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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Jeremy Goodson Phillips.  I am a senior planner and 

Director practising with Novo Group Limited in Christchurch.  Novo 

Group is a resource management planning and traffic engineering 

consulting company that provides resource management related 

advice to local authorities and private clients.    

1.2 My qualifications and experience are set out in paragraphs 1.2 to 

1.6 of my statement of evidence on the Commercial Proposal for 

Scentre (New Zealand) Limited, dated 24 April 2015.    

1.3 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in 

the Environment Court Practice Note (updated 1 December 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 statement 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. 

Scope of evidence 

1.4 My evidence is presented on behalf of the following submitters 

("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). 

(h) Maurice Carter Charitable Trust (#385). 

(i) Avonhead Mall Limited (#379). 

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

(k) Oakvale Farm Limited (#381). 
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(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). 

1.5 My evidence addresses the Transport Proposal (Chapter 7) 

("Proposal")1 of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan ("Proposed Plan") and the extent to which its provisions are 

(or are not) the most appropriate in the context of section 32 of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 ("Act), having regard to the relief 

sought by the submitters'.     

1.6 Whilst recognising the role and relative importance of other 

statutory documents2 and the provisions in section 32 of the Act, 

my evidence has specifically considered the degree of alignment 

with Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) of the District Plan, 

particularly Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 (noting the latter also 

captures the thrust of Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 ("Order")).   

1.7 My focus on these provisions is on the basis that the Christchurch 

recovery context requires that particular attention be given to the 

Strategic Directions Proposal and that primacy be afforded to 

Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 of that Proposal.  Given those objectives 

are largely concerned with enablement, delivering certainty and 

confidence, and efficient implementation, my evidence draws on 

my expertise in applying (rather than simply preparing) district 

plan provisions in order to determine whether the Proposal 

achieves consistency with these objectives.   

1.8 In preparing my evidence, I have also considered the following:  

(a) the Proposal (as amended by Council on 14 May 2015); 

(b) the submitters' submissions and further submissions; 

 
1  As amended and provided as a revised Chapter by Council on 14 May 2015. 
2  As set out on pages 10-12 of the Hearing Panel's Decision 1 (Strategic Directions).  
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(c) the evidence of Mr David Falconer, Mr Paul Roberts, Mr 

Peter Nunns and Mr Richard Osborne for the Council, dated 

26 May 2015;  

(d) the expert conferencing statement concerning Topic 1- 

Integrated Transport Assessments; 

(e) the Mediation Report on the Transport Proposal Chapter 7;  

(f) the evidence of Mr Nick Fuller for Scentre (New Zealand) 

Limited, and others; and  

(g) the evidence of Mr Dean Chrystal, Mr Raymond Edwards, 

Mr Andrew Metherell, Mrs Melanie Muirson, Ms Anne-Marie 

Head.    

1.9 In the interests of efficiency for the Panel, myself and the experts 

listed in (f) and (g) above have co-ordinated our efforts in 

preparing evidence on the Transport Proposal.  As there is a large 

degree of agreement between experts for other submitters on 

these matters, each expert has focussed on a particular area and I 

state where I support their evidence.  As such, my evidence 

focuses on rule 7.3.2.1 (the car parking rule) in the Revised 

Proposal and in particular, its direction that high trip generating 

activities have their car parking requirements determined through 

integrated transport assessments and a consenting process.   I also 

address objectives and policies in the Transport Proposal and the 

high trip generator rule, noting the significance of these provisions.   

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2.1 The Council's amendments of 14 May 2015 to the Transport 

Proposal are a substantial improvement upon the notified version.  

However, I consider further amendments are required, as follows:   

(a) Policy recognition of the transport generated by and 

surrounding zoned centres and transport hubs and the 

corresponding approach to ‘managing’ rather than 

‘avoiding’ effects from high trip generating activities in 

these locations is necessary.   
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(b) The transport policy framework needs to recognise the 

distinction between anticipated and unanticipated high trip 

generating activities.   

(c) Established or consented activities and their parking 

demand and trip generation effects require policy 

recognition, to ensure the focus of assessment is on 

additional effects from new or increased activities.   

(d) Other transport objectives and policies are generally 

appropriate, but some include content that is already 

addressed by other chapters in the Plan.  To avoid 

duplication, conflict and uncertainty I consider this content 

requires deletion or amendment.   

(e) Minimum car parking requirements are the most 

appropriate method for managing car parking provision, in 

particular for high trip generators, as they provide 

certainty and avoid consenting requirements for those 

activities that provide a compliant supply (or greater), or a 

reduced supply where parking reduction factors allow it.  

In other circumstances, applicants can apply for a reduced 

parking supply to be assessed on its merits, as per the 

status quo.  In contrast, determining car parking provision 

for high trip generators through an Integrated Transport 

Assessment ("ITA") process will result in significant 

uncertainty given that car parking provision can then only 

be determined through that consenting process.   

(f) Amendments to the high trip generator rule and the 

corresponding assessment requirements are needed to 

distinguish between anticipated and unanticipated activities 

and the volume of traffic generated by these activities.   

(i) For anticipated activities, non-notification 

requirements and assessment matters focused on 

localised transport effects are appropriate.   

(ii) For unanticipated activities, assessment matters 

should include consideration of effects on the 

wider transport network, the need to 'avoid' rather 



5 
 

 
 

than simply manage adverse effects and the 

suitability of the location for the activity.   

(iii) Restricted discretionary activity status is 

appropriate for applications under this rule, except 

for lower-volume anticipated activities where 

controlled activity status would be appropriate 

because the traffic effects of such activities are 

well understood and able to be managed through 

assessment and/or conditions.   

3. PROVISIONS IN AGREEMENT WITH COUNCIL 

3.1 Specific amendments sought by the Submitters beyond those 

proposed by the Council in its revised Proposal are set out in 

Attachment 1 to my evidence.  This adopts amendments 

proposed by a number of submitters following mediation to the 

Transport Proposal in relation to high trip generating activities.   

3.2 In Attachment 2, I include a table which summarises the key 

elements of the high trip generator rule and its assessment matters 

and identifies points of agreement and disagreement with the 

Crown and Council's position on these provisions.   

3.3 For brevity, my evidence focuses on the outstanding areas of 

disagreement with Council.   

4. PLANNING CONTEXT 

4.1 The planning and policy framework of relevance is addressed in the 

evidence of Mr Falconer and Mr Osborne for Council.  I agree with 

Mr Osborne's view in paragraph 4.2 of his evidence on the Strategic 

Directions proposal that 'the key strategic transport direction for 

the pRDP is the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("CRPS")'.  I 

also concur with Mr Osborne's subsequent summary of the 

transport directions in the CRPS that: 

The CRPS focuses on integrating land use and transport 

while, managing network congestion, promoting active and 

public transport, reducing dependency on private motor 

vehicles, addressing safety issues, optimising existing 

network capacity and avoiding development that will 

overload strategic freight routes (see Objective 6.2.4 and 
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Policy 6.3.4 CRPS). It also seeks avoidance of development 

that adversely affects the functioning of the strategic land 

transport network and arterial roads, and which forecloses 

the opportunity for development of this network to meet 

future strategic transport requirements (see Policy 5.3.7 

CRPS). 

4.2 I stress however that the transport-specific policy direction above 

needs to be viewed in the context of the earthquake-recovery 

framework established by the Land Use Recovery Plan ("LURP"), 

CRPS, and more specifically Schedule 4 of the Order and the 

Strategic Directions chapter, where these seek enablement, 

certainty and confidence, and efficient implementation of the 

Proposed Plan.   

4.3 I note that Mr Chrystal's evidence has addressed the relevance of 

the Proposed Plan's centres-based approach to commercial activity 

in the City to the management of the transport network and effects 

upon it.  I agree with that evidence and rely on it.   

5. 7.1 OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES - TRANSPORT 

5.1 I support Objective 1 where it seeks an integrated transport 

system 'for the City', noting its city-wide focus and consistency with 

the CRPS policy direction summarised above.  However, I consider 

that part (i) of the objective requires consolidation to achieve 

clarity of purpose and avoid repetition of parts (iv) and (vi) of the 

objective and Objective 2.  Similarly, part (v) (Manawhenua values) 

warrants deletion in my view, in order to avoid duplication of 

Strategic Directions objectives (e.g., objectives 3.3.3 and 3.3.9(c)) 

or specific provisions elsewhere in the Proposed Plan (e.g. 

Commercial Policy 2 regarding indigenous planting, Chapter 6 

water body setbacks in Phase 2, Phase 3 cultural heritage 

provisions yet to be notified).  Alternatively, this clause could be 

reworded to refer specifically to effects on sites of significance, 

consistent with Commercial Objective 2(ix).   

5.2 Policy 2 (high trip generating activities) requires two fundamental 

amendments in my view and minor refinements otherwise, which I 

have set out in Attachment 1.  
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5.3 The first of these fundamental amendments concerns the need to 

recognise that transport hubs and Key Activity Centres ("KAC") 

are, by design, high trip generators that are located in areas with 

high levels of transport activity.  KACs at Riccarton, The Palms, 

Eastgate, Northlands and Hornby are obvious examples, insofar 

that they generate high trip volumes, are typically surrounded by 

other commercial and medium density activity that also generates 

high trip volumes, and are located alongside one or more busy 

arterial roads.  These KACs are recognised as the city's primary 

commercial centres where new commercial activity is to be 

primarily directed to (CRPS Policy 6.3.6) and as locations whose 

role as a community focal point is to be maintained and enhanced 

(Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7(e)).  I agree with Mr 

Metherell’s evidence which discusses this further.  

