehicles, by: 

i.  ensuring new, and upgrades to existing, road corridors provide 
sufficient space and facilities to safely promote safe walking, cycling 
and public transport, in accordance with the road classification 
where they contribute to the delivery of an integrated transport 
system; …” 

6.15 I support the amendments to 7.1.1.6 Policy 6 included in the Revised 

Proposal and consider that these amendments better, and more clearly, 

address the issues raised in the Crown submission when compared to the 

inclusion of “where appropriate” as originally sought. 
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6.16 The amended Policy continues to promote alternative modes of transport, 

while appropriately recognising that the role and function of higher order 

roads may preclude the safe provisions of such facilities.  This approach is 

consistent with Policy 6.3.4 and, in my opinion, the amendments to 7.1.1.6 

Policy 6 better implement 7.1.1 Objective 1 through the direct reference to 

the integrated transport system.  In particular, reference to an integrated 

transport system recognises that provision for public transport and active 

modes needs to be considered across the transport system as a whole, and 

that it will not always be sensible or efficient to provide new facilities for 

these modes as part of a roading upgrade. 

7. APPENDICES 7.10, 7.11 AND 7.12 (VARIOUS FIGURES) 

Appendix 7.10 Figures 7.12, 7.13, 7.14 and Appendix 7.11 Figure 7.16 

7.1 The Transport Agency sought the retention of Figures 7.12, 7.13, 7.14 

(Appendix 7.10) and 7.16 (Appendix 7.11) that describe the standards for 

the design of rural vehicle crossings, including sight lines, because these 

figures are consistent with the Transport Agency’s approach to managing 

safe and efficient accesses.  The Transport Agency has also sought that 

the scale of the Figures be increased to improve their legibility. 

7.2 In his evidence, Mr Falconer13 confirms that the legibility of the Figures has 

been improved in the e-plan version of Proposal 7. 

7.3 I have viewed the Figures on the internet based version of the Replacement 

Plan and acknowledge that they are clear and legible.  As such, I am of the 

view that the relief sought by the Transport Agency in this regard has been 

achieved and I support the improvement in legibility because it better 

implements Objective 3.3.2(c) of the Strategic Directions decision and is 

consistent with the Statement of Expectations. 

Road Classification 

7.4 The Transport Agency sought amendments to the road classification maps 

in Appendix 7.12 Figures 7.17(a) - (f) to include core public transport and 

freight routes in order to provide clarity in terms of where policies and rules 

relating to these routes apply. 

                                                
13

 Statement of evidence of Mr Falconer, dated 26 May 2015, paragraph 20.12. 
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7.5 Mr Falconer recommended that no amendment be made to the Figures 

because of the risk that these routes may change over the life of the 

Replacement Plan.  Instead, Mr Falconer notes that references to freight 

have been included in Objective 7.1.2 and Policy 7.1.1.1 and that effects on 

these routes may be considered in relation to high trip generators.14  It is my 

understanding that this approach has been agreed between Crown 

representatives and Council though informal mediation.   

7.6 Mr Falconer list examples of how freight and public transport routes may 

change and I agree that the likelihood of the routes changing over the life of 

the Replacement Plan is high, particularly following the earthquakes and 

given the Christchurch Motorways Project15 package being delivered 

through until 2020.  I therefore consider that the potential for the routes to 

change over the life of the Replacement Plan means that the clarity initially 

sought in the Crown’s submission would not be achieved in the longer term. 

Mr Richards, in his evidence, also accepts Mr Falconer’s opinion noting that 

the Crown no longer wishes to pursue this submission point.16 

8. HIGH TRIP GENERATING ACTIVITIES AND INTEGRATED TRANSPORT 

ASSESSMENTS 

Rule 7.2.3.10 High trip generators 

8.1 The Crown’s submission includes broad support for the Replacement Plan’s 

approach to high trip generating activities, including the appropriate 

thresholds being established for ITAs in Rule 7.2.3.10 (for basic ITAs) and 

Matters of Discretion 7.3.19 (for full ITAs) on the basis that the thresholds 

are consistent with the Transport Agency’s guidance. 

