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INTRODUCTION  

 

1. My name is Melanie Jane Muirson. I am a Technical Director and Senior Transport 

Engineer with Aurecon New Zealand Ltd. Aurecon is a multi-disciplinary 

engineering consulting company with six offices around New Zealand. 

 

2. I hold a Bachelor of Engineering (Civil) from the University of Canterbury and a 

Masters of Engineering in Transportation (MET) from the University of Canterbury.   

 

3. I am a Professional Member of the Institution of Professional Engineers New 

Zealand (IPENZ) and I am a Chartered Professional Engineer (CPEng).  I have 

over nineteen years’ experience in traffic engineering, road safety and general 

transport engineering, in Christchurch, wider South Island and Lower North Island, 

through which I have provided various transport engineering design and advisory 

services to a range of public and private sector clients.   

 

4. Since joining Aurecon in 2011, I have undertaken a variety of work for the 

University of Canterbury (UC) and more recently for the Christchurch Polytechnic 

Institute of Technology (CPIT) assisting with submissions on the Transport 

Chapter of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (the pCRDP).   

 
5. In preparing my evidence, I have reviewed: 

(a) The Council’s Revised Proposal for the Transport Chapter, dated 14 May 

2015 (Council’s Revised Proposal);  

(b) The Evidence of the Council’s witnesses, dated 26 May 2015; 

(c) The Expert Conferencing Statements summarising the Transport expert 

discussion from conferencing undertaken, dated 29 and 30 April 2015, and 

the follow up expert conferencing statements dated 18 and 21 May and 3 

June (following the mediation) for the Integrated Transport Assessments 

and 19 May 2015 for the Cycle Parking topic.  

 

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

Environment Court Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with the practice note 

when preparing my written statement of evidence, and will do so when I give oral 

evidence before the Hearings Panel.  

 

7. 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. 
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SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 
8. I have been engaged by the University of Canterbury and the Christchurch 

Polytechnic Institute of Technology to present expert transportation evidence in 

relation to their submissions on the Transport Chapter of the pCRDP. I was 

engaged to provide advice on this matter after the submission period closed, but 

before expert conferencing.   

 
9. I attended the Transport Expert Conferencing on 29 and 30 April 2015 and follow 

up sessions on 18 and 21 May 2015, and I signed the agreed Transport 

Conferencing Statements, dated 29 and 30 April 2015 and the follow up 

statements dated 18 and 21 May 2015. 

 

10. I attended the Transport Chapter Mediation on 3 and 4 June 2015, and I signed 

the agreed Joint Statement of Expert Witnesses, dated 3 June 2015. 

 

11. As set out in the Council’s Revised Proposal for Chapter 7 - Transport of the 

pCRDP, dated 14 May 2015, my evidence focuses on those aspects of UC and 

CPIT’s submissions, where points of difference remain following the transport 

expert conferencing and mediation.  This specifically relates to aspects of Rule 

7.2.3.10 – High Trip Generators.   

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

12. The majority of the UC Campus and the CPIT City Campus and Trades Campus 

are zoned Cultural 4 in the operative City Plan, which will be addressed through 

Phase Two of the Plan review. There are, however, various provisions in Phase 

One of the Replacement Plan which are of interest to both UC and CPIT. Within 

this context both the UC and CPIT seek minor amendments to provide greater 

clarity and certainty around their application and interpretation. CPIT’s 

submissions are also founded in a desire to simplify rules, where applicable, and 

to reduce reliance on resource consenting as a mechanism to achieve 

environmental outcomes.  

13. I support the intention of the proposed policy and rule for High Trip Generators to 

ensure that activities do not impact significantly on the surrounding transport 

network and that the effects are assessed appropriately. 

14. Following the Expert Conferencing, points of difference remain on Rule 7.2.3.10 

which has resulted in the Council proposing a simplified rule, the Council’s 

Revised Proposal. Whilst this latest version does reflect the general agreement of 

the experts and submitters there is potential for further modification of the rule as 

detailed in the following sections including adjusting the thresholds for basic and 
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full assessments to align with the experts agreed statement, reconsider the 

parking assessment requirements, define the scope of the area assessment for 

assessment matters 6 and 7, and address the Activity status for Controlled and 

Restricted Discretionary activities.  