5.4 For these reasons, Policy 2 needs to acknowledge this context and 

provide for the ‘management’ rather than ‘avoidance’ of adverse 

effects.  I agree with and rely on the evidence of Mr Chrystal in this 

respect.  I would also echo his references to the Environment 

Court’s statements on traffic generation around specifically zoned 

commercial centres on the basis that the context within which 

those comments were made applies equally to the centres-based 

approach in the Proposed Plan.    

5.5 The second fundamental change required to Policy 2 is the need to 

distinguish anticipated (i.e. 'in-zone') from unanticipated (i.e. 'out-

of-zone') activities and the corresponding distinction between 

‘managing’ adverse effects and ‘avoiding’ adverse effects on the 

transport network.   When land is zoned, provision is made for 

permitted activities, a permitted level of built form, and the 

corresponding traffic generated by those activities.  Equally, the 

traffic from activities or built form which is not anticipated by the 

zoning is also unanticipated, meaning greater scrutiny may be 

required in terms of transport impacts.  This distinction appears to 

be generally accepted by Council, Crown and submitters in terms of 

the distinctions within the high trip generator rule3, and therefore I 

consider it is necessary to have policy support for this distinction.   

 
3 For example, additional assessment matters apply to activities that are not listed as a 
permitted activity in the relevant table of permitted activities or do not comply with built form 
standards.   
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5.6 I otherwise consider that minor amendments to Policy 2 are 

required to avoid unnecessary detail and/or duplication with policy 

provisions elsewhere in the chapter or the Plan and I have set out 

these changes in Attachment 1.  

5.7 Policy 4 concerns car parking and loading requirements.  Part (a) 

of this policy seeks to 'require car parking... in a way that 

minimises adverse effects'.  As 'minimised' is a very high threshold 

to achieve, it is not clear from the policy what adverse effects are 

to be minimised, and as other provisions4 specifically address a 

range of adverse effects, I consider this aspect of the policy is 

unnecessary.  More significantly, I consider that part (c) of the 

policy needs to recognise the range of circumstances where a 

reduction in car parking might be appropriate, in particular as this 

specifically flows down to the rule framework. In my view, sub-

clauses (b)(i)-(iv) in the notified version of Policy 45 achieved this 

and I support retention of these.    

5.8 Policy 5 is concerned with car parking design.  Given that Crime 

Prevention through Environmental Design (“CPTED”) and 

character and amenity considerations will be of varying relevance 

in different locations,6 I consider the universal application of these 

aspects of the policy is inappropriate and should instead be left to 

the CPTED and amenity provisions that apply (or not) in the 

different zones7.  

5.9 A new Policy 9 as proposed by submitters following mediation is 

set out in Attachment 1 and is appropriate in my view for the 

reasons set out in Mr Chrystal's evidence.   

6. RULE 7.2.3.1 RULE 1 CAR PARKING  

6.1 Rule 7.2.3.1(a) stipulates minimum car parking requirements for 

activities unless: (i) they are located in local or neighbourhood 

 
4 For example: Commercial policy 10- Design of new development; Transport policy 5, Phase 2 
Chapter 6 provisions concerning noise and glare.   
5 i. the function of the surrounding transport network and amenity of the surrounding 

environment will not be adversely affected; and/or 
ii. there is good accessibility by active and public transport and the activity is designed 

to encourage public and active transport use; and/or 
iii. the extent of the reduction is appropriate to the characteristics of the activity and 

it's location; and/or 
iv. the extent of the reduction is appropriate having regard to Appendix 7.14– Parking 

reduction adjustment factors 
6 For example, a suburban residential garage or parking area, compared to a shopping centre 
car park, compared to a car parking and loading area for an industrial warehouse.   
7 For example, subdivision rules in greenfield residential areas, urban design rules for multi-
unit residential developments and/or Commercial zones, and landscaping rules for Industrial 
zones.   
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centres; or (ii) are high trip generators.  Whilst the former is 

exempt from car parking requirements, high trip generators are 

proposed to be subject to a resource consent and transport 

assessment process (i.e., the ITA process) to determine how many 

car parks are to be provided.   

6.2 Mr Falconer's rationale8 for this approach is, in part, to reduce the 

number of resource consents required by effectively enabling 

consideration of parking for high trip generators under the high trip 

generator rule, rather than requiring consent to also be obtained 

under a separate rule.  I do not agree with this logic, on the basis 

that a resource consent application and assessment of effects 

which addresses car parking is required in either instance and there 

would be no difference in the cost or timeframe for the preparation 

or processing of such an application.   Put simply, Mr Falconer's 

approach might reduce the number of non-compliances triggered, 

but not the number of resource consents required.  That is not 

sensible planning practice.   

6.3 Mr Falconer otherwise cites deficiencies with minimum parking 

requirements (the status quo) on the basis that: this is 'a one size 

fits all' approach that does not recognise the particular attributes of 

an activity or its locality;9.  He considers that the proposed 

approach will avoid an undersupply of parking (with associated 

safety, efficiency and amenity effects) or oversupply of parking 

(with reduced uptake of active and public transport modes).10   

6.4 I do not agree with this reasoning either.  Firstly, appropriately set 

minimum parking requirements will avoid an undersupply of 

parking in most instances, as is the case with the status quo.  

Secondly, and commendably, parking reduction factors will provide 

flexibility and an option to provide a lesser amount of car parking in 

circumstances where this might be appropriate, without the need 

for a resource consent application.  To the extent that the 

individual merits of high trip generating activities may otherwise 

warrant a lesser supply, applicants can make their case through the 

resource consent process, noting that they are required to make an 

application under the high trip generator rule in any case (i.e. there 

would be no additional process requirements and little additional 

 
8 Evidence in chief of Mr Falconer, paragraph 18.48. 
9 Evidence in chief of Mr Falconer, paragraph 18.50. 
10 Evidence in chief of Mr Falconer, paragraph 18.51. 
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cost to assess and seek approval for a reduced parking supply at 

the same time).   

6.5 Finally, Mr Falconer's suggestion that an oversupply of car parking 

will reduce the uptake of active and public transport modes is not 

substantiated by evidence.  Mr Roberts11 refers to inefficiency in 

the use of resources, stimulation of vehicle travel and increased 

congestion as costs of excessive car parking provision and Mr 

Nunns12 refers to economic costs including an average opportunity 

cost of $17,000 per oversupplied commercial car park in 

Christchurch.  I do not dispute the costs of car parking over-

provision cited by Mr Roberts and Mr Nunns, but consider the 

economic and efficiency costs would in fact encourage landowners 

to provide a parking supply that matches demand.  I do not 

consider these factors provide sufficient evidential support that 

excessive car parking provision is widespread in Christchurch or 

that the result is increased vehicle trips or adverse effects on the 

transport network.   

6.6 In my experience, land owners and developers are acutely aware of 

the costs of providing car parking and therefore aim to provide a 

supply that meets the needs of tenants and customers.  This is 

evident in the Central City where the cost of car parking is 

significant, car parking minimums do not apply, and new buildings 

almost universally have been provided with car parking to meet the 

requirements of tenants.   Similarly, my experience with Eastgate 

and Bush Inn shopping centres is that where surplus car parking 

exists, the owners of those assets have strived to improve the 

attractiveness of their centre to customers (resulting in the uptake 

of surplus spaces) and/or have developed leasable floor space in 

place of surplus car parking space13.  These examples illustrate the 

adaptability of and self-regulation by land owners to optimise the 

supply of car parking relative to demand.   

6.7 Regardless of the reasons I have set out in paragraphs 6.2-6.6 

above, I consider the use of ITAs and a consenting process to 

determine car parking provision is simply unworkable, as evidenced 

by the scenarios below: 

 
11 Evidence in chief of Mr Roberts, paragraph 6.2. 
12 Evidence in chief of Mr Nunns, paragraph 5.33. 
13 For example, at Bush Inn food and beverage tenancies have been established and consented 
within its underutilised open car park and a weekend market was consented to in its poorly 
utilised part-basement.  At Eastgate, Ms Seaton's appearance before the panel on the 
Commercial Chapter discussed development options being considered for its car park. 
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(a) Pre-purchase evaluations or development feasibility 

assessments - unlike nil, minimum, or maximum parking 

requirements there would be no certainty as to what level 

of parking is required or able to be provided, despite this 

being a key aspect of development/feasibility assessments. 

(b) Concept design - concept plans prepared for marketing, 

sales, scoping, feasibility and financing purposes could be 

redundant or require significant rework with associated 

monetary, time and opportunity costs if car parking 

assumptions are not supported by an eventual ITA and 

consent process.   

(c) Project Information Memoranda ("PIM") - Council would 

not be able to convey through a PIM what level of car 

parking is required for a development.   

(d) Project dependencies, revisions and iterations - for 

complex projects requiring multiple design revisions and 

iterations and/or assessments from multiple disciplines, 

the absence of certainty as to car parking numbers risks 

significant requirements for re-work.  Using a resource 

consent application as an example, the non-compliances 

identified (and activity status) and supporting expert 

assessments could depend on the physical attributes of a 

development, of which car parking is a key component.  If 

the supply of car parking were required to increase or 

decrease following assessment through an ITA and consent 

process, the flow on effect to the physical attributes of the 

site and the consenting and assessment context could be 

significant.   