8.2 The threshold for when an ITA is required, as established in Rule 7.2.3.10, 

is consistent with Policy 6.4.3 of the CRPS that seeks to ensure an efficient 

and effective transport network by, amongst other matters, “requiring 

integrated transport assessment for substantial developments”.  The 

methods that support Policy 6.4.3 specifically direct territorial authorities to 

“include trigger thresholds in district plans for development where an 

integrated transport assessment is required”.  In this regard, I agree with Mr 

Falconer that Rule 7.2.3.10 gives effect to Policy 6.4.3 of the CRPS. 

                                                
14

 Statement of evidence of Mr Falconer, dated 26 May 2015, paragraph 19.6 and 19.7. 
15

 Described by Mr Richards in his statement of evidence, dated 25 November 2014, paragraph 8.1. 
16

 Statement of evidence of Mr Richards, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 10.3. 
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8.3 Rule 7.2.3.10 (as amended in the Revised Proposal) has the effect of 

establishing the scale at which activities become high trip generators 

through the specified thresholds and: 

(a) includes an explanation with respect to how the Rule applies to 

existing activities, including those that are subject to an approved 

ITA; 

(b) includes a tiered approach to basic and full ITAs (in 7.3.19 Matters 

of Discretion) alongside a reference to the Council’s “Integrated 

Transport Assessment Guidance”; and 

(c) requires the written approval from the Transport Agency and/or 

KiwiRail where there is direct access to a State highway or across a 

railway line respectively. 

8.4 Where an activity exceeds the threshold triggers in Rule 7.2.3.10, a 

resource consent for a restricted discretionary activity is required under 

Rule 7.2.2.2. 

8.5 The Revised Proposal also introduces (in the Table included in 7.3.19 

Matters of Discretion) in response to submissions and as a result of 

informal mediation, a distinction between “activities that are otherwise 

permitted in the Zone’s Activity Status Table” and those that are not.  The 

intent is that fewer ITA assessment matters apply to activities that are 

anticipated in the zone in which they are located. 

8.6 The following Diagram 1 illustrates the regulatory framework for high trip 

generating activities included in the Revised Proposal. 
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Diagram 1: Regulatory Framework for High Trip Generating Activities 

 

8.7 I acknowledge that the trigger thresholds in Rule 7.2.3.10 (and Table 7.1) 

have been agreed by the majority of transportation expert witnesses 

following mediation on 3 June 201517 and are set out in the evidence of Mr 

Clark.18 

8.8 Following mediation, it is my understanding that the form of regulatory 

framework for high trip generating activities was generally agreed between 

the parties in attendance.  The remaining area of disagreement relates to 

whether “in zone” high trip generating activities that do not exceed the 

thresholds for a full ITA could have status as a controlled activity. 

8.9 Mr Falconer has considered, and rejected, controlled activity status in his 

evidence because he considers there is a risk of “stalemate” and because 

controlled activity status can add complexity through having to specify 

detailed matters of control.19  Activity status is not specifically contemplated 

in the section 32 report that accompanies Proposal 7. 

8.10 Activity status is also traversed in the transportation witness expert 

conferencing statements dated 18 and 21 May 2015, and 3 June 2015.  

The statements record agreement that controlled activity status should be 

considered on the basis that these experts were not aware of any examples 

                                                
17

 As recorded in the Joint Statement of Expert Witnesses, Transport Proposal: Chapter 7, Topic 1 – Integrated 
Transport Assessments, dated 3 June 2015. 
18

 Statement of evidence of Mr Clark, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 11.3. 
19

 Statement of evidence of Mr Falconer, dated 26 May 2015, paragraph 18.34. 