15. The Council’s Revised Proposal high trip generator rule is highly restrictive for both 

educational organisations. This will result in resource consents being required 

under this rule for education activities with ≥150 FTE students and an Integrated 

Transport Assessment is required to accompany the application.  

16. A “Submitters’ Version” of the High Trip Generator provisions was prepared 

following mediation which is supported by 34 Submitters on Rule 7.2.3.10 – High 

Trip Generators and Policy 7.1.1.2 to which UC and CPIT agree to the in principle 

and I support. I make reference to the evidence of other transportation experts 

who have made submissions for various submitters.  There is general agreement 

between experts for the other submitters on these matters so to avoid repetition, I 

have identified where I refer to their evidence. 
 

UNIVERSITY OF CANTERBURY AND CHRISTCHURCH POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE 
OF TECHNOLOGY’S SUBMISSIONS ON CHAPTER 7, TRANSPORT 
 

17. UC and CPIT have made submissions and further submissions on Chapter 7 of 

the pCRDP.   

 

18. The original submissions relate to the following rules: 

(a) Rule 7.2.3.1, Minimum Number and Dimensions of Car Parks Required; 

(b) Rule 7.2.3.2, Minimum Number of Cycle Parking Facilities; 

(c) Rule 7.2.3.10, High Trip Generators. 

 

19. Both UC and CPIT’s submissions do not oppose the principles of these rules, but 

rather seek re-wording in order to the Transport Chapter Rules to provide greater 

clarity and certainty around their application and interpretation.  

 

20. The further submissions made by UC and CPIT, support various submissions 

made by other submitters, as follows: 

(a) Submissions made by McDonald’s Restaurants (New Zealand) Limited, 

Nurse Maude Association, Latitude Group Limited, Catholic Diocese of 

Christchurch, St Bedes College, St Thomas of Canterbury College, Villa 

Maria College, Middleton Grange School, St Marks School, Hillview 

Christian School, Christchurch Adventist School, Emmanuel Christian 

School, Aidanfield Christian School,  Scentre (New Zealand) Limited, 

Alpine Presbytery, Methodist Church of New Zealand and Christchurch 
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Methodist Central Mission, Annex Developments Limited, Brent 

Investments 2008 Limited, Rangi Ruru Girls’ School, Lyttelton Port 

Company Limited, Waterloo Park Limited on Rule 7.2.3.10 – High Trip 

Generators; 

(b) The submission made by McDonald’s Restaurants (New Zealand) Limited 

on Rule 7.2.3.1 – Minimum number and dimensions of car parks required; 

(c) The submission made by New Zealand Institute of Architects Canterbury 

Branch on Rule 7.2.3.2 – Minimum number of cycle parking facilities 

required. 

EXPERT CONFERENCING AND EVIDENCE 

21. As set out in the Council’s Revised Proposal for the Transport Chapter, dated 14 

May 2015, my evidence focuses on those aspects of UC and CPIT’s submissions, 

where points of difference remain following the transport expert conferencing and 

mediation.  This specifically relates to aspects of Rule 7.2.3.10 – High Trip 

Generators.  The matters agreed to for cark parking and cycle parking facilities are 

set out in Attachment 5.

INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS – HIGH TRIP GENERATORS 

General Summary 

22. I support the intention of the proposed policy and rule for High Trip Generators to

ensure that activities do not impact significantly on the surrounding transport

network and that the effects are assessed appropriately.

23. The UC and CPIT support Item 2 in Rule 7.2.3.1 of Council’s Revised Proposal

where an integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site

and therefore this rule does not apply to any development that is within the scope

of that Integrated Transport Assessment. This is an acceptable compromise where

the Tertiary Education providers have prepared Master Plans and the

corresponding Integrated Transport Assessments to support the Master Plans for

their campuses. It is accepted that any development that falls outside their Master

Plans will require assessment under the High Trip Generator rule.

Car Parking in the High Trip Generator Rule 

24. Where an activity requires resource consent under Rule 7.2.3.10 (High Trip

Generators – Council’s Revised Proposal), Rule 7.2.3.1 is not applicable and the

minimum number of car parking spaces then becomes a guide. There is concern

about this approach as it introduces considerable uncertainty around the

implementation and application of the rule particularly for Tertiary Education and
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Research Activities where the number of students exceeds the proposed 

thresholds for preparing a Basic Integrated Transport Assessment.  