(e) Tenancy and site use changes- if parking requirements 

through an ITA are determined on the basis of proposed 

activities and tenants, it remains unclear how tenancy and 

site use changes over time will be managed.   

6.8 Whilst pre-application meetings with Council officers may be lauded 

as a means of conveying likely parking requirements to applicants, 

this process entails not insignificant monetary and time costs, can 

result in inconsistent or uninformed advice, and ultimately does not 

provide certainty (which would only be obtained upon consent 
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approval for a given parking supply).  My experience with pre-

application meetings is that they are well-meaning, but offer little 

certainty.  As such, I do not consider this process resolves my 

concerns with determining car parking late in the piece, through a 

resource consent application and ITA process.   

6.9 For the reasons above, I consider that the determination of car 

parking requirements for high trip generators through the resource 

consent and ITA process will result in considerable uncertainty and 

diminished innovation and choice that fundamentally conflicts with 

the Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2.   

6.10 As to alternative methods to manage the potential effects of car 

parking supply, like Mr Fuller, I support a minimum parking 

requirement in order to manage amenity, safety and efficiency 

effects to a basic level, albeit with parking reduction factors that 

provide flexibility and encourage modal shift.  Whilst a maximum 

parking limit could be used to manage the effects of oversupplied 

car parking and provide certainty, this has not been proposed or 

assessed to enable consideration of its merits and for the reasons 

stated above I do not consider the adverse effects of oversupplied 

parking have been substantiated by Council such that further 

consideration needs to be given to this..   

6.11 Accordingly, I consider the minimum parking requirements in rule 

7.2.3.1 (and the corresponding assessment matters) should apply 

to high trip generating activities.  Where a non-compliance with 

rule 7.2.3.1 arises and an ITA is otherwise required, the ITA could 

include consideration of the relevant car parking assessment 

matters, however I do not consider the ITA and consenting process 

is the most appropriate method for determining car parking supply.   

6.12 If car parking for high trip generators is to be determined by 

minimum requirements in rule 7.2.3.1, then it is necessary to 

determine how local and neighbourhood centres are treated.  

6.13 The Council's approach in its 14 May version of rule 7.3.2.1, is that 

activities in local and neighbourhood centres that are not high trip 

generators are exempt from the parking standard.  I do not favour 

this on the basis that it creates an inconsistency within the zone 

that could result in: 
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(a) high trip generating activities catering for the car parking 

needs of low trip generating neighbours (e.g. a shopping 

centre car park being utilised by adjacent shops with no 

car parks); 

(b) activities being contrived to fall below high trip generator 

thresholds in order to avoid a car parking requirement; 

and 

(c) permitted baseline arguments as to the need (or not) for 

car parking.   

6.14 Alternative options are: 

(a) all activities in local and neighbourhood centres are exempt 

from minimum parking requirements, on the basis of the 

flexibility desired for these centres by Policy 4b;14 or   

(b) all activities city wide (including those in local and 

neighbourhood centres, but excluding the central city) are 

subject to minimum parking requirements, with parking 

reduction factors, a resource consent process, and Policy 4 

providing for a reduced level of parking where 

appropriate.15  

6.15 On balance, I favour the latter option, on the basis that it provides 

a 'level playing field' and to exempt all activities in local and 

neighbourhood centres (including high trip generating activities) 

from car parking requirements may result in adverse amenity, 

safety or efficiency effects and unintentionally enable these centres 

to a greater extent than KACs.   

6.16 A further approach might be to exempt local centres only, in 

recognition of the confined size of sites and activities, the 

constraints on providing on-site parking, and the typically lower 

scale of parking demand.  However, this may require additional 

amendments to Policy 4b.  In the absence of further consideration 

of this matter, I consider Policy 4b should be retained and a 

minimum parking requirement should apply city-wide for all 

activities (except in the central city).   

 
14 This would be achieved by the "submitters' version" of rule 7.3.2.1 attached to the transport 
mediation report 
15 This would be achieved by deletion of rule 7.3.2.1(a)(i) and (ii), so that the rule applies to 
'any activity'.   
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7. RULE 7.2.3.10 / RULE 10 HIGH TRIP GENERATING 

ACTIVITIES  

7.1 Like my evidence on the Commercial Chapter in respect of the 

urban design rule, I consider the rule triggers, non-notification 

requirements, activity status, and assessment criteria for the high 

trip generator rule operate as a combined 'package'.  As such, the 

key issue is finding the most appropriate balance between these 

variables to support the transport and post-earthquake recovery 

objectives.   

7.2 Attachment 2 to my evidence includes a table which attempts to 

capture the key elements of this rule and highlight the points of 

agreement and disagreement between the Council, Crown and the 

Submitters as a basis for my evidence below.  This table 

incorporates aspects of Mr Falconer's Table 4 in terms of 

assessment matters.  With reference to Attachment 2, it is 

noteworthy that there is general agreement as to: 

(a) the triggers for the rule and the need or not for an ITA (in 

terms of lower-volume and higher-volume high trip 

generators); 

(b) the extent and content of assessment matters to a large 

degree; 

(c) the need to distinguish anticipated and unanticipated 

activities in terms of the extent of assessment required for 

the latter.   

7.3 As to the points of disagreement I address these in turn below: 

Whether low-volume, anticipated high-trip generating activities 

should be provided for as controlled or restricted discretionary 

activities 

7.4 I share the view reached in expert conferencing by traffic engineers 

that the operative high traffic generator rule has effectively 

operated as a controlled activity standard, with no applications to 

my knowledge having been declined in the past decade on the 

basis of non-compliance with that rule.   
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7.5 I also rely on the evidence of Mr Edwards that lower volume high 

trip generators present little risk to the transport network.   

Whether anticipated high-trip generating activities should be 

subject to a non-notification clause (excluding NZTA and Kiwirail)16 

7.6 Contrary to the position conveyed in the "submitters' version" 

following mediation, I accept that NZTA and Kiwirail may require 

involvement as potentially affected parties where high trip 

generators have direct access to state highway and/or across rail 

crossings.  In forming this view, I now understand that NZTA and 

Kiwirail do not require separate statutory approvals in all cases.    

7.7 For unanticipated ('out of zone') high trip generating activities, I 

also accept that the adverse effects of activities may be of a scale 

or character that warrants involvement of third parties.    

7.8 However, for anticipated ('in-zone') high trip generating activities, I 

consider a requirement for non-notification of applications (NZTA 

and Kiwirail aside) is appropriate.  Aside from the support of 

Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2 for such a requirement, I 

consider traffic volumes from anticipated development form part of 

the anticipated character and amenity of an area and its road 

network.  Similarly, on-street effects (from anticipated vehicle 

activity) are generally accepted as a part of an evolving and 

developing City and are exempted from performance standards on 

the basis that it can be difficult to isolate the source and extent of 

those generating the effects and/or the extent of those affected.17   

Importantly, the direct effects of noise, vibration, glare and 

odour/fumes from vehicle activity on a site are matters subject to 

performance standards and amenity considerations within the 

scope of proposed assessment matter 1.   Noting the above, a non-

notification clause would not preclude council consideration of 

amenity or other direct effects from high trip volumes, but it would 

avoid the uncertainty of defining the source and extent of these 

 
16 Note: that the submitter version attached to the Mediation Report suggested that NZTA and 
Kiwirail need not be provided for as affected parties given the understanding that they have 
separate statutory approval processes.   On the basis that such approvals are not required, the 
non-notification clause has been amended to provide for the involvement of NZTA or Kiwirail 
where access is via a State Highway or a rail crossing.   
17 For example, traffic volumes on a local residential street (with associated amenity or noise 
concerns) might be exacerbated by anticipated development of adjacent commercial land, but 
the effects may be attributable to city-bound commuter 'shortcutting' or 'rat-running' in peak 
hour periods.  In that case, should the anticipated development be constrained due to these 
effects?  Should developments two blocks away that add to this traffic also be 
assessed/constrained for the same reasons?  To what extent are people adversely affected 
such that they should be involved in a consenting process? 
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effects and the significant time and monetary costs of a notification 

process that might result.   

Whether car parking for high trip generating activities should be 

assessed through the ITA process 

7.9 I have addressed this matter in detail in paragraphs 6.1-6.16 

above in respect of rule 7.3.2.1, concluding that car parking 

provision should not be determined through the ITA process.   

Where a non-compliance with rule 7.3.2.1 occurs and an ITA is 

otherwise required, I accept that the assessment of this non-

compliance could form part of an ITA. 

The extent to which effects road network effects require 

consideration (locally or on the wider network) for anticipated high 

trip generating activities; 

7.10 Mr Metherell's evidence addresses this matter in some detail and I 

agree with and rely on his evidence.   

7.11 I strongly endorse Mr Metherell's concerns that the breadth of focus 

in assessment matter 6 could 'stifle in-zone development if Council 

attempted to limit site development until it is fully co-ordinated 

with wide area transport projects (committed or speculative)' and 

'it would be unreasonable for an individual in-zone development to 

either be held responsible for making changes to the wider 

transport network, or to be declined due to issues with the wider 

transport network when their application is anticipated in that 

zone'18.   

7.12 In my experience with resource consent applications for a number 

of anticipated/in-zone commercial developments (including 

developments in KACs), I have encountered these exact issues, 

where wider transport network constraints and requirements for 

transport infrastructure improvements have resulted in significant 

cost, time, and uncertainty for applicants before these issues were 

resolved.   