ITA Matters for 
Discretion (7.3.19) 

Table 7.1 
Zone Activity Status 
(7.3.19 & relevant 

zone) 

Rules 7.2.3.10 & 
7.2.2.2(RD1) 

Activity exceeding the 
thresholds in Rule 
7.2.3.10: Resource 

consent for a restricted 
discretionary activity 

required 

Activity otherwise 
permitted in Zone's 
Activity Status Table 

Activity exceeds the 
thresholds in Table 7.1 

Full ITA including the 
assessment matters 

specified in the table in 
7.3.19 

Activity does not exceed 
the threshold in Table 7.1 

Basic ITA including the 
assessment matters 

specified in the table in 
7.3.19 

Activity not permitted in 
Zone's Activity Status Table 

Activity exceeds the 
thresholds in Table 7.1 

Full ITA including all 
assessment matters 

Activity does not exceed 
the threshold in Table 7.1 

Basic ITA including the 
assessment matters 

specified in the table in 
7.3.19 
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where an application for resource consent for an activity, required solely 

because of a high trip generating activity rule, was refused.  There was 

agreement that activities falling between the trigger threshold and the full 

ITA threshold would not present a significant risk to the transport network if 

considered as a controlled activity.  Mr Clark also noted that activities 

seeking direct vehicle access onto State highways or across railway lines 

should remain as restricted discretionary which would enable consent to be 

refused. 

8.11 I agree with Mr Clark and consider that restricted discretionary activity 

status is appropriate in situations where a high trip generating activity seeks 

direct vehicle access onto State highways or across railway lines.  This is 

because such accesses have the potential to compromise the safety and 

efficiency of strategic transport infrastructure and the ability to refuse 

consent in such situations is appropriate and consistent with Policies 5.3.7 

and 6.3.5 of the CRPS and Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions 

decision that seek to avoid effects of incompatible activities or development 

on the strategic transport network and strategic infrastructure. 

8.12 I do not oppose controlled activity status in other situations where an 

activity is permitted by the zone rules in its location and where that activity 

does not exceed the thresholds in Table 7.1, subject to the matters over 

which control is reserved being comparable to the ITA assessment matters 

included in the Revised Proposal in 7.3.19 because: 

(a) the combined experience of the transport witnesses indicates that 

resource consent would typically not be refused for activities 

between the thresholds that require consent only by virtue of 

triggering a high trip generator rule; 

(b) the matters over which the Council reserves its control can be 

specified without undue complexity and in a manner that will not 

give rise to a “stalemate” situation given the effects of high trip 

generators are narrow in extent and the situations in which 

controlled activity status applies is also limited; 

(c) controlled activity status offers the certainty that consent would be 

granted, subject to an appropriate assessment and conditions of 

consent, where activities are located in a manner anticipated by the 

Replacement Plan; 
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(d) controlled activity status is consistent with the Statement of 

Expectations and Objective 3.3.2 in that it limits regulation; and 

(e) controlled activity status continues to give effect to Policy 6.3.4 of 

the CRPS, implement Objective 3.3.7 of the Strategic Directions 

decision and is consistent with Action 36 in the LURP, while 

encouraging appropriate development by providing a more 

permissive regulatory regime where activities are anticipated in the 

zone. 

8.13 The specific amendments to Proposal 7 that I support are included in 

Attachment AJM3, including draft matters over which Council reserves its 

control that reflect the ITA assessment matters in 7.3.19. 

Matters of Discretion 7.3.19 – High trip generators 

8.14 Alongside its support for the Replacement Plan’s approach to ITAs, the 

Transport Agency sought the inclusion of further clauses in the Matters of 

Discretion in 7.3.19 (as notified) as follows: 

(a) amendment to clause 8(e) to refer to “other road users, including 

pedestrians and cyclists”; 

(b) the addition of the following additional clauses: 

“Whether the proposal is consistent with the local and regional 
policy framework” 

“Identify the mitigation proposed to ensure suitable accessibility 
proposed by all modes, and outline the alternatives considered.” 

(c) the inclusion of the following clause as a note: 

“A full Integrated Transport Assessment will be expected to cover 
several of the assessment matters covered in 1 to 17 above in 
greater detail than a basic Integrated Transport Assessment.” 

8.15 In his evidence, Mr Falconer acknowledges that a number of submissions 

have been made in relation to the assessment matters included in the 

notified version,20 similarly a number of further submissions have been 

made, including in relation to the Transport Agency submission described 

above. 

