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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Nicholas Peter Fuller.  I am a Senior Transport Engineer 

at Novo Group Limited, which is a specialist traffic engineering and 

planning consultancy that provides resource management related 

advice to local authorities and private clients.   

1.2 I have worked on resource management traffic planning and 

engineering projects for 14 years.  My experience during this time 

includes development planning, preparing Traffic and Transport 

Assessments for resource consents and plan changes and the 

preparation of Project Feasibility and Scheme Assessment Reports 

for local authorities and the New Zealand Transport Agency. 

1.3 My qualifications include a Bachelor of Engineering (Honours) in 

Civil Engineering.     

1.4 I have read the current Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Consolidated Practice Note 

(2014), and I agree to comply with it.  My qualifications as an 

expert are set out above.  I confirm that the issues addressed in 

this brief of evidence are within my area of expertise.  I have not 

omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions expressed. 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2.1 My evidence is presented on behalf of a number of the following 

submitters: 

(a) Scentre New Zealand Limited (#742). 

(b) NPT Ltd (#707). 

(c) AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd (#814). 

(d) TEL Nominees Ltd (#816). 

(e) Marriner Investments Limited (#378). 

(f) Marriner Investments No 1 Limited (#380). 

(g) Carter Group Limited (#386). 
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(h) Maurice Carter Charitable Trust (#385). 

(i) Avonhead Mall Limited (#379). 

(j) Maurice R Carter Limited (#377). 

(k) Oakvale Farm Limited (#381). 

(l) 880 Main North Road Limited (#1081). 

(m) 7990 Limited (#7990). 

(n) Peebles Group Limited (#1195). 

(o) Peebles Family Trust (#1078). 

(p) Tailorspace Investments Limited (FS#1322). 

2.2 My evidence addresses the Transport Proposal (Chapter 7), as 

amended and provided as a revised Chapter by the Council on 14 

May 2015, of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

("Proposed Plan"). 

2.3 In this evidence I focus solely on areas of disagreement with the 

Council evidence. 

2.4 I attended expert conferencing and mediation on the Transport 

Proposal.  I have read the evidence of Mr Falconer, Mr Roberts and 

Mr Nunns for the Council.  I also assisted in preparing the revised 

Transport provisions provided on behalf of a number of submitters 

to the Hearings Panel at the close of mediation on 5 June 2015 

("Submitters Provisions"). 

2.5 My evidence is primarily concerned with the traffic effects of 

removing minimum car parking standards from High Trip 

Generating activities (as per the Councils' Revised Proposal) and 

that of providing minimum parking requirements for these activities 

(as per the Submitters' Provisions).  I consider that the Council's 

Revised Proposal creates unnecessary complexity and ambiguity for 

a matter that could simply rely upon minimum car parking 

standards, parking reduction factors and associated assessment 

matters.  In my opinion, the minimum parking standards and 

associated assessment matters are sufficient to manage parking 

provision. 
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.1 The Council's proposed car parking rules (set out in rule 7.2.3.1) 

provide no parking requirements (be it a minimum or maximum 

requirement) for High Trip Generating activities favouring instead 

site specific assessments (in rule 7.2.3.10).   

3.2 I consider that the minimum parking requirements under rule 

7.2.3.1(a) and Appendix 7.1 should also apply to High Trip 

Generating activities.  The proposed parking reduction factors and 

assessment matters (specified in rule 7.2.3.1(a) and Appendix 

7.14) are sufficient to enable a lower parking provision than the 

minimum requirement, if an applicant chooses to provide less 

parking than the minimum.  No quantifiable adverse transport 

effects have been identified in association with a parking over-

supply, should this eventuate. 

3.3 I consider that applying minimum standards for High Trip 

Generating activities, including the parking reduction factors and 

associated assessment matters are a more suitable way of 

addressing parking for these activities. 

4. BACKGROUND 

4.1 The Council's Revised Proposal for the transport chapter following 

submissions and expert conferencing has for the most part 

simplified the rules and assessment matters.  I am generally 

supportive of this, although I consider that further amendments are 

required to rule 7.2.3.1 (minimum number and dimensions of car 

parking) and rule 7.2.3.10 (high trip generators).  As such, my 

preference is for the Submitters' Provisions with the associated 

amendments set out in Appendix 1 of Mr Phillips evidence1. 