7.13 As a further comment, I consider that the example in footnote 17 

of my evidence that illustrates the difficulty of isolating the source 

and extent of those generating effects and/or the extent of those 

affected, equally applies to road network performance effects from 

 
18 Evidence in chief of Mr Metherell, paragraphs 32-34 



17 
 

 
 

high trip generating activities.  This uncertainty reinforces my view 

that it is necessary to clearly define and limit the extent of road 

network effects to be assessed for anticipated high trip generators 

and to provide for their determination on a non-notified basis.   

Whether Manawhenua values require inclusion as an assessment 

matter for unanticipated activities 

7.14 For unanticipated activities, resource consent will generally be 

required as a discretionary or non-complying activity, thus enabling 

assessment of all relevant adverse effects.  Moreover, Strategic 

Directions objectives in Chapter 3, waterway provisions in Chapter 

6 (Phase 2) and natural and cultural heritage provisions (in Phase 

3) address Manawhenua values and provide for their assessment to 

the extent relevant to any application.   

7.15 Requiring assessment of 'whether the design and layout of the 

proposed activity provides for Ngai Tahu / Manawhenua cultural 

values' will result in significant uncertainty for those applying for 

consent under the rule, or those administering the rule.  Firstly, the 

assessment matter suggest it is the design and layout of the 

activity as a whole (and not simply the transport aspects) that are 

to be assessed.  Secondly, it is not clear what cultural values are 

subject to consideration, or the extent to which they are to be 

provided for.  It also remains unclear as to who has the expertise 

or authority to determine whether cultural values have been 

adequately provided for, or whether consultation and/or cultural 

impact assessments are required to undertake this assessment.   

7.16 Whilst I accept that transport-related effects on Manawhenau 

values may be a relevant consideration for some applications, I 

consider an assessment matter requiring this to be addressed in 

ITAs is unnecessary and inconsistent with objective 3.3.2.   

Whether 'consistency with the policy framework' requires inclusion 

as an assessment matter for unanticipated activities 

7.17 Policies (and other relevant policy statements and plan provisions) 

require consideration for all applications under section 104 of the 

Act.  For unanticipated activities that require a discretionary or 

non-complying activity consent, such considerations may be of 

particular relevance and importance to the assessment of 
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applications.  As such, I consider this assessment matter is 

unnecessary and inconsistent with Strategic Directions Objective 

3.3.2.   

 

 

 

Jeremy Phillips 

10 June 2015  



19 
 

 
 

Attachment 1: Amendments sought 

  



Chapter 7 – Transport 
 
 Scentre & ors. redline of Council's Revised Proposal (clean) – 14 May 2015 version
  

 Page 1 of 26 

Key:  

Highlighted track changes text reflects amendments sought by the wider group of 

submitters following mediation, as referred to in other evidence.  

Track changes text not highlighted reflects amendments sought by the submitters 

referred to at paragraph 1.4 above.  

 

Chapter 7 Transport  

Contents 
 

 

7.1 Objectives and policies 

7.1.1 Objective 1 – Integrated transport system 

7.1.2 Objective 2 Adverse effects from the transport network 

 

7.2 Rules – All zones outside the Central City 

7.2.1 How to use the rules 

7.2.2 Activity Status Tables – All zones outside of the Central City 

7.2.3 Rules - All zones outside the Central City 

 

7.3 Matters of Discretion 

7.3.1 Minimum number of car parks required 

7.3.2 Parking space dimensions 

7.3.3 Mobility parking spaces  

7.3.4 Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required 

7.3.5 Minimum number of loading spaces required 

7.3.6 Manoeuvring for parking and loading areas 

7.3.7 Gradient of parking and loading areas 

7.3.8 Illumination of parking and loading areas 

7.3.9 Surface of parking and loading areas 

7.3.10 Vehicle access design 

7.3.11 Queuing spaces 

7.3.12 Visibility splay 

7.3.13 Vehicle crossing design 

7.3.14 Minimum distance between vehicle crossings 

7.3.15 Maximum number of vehicle crossings 

7.3.16 Minimum distance between vehicle crossings and intersections 

7.3.17 Sight lines at vehicle crossings 

7.3.18 Location of buildings and access in relation to road/rail level crossings 

7.3.19 High trip generators 

 

Appendices 

Appendix 7.1 – Parking space requirements 



Chapter 7 – Transport 
 
 Scentre & ors. redline of Council's Revised Proposal (clean) – 14 May 2015 version
  

 Page 2 of 26 

Appendix 7.2 – Cycle parking facilities 

Appendix 7.3 – Loading areas 

Appendix 7.4 – 85 percentile design motor car 

Appendix 7.5 – 99 percentile design vehicle 

Appendix 7.6 – Manoeuvring for parking and loading areas 

Appendix 7.7 – Access design 

Appendix 7.8 – Queuing spaces 

Appendix 7.9 – Visibility splay 

Appendix 7.10 – Design of rural vehicle crossings 

Appendix 7.11 – Standards for the location of vehicle crossings 

Appendix 7.12 – Road classification system 

Appendix 7.13 – Building setbacks to level crossings 

Appendix 7.14 – Parking reduction adjustment factors 

  



Chapter 7 – Transport 
 
 Scentre & ors. redline of Council's Revised Proposal (clean) – 14 May 2015 version
  

 Page 3 of 26 

7.1 Objectives and policies 

7.1.1 Objective 1 – Integrated transport system 

 
a. An integrated transport system for Christchurch District: 

i. that is accessible, resilient, safe, sustainable, effective and efficient for people and goods 

usingsafe and efficient for all transport modes; 

ii. that is responsive to the current recovery needs, future needs, and enables economic 

development;  

iii. that supports safe, healthy and liveable communities by maximising integrationis integrated with 
land use; 

iv. that reduces dependency on private motor vehicles and promotes the use of public and active 

transport; 

v. that recognises Ngāi Tahu/ Manawhenua values;    

vi. that is managed using the one network approach. 

   

7.1.1.1 Policy 1 – Establishment of a road classification system 

 
a. Identify a road network that connects people and places and recognises different access and 

movement functions for all people and transport modes, whilst: 

i. supporting the safe and efficient operation of the transport network; 

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, 

iii. providing space for utility services; 

iv. reflecting neighbourhood identity and amenity;    

v. recognising cross-boundary connections with adjoining districts, and 

vi. providing for the efficient and effective functioning of the strategic transport network, including 

for freight.  

 

Refer to Appendix 7.12 for a description of the road classification system. 

 

Policy 1 also achieves Objective 2. 

 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 – High trip generating activities 

 
a.  Recognise that transport hubs and key activity centres will by their nature be subject to high 

levels of transport demand and therefore the assessment of high trip generating activities will be 

focused on managing rather than avoiding adverse effects. 

b. Manage the adverse effects of high trip generating activities on the transport system by 

assessing their location and design Require that the location and design of high trip generating 

activities are assessed with regard to the extent that they: 

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

i.ii. a. are accessible by a range of physical abilities and transport modes and 

encourage public and active transport use; 
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ii.iii. b. do not compromise the safe, efficient and effective use of the transport 

system; 

iii. c. optimise use of the existing transport system;  

iv. d. reduce the impact of trip generation through travel plans and othermitigate, or 

for unanticipated activities avoid, significant adverse effects on the transport system, 

including use of travel demand management measures; 

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

vi.v. f. limit adverse effects and maximise positive effects from transport on 

communities and, the amenity of the surrounding environment, and on Ngāi Tahu/ 

Manawhenua values; 

vii. g. discourage an under-supply or over-supply of parking unless adverse effects 

can be mitigated; 

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

ix.vii. i. integrate and coordinate with the transport system, including planned 

transport infrastructure and service improvements by coordinating with land use. 

   

Policy 2 also achieves Objective 2. 

 

7.1.1.3 Policy 3 – Vehicle access and manoeuvring 

 

Provide vehicle access and manoeuvring, compatible with the road classification, which 

ensures safety, and the efficiency of the transport system. 

 

Policy 3 also achieves Objective 2. 

 

7.1.1.4 Policy 4 – Requirements for car parking and loading 

 
a. Require car parking, including car parking for people whose mobility is restricted, and 

loading spaces which provide for the expected needs of an activity in a way that 

minimises adverse effects. 

b. Provide for flexible approaches to car parking in local and neighbourhood centres to 

support the use of public and active transport and existing parking supply. 

c.  Enable an assessment of whether a reduction in the number of car parking spaces 

required where:can be considered as an opportunity to facilitate public and active 

transport use. 

i. the function of the surrounding transport network and amenity of the surrounding 

environment will not be adversely affected; and/or  

ii. there is good accessibility by active and public transport and the activity is designed 

to encourage public and active transport use; and/or  

iii. the extent of the reduction is appropriate to the characteristics of the activity and its 

location; and/or  

iv. the extent of the reduction will maintain onsite parking to meet anticipated demand  

 

 

Policy 4 also achieves Objective 2. 



Chapter 7 – Transport 
 
 Scentre & ors. redline of Council's Revised Proposal (clean) – 14 May 2015 version
  

 Page 5 of 26 

 

 

7.1.1.5 Policy 5 – Design of car parking and loading areas 

 
a. Require that car parking and loading areas are designed to: 

 i. operate safely and efficiently for all transport modes; and 

 ii. incorporate Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles; 

 iii. mitigate adverse effects on the character and amenity of the surrounding  

  environment; and 

  iiv.  be accessible for people whose mobility is restricted.  

 

Policy 5 also achieves Objective 2. 