                                                
20

 Statement of evidence of Mr Falconer, dated 26 May 2015, paragraph 18.41. 
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8.16 In response to these submissions, informal mediation, and to align with 

Objective 3.2.2 of the Strategic Directions decision, the Revised Proposal 

makes substantial amendments to the Matters of Discretion in 7.3.19.  The 

revised version of Matters of Discretion 7.3.19 reduces the number of 

assessment matters from 21 to 8 and introduces a table that identifies 

which assessment matters apply depending on whether a basic or full ITA 

is necessary, and whether the high trip generating activity is permitted by 

the Activity Status Tables in the relevant zone.  This regulatory approach is 

graphically represented in Diagram 1 in paragraph 8.6 above.   

8.17 The necessity, scale and extent to which the assessment matters apply 

were considered at mediation and also at the transportation expert witness 

conferencing on 18 and 20 May 2015.  The report of this conferencing 

records agreement that the assessment matters in the Revised Proposal 

are appropriate subject to some amendments to refine wording, with the 

exception of the assessment matters that relate to parking, cumulative 

network effects and Ngai Tahu values.  I address these assessment 

matters below: 

Adequate Parking Supply/Effects of Parking (applies to all ITAs) 

8.18 With the exception of Mr Roberts, the transportation expert witnesses have 

agreed that parking should only be considered in the context of an ITA in 

the event that the activity does not comply with the minimum parking 

standards in Rule 7.2.3.1.21  I understand the rationale for this is that a high 

trip generating activity could meet the minimum parking standard under 

Rule 7.2.3.1, but parking would still be assessed under rule 7.2.10 (and the 

accompanying ITA). 

8.19 Conversely, Mr Falconer considers that the minimum parking standard “one 

size fits all” approach is problematic for high trip generating activities where 

car parking numbers are high and that relying on the minimum parking 

requirements could result in an under-supply or over-supply of parking for a 

specific development, depending on its location.   

8.20 I generally agree with Mr Falconer on the basis that this rule applies to high 

trip generating activities that by their nature, and in order to give effect to 

Policy 6.3.4, require an ITA.  As acknowledged by Mr Clark, an ITA would 

                                                
21

 This is based on the assumption that the exemption from the parking standards in Rule 7.2.3.1 for high trip 
generating activities is deleted. 
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typically include a consideration of parking.  I have reviewed the guidelines 

for ITAs that apply in Christchurch and Auckland and I agree that parking is 

an integral component of these assessments. 

8.21 I also agree that the consideration of parking for high trip generating 

activities enables site and activity specific matters to be considered in a 

manner that allows parking to be optimised in order to achieve an efficient 

and effective outcome for the transport system. 

8.22 Similarly, I agree with Mr Clark22 that where resource consent is required in 

any case (having triggered Rule 7.2.3.10) the consideration of parking adds 

little to transaction costs, while offering some flexibility in the provision of 

parking in situations where active modes and public transport are readily 

available.  This is particularly the case where certainty is offer by controlled 

activity status (in situations where a basic ITA is required for an activity that 

would otherwise be permitted within the zone it is located). 

8.23 That said, I consider that the relationship between the minimum parking 

standards introduced by Rule 7.2.3.1 and the Matters for Discretion in 

7.3.19 could be clarified.  This could be achieved by applying the parking 

standards to high trip generating activities and amending the assessment 

matter in 7.3.19 to narrow the assessment to the extent to which such 

activities depart from the standards.  This approach achieves certainty 

(through applying the minimum standards), while allowing an appropriate 

assessment of parking in relation to the particular location, and type, of high 

trip generating activities.  For example, in some situations not meeting the 

minimum standards would be acceptable where a proposed activity is 

located near public transport facilities or is particularly accessible for active 

modes.  The amendments to the Revised Proposal that I support in this 

regard are set out in Attachment AJM3. 

8.24 I consider that this approach provides certainty and limits transactional 

costs in a manner that is consistent with the Statement of Expectations 

while enabling an “integrated” transport assessment that is consistent with 

typical practice and that appropriately assesses the potential adverse 

transport effects, and associated mitigation measures, of high trip 

generating activities. 