4.2 The Council's Revised Proposal for parking requirements via rule 

7.2.3.1(a)(ii) removes the prescribed requirements from High Trip 

Generating activities.  In place of minimum car parking 

requirements, parking provision for High Trip Generators is an 

assessment matter under Rule 7.2.3.10 and this requires a site 

 
1  I note that where others have relied on my evidence I understand they are 

supportive of the highlighted changes in Appendix 1 of Mr Phillips' evidence, as this 
represents the Submitters Provisions and they may or may not be supportive of the 
further amendments. 
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specific assessment of the predicted parking demand for each these 

activities.  The Council's reasoning for this approach appears to be: 

(a) A concern that minimum standards will result in either an 

under-supply or over-supply of car parking.2 

(b) A preference for thorough site specific analysis for 

activities.3 

4.3 I consider that the Council's Revised Proposal introduces ambiguity 

and complexity where the application of minimum standards would 

provide more certainty for the reasons set out in the evidence of Mr 

Phillips.4  As such, I support the Submitters' Provisions that the 

minimum parking standards (and associated assessment matters 

plus parking reduction factors) be applied to High Trip Generating 

activities. 

4.4 The following sets out my concerns regarding the Council's Revised 

Proposal and why my preference is for the parking requirements as 

set out in the Submitters' Provisions. 

Purpose of Car Parking Minimum Requirements 

4.5 From the Council's perspective, the benefit of having no minimum 

parking standards for High Trip Generating activities appears to be 

that this will avoid the potential for either an under-supply or over-

supply of car parking.  This is based on the assumption that a 'one-

size fits all' approach is not appropriate because of the large 

number of car parks high trip generating activities would be 

required to provide with a minimum standards approach.   

4.6 The Council's approach seems to be advanced on the basis that, 

from a purely traffic engineering perspective, it seeks the exact 

amount of car parking for any given activity resulting in neither an 

over-supply nor an under-supply of car parking.  I consider that 

this approach is not practical for the reasons set out in the 

evidence of Mr Phillips.  The Council's approach lacks certainty for 

applicants. 

 
2  Mr Falconer's 26 May 2015 evidence para 18.50. 
3  Mr Falconer's 26 May 2015 evidence para 18.55. 
4  Mr Phillips' 10 June 2015 evidence. 
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4.7 From a traffic engineering perspective, off-street car parking is 

required in order to accommodate the parking demand of activities 

and therefore to avoid adverse safety, efficiency and amenity 

effects on the surrounding road network that would otherwise occur 

with on-street parking.  As such, minimum parking standards are 

typically adopted by councils across New Zealand.  The proposed 

Auckland Unitary Plan sets maximums for the City, Metropolitan, 

Town and Local Centres with minimum standards elsewhere.  I 

understand that those areas have been selected for maximums on 

the basis of the high level of passenger transport, walking and 

cycling availability as a means of mitigation. 

4.8 In a Christchurch context, the Central City currently has an 

effective parking maximum that is linked to the Gross Leasable 

Floor Area at the site.  In my opinion, the application of a 

maximum parking standard is appropriate in the Central City 

because that area is the primary focus of the passenger transport 

and cycling networks for the City thereby providing a high level of 

accessibility by alternative transport modes.  There is also a public 

expectation that on-street parking will be managed in the Central 

City through time restrictions and user charges, plus an 

anticipation of public parking facilities.  Through recent resource 

consent applications I have not encountered any concerns relating 

to these parking maximums and note that, in some instances these 

maximums have been exceeded where the predicted parking 

demand warrants this. 

4.9 Outside of the Central City, I consider that parking minimums are 

the most appropriate standard for car parking requirements.  

Whilst the Council has some ability to manage the on-street 

parking provision throughout the City, the approvals process for 

changes to time restrictions and implementation of no-stopping 

lines ultimately requires Community Board approval.  This has the 

potential to result in tensions between the community and the 

Council, such that the Council's ability to implement changes to on-

street parking is hindered.  An example of this would be 

implementing bus lanes on Riccarton Road, where the business 

community is opposed to the removal of on-street parking as it is 

seen as key to their business needs, thereby hindering Council's 

ability to implement their proposal.   
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4.10 In the context of the above, I consider that parking minimums are 

required to enable the potential adverse effects of a parking under-

supply to be avoided.  I note that when considering minimum, 

maximum or no parking standards the expert conferencing agreed 

that a minimum standard is currently the preferred approach in 

Christchurch (outside of the Central City). 