 

7.1.1.6 Policy 6 – Promote public transport and active transport 

 

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 promote safe walking, cycling and public transport, in accordance with the 

road classification where they contribute to the delivery of an integrated transport 

system; 

ii. ensuring activities provide an adequate amount of safe, secure, attractive and 

convenient cycle parking and associated end of trip facilities; 

iii. encouraging the use of travel demand management options that help facilitate the use of 

public transport, cycling, walking and options to minimise the need to travel; and 

iv. requiring new district centres to provide opportunities for a public transport interchange. 

 

Policy 6 also achieves Objective 2. 

 

7.1.1.7 Policy 7 – Rail level crossings 

 

a. Improve or maintain safety at road/rail level crossings by: 

i. requiring safe visibility at uncontrolled level crossings; 

ii. managing vehicle accesses close to level crossings; and 

iii. managing the creation of new level crossings. 

 

Policy 7 also achieves Objective 2. 

 

7.1.1.8 Policy 8 – Effects from transport infrastructure 

 
a. Minimise Manage the adverse effects and promote positive effects from new transport 

infrastructure and changes to existing transport infrastructure on the environment, including: 

i. air and water quality; 

ii. connectivity of communities  
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iii noise, vibration and glare; 

iv.  amenity and effects on the built environment; 

x. well-being and safety of users; and  

b. Encourage new transport infrastructure, and upgrades to existing transport infrastructure,  to 

recognise, protect and enhance  the cultural values of Ngāi Tahu/ Manawhenua.  

 

Policy 8 also achieves Objective 2. 

 

7.1.1.9 Policy 9 – Recognising the effects of existing activities 

  
a. For consented activities, or for activities which are already established at the date the Plan 

became operative, to assess the effects of additional traffic generation and parking demand 

caused by the proposed expansion or extension of that activity. 

 

7.1.2 Objective 2 – Adverse effects from the transport system 

 
a. Enable Christchurch’s transport system to provide for the transportation needs of people and 

freight whilst managing adverse effects from the transport system. 

 

 

Notes 

1. Policies 7.1.1.1 - 7.1.1.8 also apply to Objective 7.1.2 

2. For more details on Christchurch City Council's vision, expectation and plans for transport, during 
the recovery period and longer term, please refer to the 'Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan'. 

 

7.2 Rules – All zones outside the Central City 

7.2.1 How to use the rules 
 

7.2.1.1 The transport rules that apply to activities in all zones outside the Central City are contained in: 
a. The Activity Status table in 7.2.2; and 

b. Rules in 7.2.3. 

 

7.2.1.2 The Activity Status table and standards for the zone where the activity is located, and the Activity 
Status table and standards in the following chapters also apply (where relevant): 

 

5 Natural Hazards 

6 General Rules and Procedures 

8 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 

9 Heritage and Natural Environment 

11 Utilities, Energy and Infrastructure 

12 Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land. 

 

7.2.2 Activity status tables – All zones outside of the Central City 
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7.2.2.1 Permitted activities 
 

a. The activities listed in the table below are Permitted Activities if they comply with the Activity 

Specific Standards set out in this table and the Rules in 7.2.3. 

b. Activities may also be restricted discretionary, discretionary, or non-complying as specified in 

Standards 7.2.2.2 - 7.2.2.4.  

 

 Activity 

P1 
Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.1    Minimum number and dimensions of car 

parks required 

P2 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.2    Minimum number of cycle parking facilities 
required 

P3 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.3    Minimum number of loading spaces 
required 

P4 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.4    Manoeuvring for parking and loading areas 

P5 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.5    Gradient of parking and loading areas 

P6 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.6    Design of parking and loading areas 

P7 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.7    Access design 

P8 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.8    Vehicle crossings 

P9 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.9    Location of buildings and access in relation 
to road/rail level crossings 

P10 Any activity that complies with 7.2.3.10    High trip generators 

 

 

7.2.2.2 Restricted discretionary activities 

 

The activities listed below are a Restricted Discretionary activity: 

Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the Matters of 
Discretion specified in the following table and as set out for that Matter in 7.3. 
 

 Activity The Council's discretion shall be limited to the 
following matters: 

RD1 Any activity that is not in 

accordance with any one or 

more of Rules in Section 

7.2.3 

Matters over which the Council has restricted 

discretion are set out in sections 7.3.1 - 7.3.19 for 

each standard. 

 

7.2.2.3 Discretionary activities 
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There are no Discretionary activities. 

 

7.2.2.4 Non complying activities 

 

There are no Non Complying activities. 

 

 

7.2.2.5 Prohibited activities 

 

There are no Prohibited activities. 

 

 

7.2.3 Rules – All zones outside the Central City 

 

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 

b. Any car parks available to 
the general public. 

Car parking spaces shall 

be provided with the 

minimum dimensions in 

Table 7.4 in Appendix 7.1. 

Matters specified in 7.3.2 

c. Any activity: 

i. where standard car 

parks are provided 

(except residential 

At least the minimum 

number of mobility car 

parking spaces in 

accordance with Table 7.3 

Matters specified in 7.3.3 
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 Applicable to Rule Matters of discretion 

developments with 

less than 3 units), 

or 

ii. containing 

buildings with a 

GFA of more than 

2,500 m² 

in Appendix 7.1 shall be 

provided on the same site 

as the activity. 

 

Note: The amount of car parking spaces required for activities that require resource consent under 

Rule 7.2.3.10  in this chapter (i.e. a High Trip Generator) will be determined through the resource 

consent process under Rule 7.2.3.10 (i.e. as part of the Integrated Transport Assessment process). 

The requirements for a minimum number of car parking spaces under Rule 7.2.3.1 can be used as 

guidance for High Trip Generators. 

 
 

7.2.3.2 Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required 

 

 Applicable to Rule Matters of discretion 

a. Any activity At least the minimum 

amount of cycle parking 

facilities in accordance 

with Appendix 7.2 shall be 

provided on the same site 

as the activity. 

Matters specified in 7.3.4 

 

 

7.2.3.3 Minimum number of loading spaces required 

 

 Applicable to Rule Matters of discretion 

a. Any activity where 
standard car parks are 
provided 

At least the minimum 

amount of loading spaces 

in accordance with 

Appendix 7.3 shall be 

provided on the same site 

as the activity. 

Matters specified in 7.3.5 

 

 

7.2.3.4 Manoeuvring for parking and loading areas 
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 Applicable to Rule Matters of discretion 

a. Any activity with a vehicle 
access. 

On-site manoeuvring area 

shall be provided in 

accordance with Appendix 

7.6. 

Matters specified in 7.3.6 

b. Any activity with a vehicle 
access to: 

i. a major or minor 
arterial road; or 

ii. a collector road 
where three or 
more car parking 
spaces are 
provided on site; or 

iii. six or more car 
parking spaces; or 

iv. a heavy vehicle 
bay required by 
Rule 7.2.3.3. 

On-site manoeuvring area 

shall be provided to 

ensure that a vehicle can 

manoeuvre in a forward 

gear on to and off a site. 

Matters specified in 7.3.6 

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule will not require written approvals and shall 

not be publicly or limited notified. 

 
 

7.2.3.5 Gradient of parking and loading areas 

 

 Applicable to Rule Matters of 
discretion 

a. All non-residential 
activities with vehicle 
access 

Gradient of 

surfaces at 90 

degrees to the 

angle of parking 

(i.e. parking stall 

width). 

Gradient shall be 

≤ 1:16 (6.26%) 

Matters specified in 

7.3.7 

b. Gradient of 

surfaces parallel 

to the angle of 

parking (i.e. 

parking stall 

length). 

Gradient shall be 

≤ 1:20 (5%) 

 

c. Gradient of    

mobility car park 

spaces. 

Gradient shall be 

≤ 1:50 (2%) 
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Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule will not require written approvals and shall 

not be publicly or limited notified. 

 
7.2.3.6 Design of parking and loading areas 

 

 Applicable to Rule Matters of discretion 

a. All non-residential 
activities with parking 
and/or loading areas used 
during hours of darkness 

Lighting of parking and 
loading areas shall be 
maintained at a minimum 
level of two lux, with high 
uniformity, during the 
hours of operation. 

Matters specified in 7.3.8 

b. Any urban activity, except: 

i. residential 
activities 
containing less 
than three car 
parking spaces; or 

ii. sites where access 
is obtained from an 
unsealed road; or 

iii.    temporary 
activities. 

The surface of all car 
parking, loading, and 
associated access areas 
shall be formed, sealed 
and drained and car 
parking spaces 
permanently marked. 

Matters specified in 7.3.9 

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule will not require written approvals and shall 
not be publicly or limited notified. 

 

7.2.3.7 Access design 

 

 Applicable to Rule Matters of discretion 

a. Any activity with vehicle 
access. 

Access shall be provided 
in accordance with 
Appendix 7.7. 

Matters specified in 7.3.10 

b. Any activity providing 4 or 
more car parking spaces 
or residential units. 

Queuing Spaces shall be 
provided in accordance 
with Appendix 7.8 

Matters specified in 7.3.11 

c. Any vehicle access: 

i. to an urban road 
serving more than 
15 car parking 
spaces or more 
than 10 heavy 
vehicle movements 
per day; and/or 

Either an audio and visual 
method of warning 
pedestrians of the 
presence of vehicles or a 
visibility splay in 
accordance with Appendix 
7.9 shall be provided. If 
any part of the access lies 
within 20m of a Residential 
Zone any audio method 

Matters specified in 7.3.12 
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 Applicable to Rule Matters of discretion 

ii. on a key 
pedestrian 
frontage. 

should not operate 
between 8pm and 8am.  