                                                
22

 Statement of evidence of Mr Clark, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 12.17. 
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Cumulative Network Trip Generation Effects (applies to full ITAs, in all 

cases) 

8.25 The expert witness conferencing statement records agreement that the 

cumulative network trip generation effects assessment matter should apply 

in situations where a full ITA is required by the thresholds in Table 7.1 and 

where the activity is “out-of-zone”.23  The experts did not agree that this 

assessment matter should apply where a full ITA is required but where the 

activity is “in-zone”.  In the latter situation, some experts consider that the 

assessment could be limited to the “immediate vicinity” and/or limited to 

“safety and efficiency”.  It was noted that Key Activity Centres (“KACs”), by 

their nature, already experience congestion.  

8.26 In my opinion it is appropriate for the cumulative network trip generation 

effects assessment matter to apply in all situations where a full ITA is 

required because: 

(a) An ITA continues to have value in the context of KACs.  Mr Clark24 

states that existing congestion is not a reason not to assess 

cumulative effects, instead his evidence is that such an assessment 

may inform an ITA including the acceptability of congestion and 

potential mitigation. 

(b) A high trip generating activity (particularly at the scale requiring a full 

ITA) may have a significant impact on the transport network beyond 

the immediate vicinity, including on higher order roads and State 

highways, and it is appropriate to quantify, assess and mitigate 

these effects.  Further, Mr Richards25 has described the critical role 

that ITAs play in assisting the Transport Agency and the Council to 

ensure that developments that can have wider effects on the 

transport network can be integrated into the network and that 

funding can be directed to transport improvements with an additional 

degree of certainty.  

(c) The term “immediate vicinity” is not sufficiently clear, and neither 

does it provide for scenarios where a high trip generating activity is 

                                                
23

 Expert Conferencing Statement, Transport Proposal: Chapter 7, Topic 1 – Integrated Transport Assessments, 
dated 18 and 21 May 2015, paragraph 4.5. 
24

 Statement of evidence of Mr Clark, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 10.17. 
25

 Statement of evidence of Mr Richards, dated 10 June 2015, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3. 
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located “in-zone”, but very near a boundary with a neighbouring 

zone that does not anticipate the activity. 

(d) It is my understanding that the geographic extent and detail of an 

ITA is determined at the “scoping” phase that is described in the 

Council’s Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines and I 

consider that arbitrarily limiting the extent of an assessment to the 

immediate vicinity may inadvertently misrepresent the adverse 

effects of a proposed activity. 

(e) The consideration of cumulative effects is anticipated by the RMA, 

noting particularly the definition of “effect” in section 3, and is 

necessary to give effect to the strong policy direction in Policy 5.3.7 

of the CRPS insofar as this policy relates to the “strategic land 

transport network and arterial road”.  

(f) Further, a consideration of cumulative effects appropriately 

responds to the changing land use patterns following the 

earthquakes, and their consequential impact on the transport 

network, which has been recognised in Policy 6.3.4 of the CRPS. 

Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua Values (applies to full ITAs, in all cases) 

8.27 The expert witness conferencing statement records agreement that 

manawhenua values is “not a matter normally covered by transport 

assessments”.  Mr Falconer supports the inclusion of manawhenua values 

with reference to sections 6 and 8 of the RMA and in order to achieve a 

more integrated traffic system. 

8.28 Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu was not represented at the mediation when ITA 

assessment matters were discussed although I understand that the 

inclusion of manawhenua values was a matter addressed in the context of 

informal mediation. 

8.29 On this basis, I accept Mr Falconer’s position and do not oppose this 

assessment matter, given it applies to full ITAs only, where the matters 

listed in 7.3.19(7) are more likely to be relevant. 

Policy Framework (applies to full ITAs where the activity is “out-of-zone”) 

8.30 The Transport Agency sought the inclusion of “whether the proposal is 

consistent with the local and regional policy framework” as an additional 
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assessment matter in 7.3.19.  The Revised Proposal has included an 

assessment matter that addresses the “local and regional transport policy 

framework” with an associated note that states it only applies where a full 

ITA is required and where the activity is either “out-of-zone” or does not 

comply with the relevant built form standards.  This is supported in the 

expert transportation witness conference statement.26  

8.31 Mr Clark has confirmed his support for activities triggering the requirement 

for a full ITA, that are “out-of-zone” to be assessed against the transport 

policy framework because such an assessment would enable an 

understanding of whether the potential transport effects of such activities 

are consistent with those expected in a location of that nature, and whether 

existing and future transport initiatives have been designed to 

accommodate these effects.  He notes that such an assessment is 

particularly important in the context of recovery in Christchurch.27 

8.32 I generally support assessment against the transport policy framework in 

situations where a large-scale activity is proposed in a zone where such an 

activity is not anticipated.  However, I consider that the assessment matter 

could better achieve the Statement of Expectations, in terms of clarity and 

usability, by signalling the specific transport policies that are relevant.   