 

25. I rely on Mr Jeremy Phillips and Mr Nicholas Fuller’s evidence for further 

discussion on this matter and support the removal of this component of the rule 

and the associated assessment matter from the High Trip Generator rule because 

it should only be assessed if there is a non-compliance with the minimum number 

of car parks, as addressed in the Rule 7.2.3.1. 

 
High Trip Generator Thresholds 
 

26. The Council’s Revised Proposal high trip generator rule is highly restrictive for both 

educational organisations. This will result in resource consents being required 

under this rule for education activities with ≥150 FTE students and an Integrated 

Transport Assessment is required to accompany the application.  

 

27. The Council’s Revised Proposal’s trigger points for when a resource consent, and 

subsequent Integrated Transport Assessment, is required is unclear given that 

both UC and CPIT currently have greater than 150 FTE students, and have had so 

for many years.  

 

28. Following the discussions at the conferencing and mediation it is accepted that the 

High Trip Generator rule will be retained with modifications as an acceptable 

compromise. However the Council’s Revised Proposal, albeit in a more simplified 

form, still does not fully address the concerns of submitters including the Tertiary 

Education providers with regard to the minimum thresholds for Integrated 

Transport Assessments.  

 
29. The Submitters’ Version for High Trip Generating Activities summarises an 

alternative Table 7.1 which provides for a lower and an upper threshold that 

determines the need for Basic Transport Assessments and Full Integrated 

Transport Assessments. 

 
30. The Council’s Revised Proposal and Mr Paul Roberts evidence (I refer to 

Attachment G) did respond in part to the submitter’s concerns. However minor 

modifications are proposed by the submitters that would address their concerns 

and provide more clarity. 

 
31. The proposed Table 7.1 is as follows: 

Land use Column A Column B 
Preschool 50 children 150 children 
School 150 students 450 students 
Tertiary Education 250 FTE Students 750 FTE Students 
Healthcare 500 m² GFA 1,000 m² GFA 
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Industry 5,000 m² GFA 10,000 m² GFA 
Warehouse 10,000 m² GFA 20,000 m² GFA 
Office 1750 m² GFA 4,000 m² GFA 
Residential 60 residential units 120 residential units 
Retail 500 m² GLFA 1,000 m² GLFA 
Retail Parks 1,000 m2 GLFA 2,000 m2 GLFA 
Mixed Use/Others not 
listed above 

50vpph 120vpph 

 
32. Note that the units for Retail thresholds should be expressed as GLFA to be 

consistent with the units in Table 7.2 Minimum number of Car Parks required in the 

Council’s Revised Proposal. 

 
33. These trigger thresholds were agreed on the basis that activities requiring a basic 

or full Transport Assessment are to be restricted discretionary, as currently 

proposed by the Council’s Revised Proposal. It is noted that Column A and B 

represent the Lower and Upper thresholds that trigger Basic Transport 

Assessments and Full Integrated Transport Assessments, that would be applied 

depending on the activity status.  

 

34. I rely on Mr Ray Edwards’s evidence which addresses the Submitters’ Version of 

the proposal regarding the controlled activity versus the restricted discretionary 

activity status. I disagree with Mr Edwards’s position of removal of the High Trip 

Generator rule in its entirety. However I agree there is merit in consideration of the 

Controlled Activity status should a development falls between the lower and upper 

thresholds, there would be little risk to the transport network if the activity was 

addressed as a controlled activity rather than a restricted discretionary activity. 

 

35. Tertiary Education was missing from the Council’s Revised Proposal therefore was 

included in the Submitters’ Version of Table 7.1, with the lower threshold set at 

250 FTE students while the upper threshold is set at 750 FTE students. The 

Tertiary Education providers are comfortable with these thresholds because they 

represent an additional 50 and 150 student car parks to be provided respectively 

which I believe is an acceptable level to trigger the Basic Transport Assessments 

and Full Integrated Transport Assessments when compared to the current 

minimum parking requirements. 

 
36. It is highlighted that the thresholds for the Preschool and Schools in the 

Submitters’ Version have been modified to provide a threefold increase between 

the lower and upper thresholds so that the all education activities thresholds are 

consistent. 

 
37. The Submitters’ Version of Table 7.1, Note 1 clarifies that these thresholds only 

apply “….to allow for 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 
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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”. I agree with this approach given that any increase in activity from a 

given site should be subject to assessment where a significant increase in traffic 

will impact on the adjacent and wider network. 