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule will not require written approvals and shall 

not be publicly or limited notified. 

 
7.2.3.8 Vehicle crossings 

 

 Applicable to Rule Matters of discretion 

a. Any activity with a vehicle 
access to any road or 
service lane. 

A vehicle crossing shall be 
provided constructed from 
the property boundary to 
the edge of the 
carriageway / service lane. 

Matters specified in 7.3.13 

b. Any vehicle crossing on 
an arterial road or 
collector road with a 
speed limit 70 kilometres 
per hour or greater 

Vehicle crossing shall be 
provided in accordance 
with Appendix 7.10. 

Matters specified in 7.3.13 

c. Any vehicle crossing to a 
rural selling place  

Vehicle crossing shall be 
provided in accordance 
with Figure 7.13 in 
Appendix 7.10. 

Matters specified in 7.3.13 

d. Any vehicle crossing on a 
road with a speed limit 70 
kilometres per hour or 
greater 

The minimum spacing to 
an adjacent vehicle 
crossing on the same side 
of the frontage road, shall 
be in accordance with 
Table 7.14 in Appendix 
7.11. 

Matters specified in 7.3.14 

e. Any activity with a vehicle 
crossing 

The maximum number of 
vehicle crossings shall be 
in accordance with Table 
7.15 in Appendix 7.11. 

Matters specified in 7.3.15 

f. Any activity with a vehicle 
crossing 

The minimum distance 
between a vehicle 
crossing and an 
intersection shall be in 
accordance with the Table 
7.16 in Appendix 7.11. 

Matters specified in 7.3.16 

g. Any vehicle crossing on a 
rural road 

The minimum sight lines 
to vehicle crossings shall 
be provided in accordance 

Matters specified in 7.3.17 



Chapter 7 – Transport 
 
 Scentre & ors. redline of Council's Revised Proposal (clean) – 14 May 2015 version
  

 Page 13 of 26 

 Applicable to Rule Matters of discretion 

with Figure 7.15 in 
Appendix 7.11. 

Any application arising from noncompliance with this rule will only require written approval from the 

NZ Transport Agency and only where there is direct access to a state highway. Where written 

approval from the NZ Transport Agency is provided the application shall not be publicly or limited 

notified. 

 

Note: All vehicle crossings designed and constructed onto public roads managed by Council require 

a vehicle crossing application and the form can be found at: 

resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/VehicleCrossingApplication-docs.pdf. An approval must be given before 

construction can start. Design and construction works shall be at the Owner or Developer’s own 

expense. Standards for the design of vehicle crossings can be found in Council's Construction 

Standard Specifications. 

 
 

7.2.3.9 Location of buildings and access in relation to road/rail level crossings 

 

 Applicable to Rule Matters of discretion 

a. Any new road or access 
that crosses a railway line 

No new road or access 
shall cross a railway line. 

Matters specified in 7.3.18 

b. All new road intersections 
located less than 30 
metres from a rail level 
crossing limit line. 

The road intersection shall 
be designed to give 
priority to rail movements 
at the level crossing 
through road traffic 
signals. 

Matters specified in 7.3.18 

c. All new vehicle crossings 
located less than 30 
metres from a rail level 
crossing limit line. 

No new vehicle crossing 
shall be located less than 
30 metres from a rail level 
crossing limit line unless 
the boundaries of a site do 
not enable the vehicle 
crossing to be more than 
30 metres from a rail level 
crossing limit line. 

Matters specified in 7.3.18 

d. Any building located close 
to a level crossing not 
controlled by automated 
warning devices (such as 
alarms and/or barrier 
arms). Buildings shall be 
located outside of the 
sight triangles 

Buildings shall be located 
outside of the sight 
triangles in Appendix 7.13. 

Matters specified in 7.3.18 
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Any application arising from noncompliance with this rule will only require written approval from 

KiwiRail. Where written approval from KiwiRail is provided the application shall not be publicly or 

limited notified. 
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7.2.3.10 High trip generators 

 

7.2.3.10.1 Permitted Activities 
P1 Any activities which do not exceed the thresholds contained within Columns A and B in Table 7.1 below shall 

be a permitted activity for the purpose of this rule.  
 
7.2.3.10.2 Controlled Activities 
C1 Any activity which exceeds the thresholds contained within Column A, but not Column B in Table 7.1 below, 

shall be a controlled activity for the purpose of this rule, where: 
1. the land use activity is listed as a permitted activity in the activity status table for the zone in which it 

is located, regardless of whether the activity exceeds an activity standard; and 

2. the land use activity complies with the applicable height standard for the zone. 

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule: 
1. shall be subject to a Basic Transport Assessment; and 

2. will not require the written approval of any entity except the New Zealand Transport Agency and/or 

Kiwirail, and shall not be fully publicly notified. Limited notification if required shall only be to the New 

Zealand Transport Agency where activities have direct access to a State Highway and/or Kiwirail where 

activities have direct access that crosses a railway line.. 

 
7.2.3.10.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 
RD1 Any activity which exceeds the thresholds contained within Column B in Table 7.1 below, shall be a restricted 

discretionary activity for the purpose of this rule, where: 
1. the land use activity is listed as a permitted activity in the activity status table for the zone in which it 

is located, whether or not the activity exceeds an activity standard; and 

2. the land use activity complies with the applicable height standard for the zone. 

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule: 
1. shall be subject to a Full Integrated Transport Assessment; and 

2. will not require the written approval of any entity except the New Zealand Transport Agency and/or 

Kiwirail, and shall not be fully publicly notified. Limited notification if required shall only be to the New 

Zealand Transport Agency where activities have direct access to a State Highway and/or Kiwirail where 

activities have direct access that crosses a railway line.. 

RD2 Any activity which exceeds the thresholds in Column A and/or B in Table 7.1 below, shall be a restricted 
discretionary activity for the purpose of this rule, where: 

1. the land use activity is not listed as a permitted activity in the activity status table for the zone in 

which it is located; or 

2. the land use activity does not comply with the applicable height standard for the zone. 

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule: 
1. for activities which exceed Column A but not Column B, shall be subject to a Basic Transport 

Assessment; or  

2. for activities which exceed Column B, shall be subject to a Full Integrated Transport Assessment. 

 
Table 7.1 
Land use   Column A   Column B 
Preschool   50 children   150 children 
School    150 students   450 students 
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Tertiary Education  250 FTE Students  750 FTE Students 
Healthcare   500 m² GFA   1000 m² GFA 
Industry   5000 m² GFA   10,000 m² GFA 
Warehouse   10,000 m² GFA   20,000 m² GFA 
Office    1750 m² GFA   4000 m² GFA 
Residential   60 residential units  120 residential units 
Retail    500 m² GFA   1000 m² GFA 
Retail Parks   1000 m2 GLFA   2000 m2 GLFA 
Mixed Use/Others not  50vpph    120vpph 
listed above    
 
Notes for Rule 7.2.3.10 (and Table 7.1): 
1. Except as provided for under Condition 2 below, Table 7.1 shall only apply to any additional traffic generation 

from a site as a result of the addition of new floor space, or a change in land use undertaken on the site after 

the date that the Plan became operative, and the traffic generation associated with the activity that existed 

prior the date that the plan became operative shall be disregarded. 

2. For tertiary education activities, Table7. 1 shall only apply to any additional traffic generation from a site as a 

result of a development which increases the number of, children, students or FTE students 

3.  Guidance on preparing an Integrated Transport Assessment to address the assessment matters in 7.3.19 may be 
obtained from Christchurch City Council's Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines.  

 

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

Matters of discretion 

a. Education Activities (unless 
specified below) 

≥ 150 FTE Students Matters specified in 7.3.19 

b. Education Activities (Pre-
School 

≥ 60 Children  

c. Health Care Facilities ≥ 300m² GFA   

d. Industrial Activities  

(excluding Warehousing and 
Distribution Activities) 

≥ 2,500 m² GFA   

e. Industrial Activities 
(Warehousing and 
Distribution Activities) 

≥ 10,400m ² GFA   

f. Office ≥ 1000 m² GFA   

g. Residential Activities ≥ 25 Residential units   

h. Retail Activities (unless 
specified below) 

≥ 250 m² GLFA   
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 Applicable to Rule – Resource 
Consent under this rule 
is required for activities 
with: 

Matters of discretion 

i. Retail Activities (Food and 
Beverage Outlet) 

≥ 70 m² PFA  

j. Any other activities (not 
covered by the thresholds 
above) 

≥ 250 vehicle trips per 
day1  

 

 

 

 

1. An Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for activities that are High Trip 

Generators (i.e. are restricted discretionary activities under this rule). 

2. If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site as part of a 

granted resource consent, then this rule does not apply to any development that is within the 

scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the resource consent, 

unless the resource consent has lapsed. 

3. Guidance on preparing an Integrated Transport Assessment to address the assessment matters 

in 7.3.19 may be obtained from Christchurch City Council's Integrated Transport Assessment 

Guidelines. A basic Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for High Trip 

Generators that do not exceed the thresholds in 7.3.19 Table 7.1. A full Integrated Transport 

Assessment shall be undertaken for activities that exceed the thresholds in 7.3.19 Table 7.1. 