8.33 In this regard I note that Mr Osborne, for the Council, in his evidence for the 

Strategic Directions hearing, provided an overview of a number of relevant 

strategic documents.  This includes the Canterbury Regional Land 

Transport Plan 2015, Canterbury Regional Land Transport Strategy 2012–

2042, the Greater Christchurch Transport Statement 2012 and the 

Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan.  Mr Osborne also notes that the 

latter two documents are directly referenced in the LURP.   

8.34 In my opinion listing these documents in the assessment matter better 

achieves the clarity and usability sought by the Statement of Expectations 

and is more consistent with the direction sought in LURP Action 36. 

Summary: Matters of Discretion 7.3.19 

8.35 In summary I consider that the assessment matters included in the Matters 

of Discretion in 7.3.19 of the Revised Proposal generally achieve the relief 

                                                
26

 Expert Conferencing Statement, Transport Proposal: Chapter 7, Topic 1 – Integrated Transport Assessments, 
dated 18 and 21 May 2015, paragraph 4.5. 
27

 Statement of evidence of Mr Clark, dated 10 June 2015, paragraph 12.3. 
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sought by the Transport Agency and, through significant editing, better 

achieve the Statement of Expectations.  That said, I consider there is still 

room for improvement in terms of the clarity and usability of the assessment 

matters and as such I have promoted further amendments (included in 

Attachment AJM3) that do not alter the intent of the assessment matters, 

but seek to clearly state the matters for assessment.  Further, I have 

promoted amendments to clearly set out the consent path (and therefore 

the assessment matters that apply).  This includes the replacement of the 

explanatory Table in 7.3.19 with a new flow chart that shows the consent 

path and the assessment matters that apply.  Subject to these 

amendments, I support the Matters of Discretion in 7.3.19 because they 

better: 

(a) implement Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions decision; 

(b) give effect to Policy 5.3.7 and Policy 6.3.4 of the CRPS; 

(c) achieve the statutory function of the Transport Agency; and 

(d) achieve the purpose of the RMA by enabling development in a 

manner that enables people and communities to provide for their 

social, economic and cultural well-being and safety (through the 

provision of, and protection of, a safe and efficient transport 

network), while appropriately avoiding, remedying or mitigating 

adverse transport effects. 

8.36 As noted above at paragraph 3.6, given filing deadlines, there was not time 

to consider or respond to the “submitters’ version” of the provisions that 

apply to high trip generating activities at Attachment B to the 9 June 

mediation report.  I will consider this version, and whether further 

refinement of the provisions is possible in my rebuttal evidence. 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 – High trip generating activities 

8.37 The Crown’s submission expresses general support for 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 -

High Trip Generating Activities and seeks minor amendments to the Policy 

to improve the clarity of the Policy. 

8.38 The Revised Proposal includes a number of amendments to 7.1.1.2 

Policy 2 that respond to matters raised in submissions and the Strategic 

Directions decision.  These amendments have the effect of simplifying and 
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clarifying the Policy’s intent.  The Revised Proposal includes the 

amendments sought by the Crown. 

8.39 That said, as a result of expert witness conferencing and informal 

mediation, the form of the provisions in Proposal 7 that apply to high trip 

generating activities (Rule 7.2.3.10 and the associated Matter of Discretion 

in 7.3.19) has evolved, particularly in terms of the Replacement Plan’s 

approach to high trip generating activities that would otherwise be permitted 

in the zone in which they are located.  As a consequence, the need to 

revisit the content of 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 was signalled in the first expert 

witness conferencing statement on ITAs.28 

8.40 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 was therefore discussed at mediation29 and this resulted in 

the following amended version of the Policy that has been agreed between 

Council and the Crown (amendments to the “clean” Revised Proposal 

Version shown in red): 

“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 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, 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.” 