Effects of a Parking Over-Supply 

4.11 One of the arguments provided by the Council regarding minimum 

parking standards is that they often result in a parking over-

provision.  In my opinion, the assessment matters associated with 

the minimum parking standards clearly enable an argument to be 

presented to facilitate a parking reduction, which is likely to be the 

same argument that would otherwise be required as part of the 

High Trip Generator rule assessment.   

4.12 The Council's proposed parking reduction factors (Appendix 7.14) 

also more easily enable a lesser parking provision compared to the 

operative District Plan.  As such, addressing parking over-supply 

(and justifying a parking reduction) will arguably be no different 

whether minimum standards are applied to High Trip Generators or 

whether specific assessments for High Trip Generator applications 

are required.  I prefer the inclusion of minimum parking 

requirements for High Trip Generators. 

4.13 The key benefit associated with the Council's Revised Proposal 

appears to be the ability to avoid an under-supply of car parking 

(i.e. for the Council to be able to request more than what would 

otherwise be a minimum requirement).  On this matter, I perceive 

a contradiction in the Council's approach as it is promoting parking 

reduction factors that enable a complete parking dispensation 

(depending on location, design, travel demand management 

measures etc.) that, if fully applied in most instances, may well 

result in a shortfall of parking provision compared to the demand.  

It appears that on one hand the Council wants the ability to reduce 

parking to achieve wider transport goals of reducing car 

dependency, whilst on the other still wants to ensure that activities 

fully accommodate their parking demands.  This contradiction 

results in uncertainty for applicants with respect to the Council's 

Revised Proposal. 
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4.14 In my experience, the effects of a parking over-supply are not 

readily quantifiable, particularly with regards to induced traffic5 

because of an excess of car parking.  In my opinion, the provision 

of car parking at a destination enables people to drive to that 

location, but the choice to drive also takes into account the 

practicality and convenience of alternative modes of travel.  In my 

opinion, car parking demands are primarily linked to the scale and 

attractiveness of the activity, (e.g. Gross Floor Area as a crude 

proxy) rather than the parking provision.  The provision of parking 

essentially accommodates the demand that would otherwise occur 

on-street. 

Ability to Accurately Predict Parking Demands 

4.15 The Council's Revised Proposal requires a specific assessment of 

the parking demands for each activity and location and would likely 

rely upon surveyed parking demands.  Those parking demands are 

already set in the context of the existing traffic environment and 

parking supplies by virtue of being based on survey data.   

4.16 Commentary is made in the evidence of Mr Nunns that a review of 

the survey data compared to parking standards results in an over-

supply of parking (i.e. fewer cars were parked at the site than 

available parking provision).  This implies two concerns to me.  

Firstly that a parking over-supply need not result in incongruous 

traffic effects, as the parking would be fully utilised in these 

surveys if that was the case.  Secondly, no discouragement to 

driving would be provided through the Council's proposed approach 

because it would likely rely on use of this survey data to identify 

the parking demands, which in turn are based in the existing 

context of an over-provision.  To use the parking rules to achieve a 

mode shift away from car driving would necessitate knowingly 

under-providing car parking, but to an extent that Council 

anticipates it could manage. 

4.17 I am aware of several commercial sites that have, or did have an 

over-provision of car parking compared to their demands.  

Specifically, these sites are the Bush Inn Centre in Riccarton, 

Eastgate Shopping Centre and Tower Junction.  The Bush Inn 

 
5 Induced traffic meaning a development may generate more traffic than would otherwise 
occur simply because there is an excess of car parking. 
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Centre has developed additional floor space on those car parks to 

increase the trading of the centre, thereby effectively removing the 

over-supply.  Eastgate Shopping Centre and Tower Junction have 

both gained consents to develop additional floor space at the 

expense of car parking to better balance the use of redundant 

parking areas with increased trading.   