4. Any application under this rule will require written approval from the NZ Transport Agency 

and/or KiwiRail, where: 

a. for the NZ Transport Agency, direct vehicle access from the activity is to a state highway. 

b. for KiwiRail, direct access to the activity crosses a railway line. 

5.  Rule 7.2.3.10 shall not apply to any activities that existed prior to the plan becoming operative, 

unless the existing activity generates more than 250 vehicle trips per day above the typical 

number of vehicle trips that were generated prior to the plan becoming operative. However rule 

7.2.3.10 will still apply if vehicle access arrangements for an existing activity changes so that 

more than 250 vehicle trips per day will use a new vehicle access to the existing activity and/or 

the volumes using an existing vehicle access increases by more than 250 vehicle trips per day. 

 
1If 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. 

 

7.3 Matters of discretion 

The Activity Status table states which activity is a restricted discretionary activity. The matters over 

which the Council has restricted its discretion are specified for each restricted discretionary activity 

listed below. 
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7.3.1 Minimum number of car parks required 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.1a: 

1. Whether the equivalent number of parking spaces can be provided on a separate site which: 

a. is sited within safe and easy walking distance of the activity; and 

b. does not require people to cross arterial roads to gain access to the activity, thereby 

compromising the safety of pedestrians and the function of the road, unless there are safe 

crossing facilities; and/or 

c. is clearly associated with the activity through signage or other means; and/or 

d. whether a legal agreement has been entered into, bonding the parking to the activity; 

and/or  

e. is surrounded by appropriate land use activities with which the car parking is compatible. 

2. Whether the parking demand occurs at a different time from another land use activity, with 

which a parking area could be shared without adverse effects for on street parking. 

3. Whether a legal agreement has been entered into securing mutual usage of any parking areas 

shared with other activities. 

4. Where the required number of off-street car parking spaces are not to be provided: 

a. whether the proposal or application demonstrates that it will generate more or less parking 

and/or staff parking demand than is required by this District Plan; 

b. whether the required parking can physically be accommodated on the site and/or off site; 

c. whether the movement function, safety and amenity values of the road network and 

surrounding environment may be adversely affected by extra parked and manoeuvring 

vehicles on these roads; 

d. whether the site is well serviced by public transport and is designed or operated to facilitate 

public transport use; 

e. whether additional cycle parking facilities (more than the number required by this District 

Plan) have been provided to offset a reduction in the number of car parking spaces, and 

there is a reasonable expectation of them being used; 

f. the cumulative effect of the lack of onsite parking spaces for the proposal in conjunction 

with other activities in the vicinity which are not providing the required number of parking 

spaces; 

g. whether the reduction in parking will affect the ability of future activities on the site to meet 

the parking requirements; 

h. whether the safety of pedestrians will be affected by being set down on-street; 

i. whether a reduction in, or waiver of, the required onsite car parking will reduce travel to the 

activity by private vehicles and facilitate public and active transport use, such as through 

the development and implementation of a travel plan; 

j. whether a reduction in, or waiver of, the required onsite car parking will enable a significant 

improvement in the urban design, appearance, and amenity values of the site and a more 

efficient site layout without compromising the amenity values, safety and efficiency of the 

transport network; 

k. whether a reduction in, or waiver of, the required onsite car parking is appropriate because 

there are other public parking facilities close to the activity that can be used by people 

accessing the activity; and 
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l. whether there are mitigating factors for a reduced parking supply, with regard given to the 

parking reduction adjustment factors in Appendix 7.14. 

m.  whether a reduction in or waiver of required on-site car-parking would contribute to the 

protection of waterway setbacks or natural, heritage or cultural (including Ngai Tahu/ 

Manawhenua) values. 

 

 

7.3.2 Parking space dimensions 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.1b: 

1. The safety and usability of the parking spaces. 

2. Whether a parking stacker or a similar mechanism is being used. 

 

7.3.3 Mobility parking spaces  

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.1c: 

1. Whether the equivalent number of mobility car park spaces can be provided on a separate site 

which: 

a. is sited within a readily accessible distance from the activity for persons whose mobility is 

restricted; and 

b. is clearly associated with the activity through signage or other means. 

2. Whether the nature of the particular activity is such that it will generate less mobility car parking 

demand than is required by this District Plan. 

3. Whether the safety of people whose mobility is restricted will be affected by being set down on-

street.  

4. The assessment matters under 7.3.1 also apply. 

 

7.3.4 Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.2: 

1. Whether adequate alternative, safe and secure cycle parking and end of trip facilities (such as 

showers and lockers), that meet the needs of the intended users, are available in a nearby 

location that is readily accessible. 

2. Whether the parking can be provided and maintained in a jointly used cycle parking area. 

3. Whether a legal agreement has been entered into securing mutual usage of any cycle parking 

areas shared with other activities. 

4. Whether the cycle parking facilities are designed and located to match the needs of the 

intended users. 

5. Whether the provision, design and location of cycle parking facilities may disrupt pedestrian 

traffic, disrupt active frontages, or detract from an efficient site layout or street scene amenity 

values. 

6. Whether the provision for cyclists is sufficient considering the nature of the activity on the site 

and the anticipated demand for cycling to the site and adjacent activities (any provision less 

than required by Table 7.5 must be supported by a detailed assessment).  
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7.3.5 Minimum number of loading spaces required 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.3: 

1. Whether the nature and operation of the particular activity will require loading spaces of a 

different size, number and frequency of use. 

2. Whether an off-street shared loading area can be safely and efficiently provided in conjunction 

with an adjacent activity. 

3. Whether a legal agreement has been entered into securing mutual usage of any loading areas 

shared with other activities. 

4. Whether loading can be safely and efficiently undertaken on-street. 

5. Whether the movement function and/or safety of the surrounding transport network may be 

adversely affected by extra parked and manoeuvring vehicles on street. 

6. Whether loading and service functions disrupt pedestrian and cycling traffic, disrupt active 

frontages, or detract from street scene amenity values. 

7. Whether there is an existing on-street loading facility within 50m of the site, and the route 

between the loading facility and the site does not require crossing any road, that can be used 

safely. 

 

7.3.6 Manoeuvring for parking and loading areas 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.4: 

1. Whether there would be any adverse effects on the efficiency, safety and amenity values of 

users of transport modes within and passing the site, and/or function of the frontage road. 

2. The number and type of vehicles using the parking or manoeuvring area. 

3. Whether the required manoeuvring area can physically be accommodated on the site. 

4. Whether the strategic transport network is adversely affected. 

 

7.3.7 Gradient of parking and loading areas 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.5: 

1. Whether the gradient noncompliance affects any mobility parking spaces, and whether the 

proposed gradient will make it difficult for people whose mobility is restricted to use these 

parking spaces. 

2. The total number of parking spaces affected by the gradient noncompliance. 

3. Whether the gradient will make the use of the parking and loading spaces impracticable. 

4. Whether the drainage facilities are adequately designed and will not cause adverse effects on 

neighbouring sites. 

 

7.3.8 Illumination of parking and loading areas  

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.6a: 

1. Whether the facility is often used during the hours of darkness. 

2. Whether other light sources in the area give adequate light to provide security for users of the 

area. 
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3. Whether glare from the light source will adversely affect the safety of surrounding roads and/or 

the rail corridor. 

 

7.3.9 Surface of parking and loading areas 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.6b: 

1. Whether the noncompliance with this rule will cause adverse effects on the activity and on other 

sites in the area in terms of noise and dust nuisance. 

2. Whether mud or gravel will be carried on to public roads, footpaths or the rail corridor. 

3. Whether the materials used for the car park surface and the car park’s stormwater management 

system will adequately manage contaminants from runoff and flooding. 

4. Whether permeable surfaces are suitable. 

 

7.3.10 Vehicle access design 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.7a: 

1. Whether the driveway serves more than one site and the extent to which other users of the 

driveway may be adversely affected. 

2. Whether there are any adverse effects on the safety and amenity values of neighbouring 

properties and/or the function of the transport network. 

3. The effects on the safety and security of people using the facility. 

4. Whether the access disrupts, or results in conflicts with, active frontages, convenient and safe 

pedestrian circulation and cycling flows or will inhibit access for emergency service vehicles 

where on-site access is required. 

5. Whether the safety of pedestrians, particularly the aged and people   whose mobility is 

restricted, will be compromised by the length of time needed to cross a wider driveway. 

6. Whether the legal width of access is restricted by the boundaries of an existing site and/or an 

existing building.  

 

Where the access exceeds the maximum gradient standards, in addition to (1) to (6) above: 

 

7. Whether the gradient will make the use of the access impracticable, including inhibiting access 

for emergency service vehicles where on-site access is required. 

8. Whether the drainage facilities are adequately designed and will not cause adverse effects on 

neighbouring sites. 

 

7.3.11 Queuing spaces 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.7b: 

1. Whether there would be any adverse effects on the safety, amenity values and/or efficient 

operation and functioning of the frontage road or a rail level crossing. 

2. The effect of queuing vehicles on the safety of pedestrians and cyclists. 
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7.3.12 Visibility splay 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.7c: 

1. Whether vehicles exiting the vehicle access, and cyclists and pedestrians on the footpath or 

frontage road, are likely to be aware of each other in time to avoid conflicts. 

2. Whether the speed and volume of vehicles using a vehicle access, and/or the volumes of 

cyclists and pedestrians on the footpath or frontage road, will exacerbate the adverse effects of 

the access on people's safety. 