                                                
28

 Expert Conferencing Statement, Transport Proposal: Chapter 7, Topic 1 – Integrated Transport Assessments, 
dated 29 April 2015, paragraph 3.7. 
29

 Held on 2 June 2015 (objectives and policies) and 3 June 2015 (integrated transport assessments). 



 

BF\52998525\1 Page 23 

8.41 I support the amended Policy agreed with the Council at mediation because 

it: 

(a) signals the approach taken to ITAs for high trip generating activities 

that are anticipated in a particular zone; 

(b) gives effect to Policy 6.3.4 of the CRPS; 

(c) better aligns with the approach taken in other Proposals that make 

up the Replacement Plan, for instance Objective 15.1.2 in Proposal 

15; and 

(d) provides greater clarity in a manner that is consistent with Objective 

3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions decision and the Statement of 

Expectations. 

 

Ainsley Jean McLeod 

10 June 2015  
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ATTACHMENT AJM1: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED IN PREPARING THIS 

EVIDENCE 

(a) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013; 

(b) The Land Use Recovery Plan 2013; 

(c) The Greater Christchurch Transport Statement (2012); 

(d) The Updated Section 32 Report for Proposal 7; 

(e) The Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the Canterbury 

Earthquakes (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014; 

(f) Independent Hearings Panel Christchurch Replacement District Plan – 

Decision 1 Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant 

Definitions); 

(g) Submissions and further submissions of a number of parties insofar as they 

relate to the matters of particular interest to the New Zealand Transport 

Agency; 

(h) Christchurch City Council Draft Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines 

(2015); 

(i) New Zealand Transport Agency Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines 

(2010); and 

(j) Auckland Council Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines (2015). 

  



 

BF\52998525\1 Page 25 

ATTACHMENT AJM2: RELIEF SOUGHT BY THE NEW ZEALAND TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 

The following is a summary of the relief sought by the Crown that is of particular 

interest to the Transport Agency: 

(a) amendments to Objective 7.1.1(integrated transport system) to recognise the 

role of the transport system in carrying goods, and to refer to “enabling” 

economic development; 

(b) amendments to 7.1.1.1 Policy 1(establishment of a road classification 

system) to refer to the “identification” of a road network; the provision of 

public spaces “in accordance with the function of the road”; and the “efficient 

functioning of the strategic transport network, including for freight”; 

(c) minor amendments to clarify 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 (high trip generating activities); 

(d) amendments to 7.1.1.3 Policy 3 (vehicle access and manoeuvring) to refer to 

the road classification system and the strategic transport network; 

(e) an amendment to 7.1.1.6 Policy 6 (promote public transport and active 

transport) to include acknowledgement that it may not always be appropriate 

to provide extensive public and active transport facilities, for instance, within 

a State highway corridor. 

(f) amendments to the Matters for Discretion in 7.3.19 (high trip generators) to 

include additional matters in the scope of ITA assessment matters (while 

noting support for the high trip generating activities provisions); and 

(g) the retention of Figures 7.12, 7.13, 7.14 and 7.16, subject to their scale being 

increased to improve legibility. 

The following additional matters were raised in the Crown’s submission (or further 

submission) but are now withdrawn or the Transport Agency considers the relief 

sought has been provided for in the Revised Proposal:30 

(h) amendments to the Road Classification Maps (Figures 17.7(a)-(f)); 

(i) opposition to a submission by Lyttelton Port Company Limited; and 

(j) support for a submission by Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group.   

                                                
30

 See paragraph 5.5 of my evidence. 
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ATTACHMENT AJM3: SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO THE REVISED 

VERSION OF PROPOSAL 7 

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

Proposal (my amendments are shown in red) 

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 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, 
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 in Table 7.1; 
and 

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

a. Access and Manoeuvring (Safety): The 

impacts of the provision of access and on-

site manoeuvring, including vehicle loading 

and servicing deliveries, on the safety and 

efficiency of the transport network. 

b. 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. 

c. 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 active 
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transport use. 

d. 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 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. 

e. 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 

 

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 
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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: 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. 

 

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. 
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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 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. 

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).  

 

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.” 