Minimums & Maximums 

4.18 Perhaps a more pragmatic approach that could have been adopted 

by the Council would have been to have both minimum and 

maximum parking standards.  This would require additional 

analysis to determine what the appropriate maximum provision 

should be and whether this would have a consequential effect on 

the minimum standards.  This would provide the certainty that 

applicants require whilst enabling Council to retain a level of control 

to ensure that neither too much nor too little parking is provided. 

4.19 However, I am not aware of any work undertaken in this regard.  

As such, I consider that High Trip Generating activities should be 

subject to the minimum parking requirements (as listed in 

Appendix 7.1 of the Proposed Plan) as this avoids the more readily 

quantifiable adverse effects associated with safety and efficiency.  

This also eases the burden on Council in terms of the on-going 

management of on-street parking. 

4.20 Overall, I consider that the provision of minimum parking 

standards, the associated parking reduction factors and assessment 

matters will result in a balance between certainty for applicants 

whilst managing potential adverse traffic effects.  As a 

consequence, I consider the only need to consider parking under 

the High Trip Generator rule is when there is a non-compliance with 

the minimum parking standards. 

5. EVIDENCE OF OTHERS 

5.1 I have read the evidence of other traffic experts and comment as 

follows: 

(a) Mr Chrystal (Kiwi Income Property Trust, Progressive 

Enterprises Ltd, Bunnings Ltd, Christchurch International 

Airport Ltd, Lyttelton Port Company Ltd, Catholic Diocese, 
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Alpine Presbytery and the Methodist Church of New 

Zealand):  I support the comments made by Mr Chrystal 

with regards to the controlled activity status as set out in 

the Submitters' Provisions.  I consider that providing 

Controlled activity status between the Lower and Upper 

thresholds will represent little risk to the transport 

network. 

(b) Mr Edwards (Urbis TPD Ltd, St Georges Hospital, R&H 

Investments Ltd, R&H Properties Ltd and Sandridge Hotel 

Ltd):  I also support the comments made by Mr Edwards 

with regards to the controlled activity status as set out in 

the Submitters' Provisions and consider this will represent 

little risk to the transport network. 

(c) Mr Phillips (the submitters set out at paragraph 2.1 

above):  I support the evidence of Mr Phillips where it 

relates to the complexity and ambiguity created regarding 

car parking for High Trip Generator activities in the 

Council's Revised Proposal.  I consider that providing a 

minimum car parking standard will provide certainty for 

applicants. 

(d) Mr Metherell (Progressive Enterprises Ltd, Bunnings Ltd, 

Kiwi Property Group Ltd and Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd):  I 

support the statements of Mr Metherell regarding the 

scope of assessment matters for High Trip Generators and 

the need for recognition of Key Activity Centres.  I consider 

that the assessment of transport effects for in-zone 

developments should be focussed on the immediate 

locality of the access as these developments have been 

anticipated in those locations. 

(e) Ms Muirson (University of Canterbury and Christchurch 

Polytechnic Institute of Technology):  I support Mrs 

Muirson's evidence with regard to the thresholds of 

assessment for Basic Transport Assessments and Full 

Integrated Transport Assessments. 

(f) Ms Head (Christchurch International Airport Ltd and 

Lyttelton Port Company Ltd):  I support the evidence of Ms 
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Head where it relates to recognising that transport hubs 

are subject to high levels of transport demand. 

5.2 I agree with and support the aspects of that evidence as set out 

above.  In the interests of efficiency for the Panel, instead of all of 

these matters being addressed by all of the experts, the experts 

have co-ordinated and each has focused on a particular area.  As 

such, as noted above, the focus of my evidence is on the transport 

effects associated with car parking provision for High Trip 

Generating activities.   

6. CONCLUSION 

6.1 The car parking rules for High Trip Generators set out in the 

Council's Revised Proposal do not include minimum car parking 

requirements.   

6.2 The assessment matters and parking reduction factors associated 

with rule 7.2.3.1 (minimum number and dimensions of car parks 

required) already provides the ability for applicants to seek less car 

parking than would be required through strict adherence to a 

minimum standard.  No quantifiable adverse transport effects have 

been identified in association with a parking over-supply, should 

this eventuate.  As such, I consider that the Submitters' Provisions 

better balances certainty for applicants with avoiding adverse 

effects when compared to the Council's Revised Proposal. 

 

Nicholas Fuller 

10 June 2015 

 