3. If a visibility splay is unable to be provided, whether alternative adequate methods of improving 

pedestrian safety at the vehicle access have been provided, for example an audio and/or visual 

method of warning pedestrians of the presence of vehicles about to exit the access. 

 

7.3.13 Vehicle crossing design 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.8 a, b and c: 

1. The number of pedestrian movements and the number and type of vehicles using or crossing 

the vehicle crossing. 

2. The ability for vehicles to use the vehicle crossing without adversely affecting the safety and/or 

efficiency of the frontage road or rail level crossing. 

3. The speed at which vehicles will be able to enter/exit the site and the effect of this on the safety 

of pedestrians and other road users. 

 

7.3.14 Minimum distance between vehicle crossings 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.8d: 

1. Whether the landscaping adjacent to the road will be adversely affected by the location of the 

vehicle crossing. 

2. Whether safety will be adversely affected by conflict between manoeuvring vehicles at the 

crossings. 

 

7.3.15 Maximum number of vehicle crossings 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.8e: 

1. Whether the extra crossing(s) will adversely affect the efficient and safe operation of the road for 

all road users. 

2. Any cumulative effects of the introduction of extra vehicle crossings when considered in the 

context of existing and future vehicle crossings serving other activities in the vicinity.  

3. Whether the physical form of the road will minimise the adverse effects of the extra vehicle 

crossings for example the presence of a solid median to stop right hand turns. 

4. Whether the landscaping adjacent to the road will be adversely affected by the vehicle 

crossings. 

 

7.3.16 Minimum distance between vehicle crossings and intersections 
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The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.8f: 

1. Whether extra conflict may be created by vehicles queuing across the vehicle crossing. 

2. Whether any potential confusion between vehicles turning at the crossing or the intersection 

may have adverse effects on safety. 

3. The effects on the safety of users of all transport modes. 

4. Whether the number and type of vehicles generated by the activity on the site will adversely 

affect the frontage road, particularly at times of peak traffic flows on the road. 

5. Whether the speed and volume of vehicles on the road will exacerbate the adverse effects of 

the vehicle crossing on the safety of users of all transport modes. 

6. Whether the geometry of the frontage road and intersections will mitigate the adverse effects of 

the vehicle crossing. 

7. Whether there are present, or planned, traffic controls along the road corridor where the vehicle 

crossing is proposed. 

8. Any cumulative effects when considered in the context of existing and future vehicle crossings 

serving other activities in the vicinity. 

9. Whether traffic mitigation measures such as medians, no right turn or left turn signs, or traffic 

calming measures are proposed. 

 

7.3.17 Sight lines at vehicle crossings 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.8g: 

1. Whether the operating speed environment of the road is such that the sight line standards can 

be safely reduced. 

2. Whether the sight line distances at the vehicle crossing are adequate to provide safe 

ingress/egress. 

 

7.3.18 Location of building and access in relation to rail/road level 

crossings 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.9 a, b and c: 

1. Where a new road or access crosses a railway line and/or a road intersection or vehicle 

crossing does not comply with the minimum setback from a rail level crossing limit line: 

a. whether the safety and efficiency of rail and road operations will be adversely affected; 

b. whether a grade separated crossing will be provided; and/or 

c. whether connectivity and accessibility for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles will be 

improved, without compromising safety. 
 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.9d: 

2. Where the minimum setbacks for buildings are not provided: 

a. whether there will be an adverse effect on the safety of the level crossing for vehicles and 

pedestrians; and/or 

b. whether visibility and safe sight distances will be adversely affected, particularly to the 

extent that vehicles entering/exiting the level crossing can see trains. 

 

7.3.19 High trip generators 
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The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.10  

 

Note: For clarity, the following table shows which Assessment Matters apply to which situations: 

 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 (only if there is a non-compliance 
with Rule 7.2.3.1) Yes Yes Yes Yes 

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

5 Accessibility of the site for all modes   Yes Yes 

6 

Trip generation effects on the road 
network in the immediate vicinity 
(adjoining streets) of the site access 
points 

 

Yes  Yes 

6 
Cumulative Network Trip generation 
effects on the wider network. 

 
Yes  Yes 

7 Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values  Yes  Yes 

8 
Consistent Consistency with transport 
policy framework? 

 
  Yes 

 

1. Whether the provision of access and on-site manoeuvring associated with the activity, including 

vehicle loading and servicing deliveries, affects the safety, efficiency, accessibility (including 

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

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

and to what extent any adverse transport effects are mitigated. 

2.  Whether the design and layout of proposed activity maximises opportunities, where 

practicable, for travel by non-car modes, including providing safe and convenient 

access for travel by non-car modesminimises the need to travel by private vehicles and 

encourages public and active transport use, including providing safe, attractive and convenient 

facilities and access through and to the site from the surrounding areas for public and active 

transport users. 

 

Assessment matter 3 is only to be considered where there is a non-compliance with Rule 7.2.3.1 - 

Minimum number and dimensions of car parks required. 

3. Whether the number of car parking spaces proposed to be provided generates adverse effects, 

whether there is an . Consideration should be given to the ability to operate parking in a 

coordinated or shared way with nearby car park(s) and whether there are mitigation factors for a 

reduced parking supply, having regard to the parking reduction factors in Appendix 7.14. 

4. For activities that will generate more than 250 heavy vehicle trips per day, whether there are any 

transport effects from these trips on the physical transport network infrastructure. 
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Assessment matter 5 is only to be considered where there is a non-compliance with Rule 7.2.3.10.3 

RD3 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. 

 

5.  Whether the proposed activity has demonstrated the accessibility of the site by a range of 

transport modes and whether the activity's location will minimise or reduce travel to and from the 

activity by private vehicles and encourage, where practicable, travel by non-car modes public 

and active transport use. 

 

6. Whether in preparing a full Integrated Transport Assessment, measures are proposed to mitigate 

the actual or potential effects arising from the anticipated trip generation from the proposed 

activity on the road network in the immediate vicinity of the site access point(s). 

 

The following aAssessment matters 7 and 8 (6-8) are only to be considered where there is a non-

compliance with Rule 7.2.3.10.3 RD3.  applicable for High Trip Generator activities which exceed 

the thresholds in the following Table 7.1. A full Integrated Transport Assessment shall be 

undertaken for high trip generators that exceed the thresholds in Table 7.1. Only a basic Integrated 

Transport Assessment (which does not need to cover assessment matters 6-8) needs to be 

undertaken for High Trip Generators that do not exceed the thresholds in Table 7.1. 

 

Table 7.1 – Thresholds for full Integrated Transport Assessments 

 Activity Thresholds 

a. Education Activities (unless specified below) ≥ 600 FTE students 

b. Education Activities (PreSchool) ≥ 240 children 

c. Health Care Facilities ≥ 1200m² GFA  

d. Industrial Activities (excluding Warehousing and 

Distribution Activities) 

≥ 10,000 m² GFA  

e. Industrial Activities (Warehousing and 

Distribution Activities) 

≥ 41,600 m² GFA  

f. Offices ≥ 4000 m² GFA  

g. Residential Activities ≥ 100 Residential Units  

h. Retail Activities (unless specified below) ≥ 1000 m² GLFA 

i. Retail Activities (Food and Beverage Outlet) ≥ 280 m² PFA 

j. 
All other activities (not covered by the 

thresholds above)  

 

≥ 1000 vehicle trips per day² 
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1If 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. Whether measures are proposed to adequately avoid or mitigate the actual or potential safety 

and efficiency effects on the transport network arising from the anticipated trip generation (for all 

transport modes) from the proposed activity, including consideration of cumulative effects with 

other activities in the vicinity, future planned infrastructure, and construction work associated with 

the activity. 

7. 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.  

 

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

 

 

... 
 

 



 

Attachment 2: Summary of key elements of high trip generator rule 

'In zone' activities  

(permitted by zone 

activity status tables 

and comply with height 

built form standard) 

'Out of zone' activities 

(permitted by zone 

activity status tables and 

comply with height built 

form standard) 

Low 

volume 

High 

volume 

Low 

volume 

High 

volume 

Example activity Small retail 

shop in a 

Commercial 

zone 

8,000m2 

GLFA 

increase 

at 

Riccarton 

or 

Northlands 

Small 

retail shop 

in a 

Residential 

zone 

8,000m2 

GLFA retail 

development 

in Industrial 

zone 

Controlled activity 

Restricted discretionary activity    

Non-notification clause (except 

NZTA & Kiwirail) 

 

NZTA & Kiwirail written 

approval for access to SH and 

rail corridors 

   

Basic Transport Assessment  

Full Integrated Transport 

Assessment 

 

ASSESSMENT MATTERS 

Effects on Safety, Efficiency 

and accessibility from Access & 

manoeuvring 

   

Effects on Amenity Values of 

surrounding area from Access 

and Manoeuvring 

   

Design & layout    

Adequate parking supply / 

parking effects 

  (only if non-compliance with parking rule) 

 (dependant on parking rule (7.2.3.1) not 

applying) 

Maintenance/ infrastructure 

effects of heavy vehicle 

volumes 

   

Accessibility for all modes  

Trip generation effects on road 

network in immediate vicinity 

of site access points  

   

Avoidance or mitigation of 

safety and efficiency effects, 

including cumulative network 

trip generation effects on the 

wider network 

   

Ngai Tahu /Manawhenua 

values 

 (N/A- on basis that this is assessed by other 

provisions in the Plan)  


Transport policy framework    

Key:  Agreed position  
 Submitters' position (black text) 
 Crown and Council's position  