 
38. UC and CPIT requested that Note 2 of the Submitters’ Version should read “For 

tertiary education activities, Table 7. 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”. This clarifies the triggers for when an 

Integrated Transport Assessment is required for these activities. 

 
39. In relation to other activities included in the Submitters’ Version of Table 7.1, the 

experts agreed in the Joint Statement (dated 3 June 2015) the following: 

(a)  The retail category is split to recognise that factory shops and retail 

activities in retail park zones will generally have lower traffic generation, 

and warrant a higher floor area threshold. The intention is to minimise 

inconsistency with the minimum size of retail units in Commercial Retail 

Park zones set out by other rules within the pCRDP. The units proposed 

(students, GFA and GLFA) maintain consistency between the triggers in 

the HTG rule and the parking space requirements of the pCRDP. 

(b) The office activity thresholds were modified with the lower threshold being 

increased from 1,250m2 GFA in Council’s Revised Proposal to 1,750m2 

GFA to reflect the transport expert’s agreement on the lower threshold 

being set at approximately 50 vehicles per peak hour. 

(c) There was discussion about whether spiritual facilities should be included 

as a specific activity in Table 7.1. It was agreed that this activity type 

should be treated in the “other activities” category of the Submitters’ 

Version of Table 7.1 because of the likelihood of other community uses 

being based at the facility. 

 
EVIDENCE OF OTHERS  
 
40. Through my participation in the Expert Conferencing and Mediation I have had 

involvement in the discussions on the wider issues associated with the High Trip 

generator rule. To provide efficiency for the Panel, instead of all of these matters 

being addressed by all of the experts, each expert has focused on a particular 

area.  As such, the focus of my evidence is on the transport effects associated with 

the thresholds of assessment for Basic Transport Assessments and Full Integrated 

Transport Assessments 
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41. I have read the evidence of other traffic experts and comment as follows: 

(a) Mr Edwards (Urbis TPD Ltd, St Georges Hospital, Papanui Properties Ltd, 

Harewood Properties Ltd):  I support the comments made by Mr Edwards 

with regards to the activity status as set out in the Submitters’ Version.  I 

agree there would be little risk to the transport network if the activity was 

addressed as a controlled activity rather than a restricted discretionary 

activity. 

(b) Mr Phillips (Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd, AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited, 

TEL Properties Nominees Ltd, National Property Trust Ltd):  I support the 

evidence of Mr Phillips as it relates to the complexity and ambiguity 

created regarding car parking for High Trip Generator activities in the 

Council’s Revised Proposal.  I agree that providing a minimum car parking 

standard will provide certainty for applicants. 

(c) Mr Fuller (Scentre (New Zealand) Limited): I support the statements of Mr 

Fuller with regards to applying minimum standards for High Trip 

Generating activities, including the parking reduction factors and 

associated assessment matters. I consider that the minimum parking 

standards are a suitable way of addressing parking for these activities. 

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

Group Ltd and Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd):  I agree with Mr Metherell 

regarding the scope of assessment matters for High Trip Generators and 

the need for recognition of Key Activity Centres.  I agree that the trip 

generation effects be assessed for the in-zone developments in the 

immediate vicinity of the access while the wider network effects being 

subject to a cumulative assessment for developments that are not 

anticipated in the zone. 

(e) Ms Head (Christchurch International Airport Ltd and Lyttelton Port 

Company Ltd):  I support the evidence of Ms Head as it relates to 

recognising that transport hubs are subject to high levels of transport 

demand. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
42. The Council’s Revised Proposal, albeit in a more simplified form, still in my opinion 

does not fully address the concerns of submitters including the Tertiary Education 

providers with regard to the minimum thresholds for Integrated Transport 

Assessments.   
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43. I support the Submitter’s Version which provides certainty for all activities, in 

particular for Tertiary Education. I believe these are acceptable levels to trigger the 

Basic Transport Assessments and Full Integrated Transport Assessments when 

applied to additional generation from these sites. 

 

 

 

Melanie Muirson 
10 June 2015 
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To the Chair and Members of the Independent Hearings Panel 
 
The attached mediation report has been prepared by Mr. Andrew Henderson (Beca/CCC). I have 
reviewed the report and agree that it is an accurate record of the mediation sessions and the 
associated outcomes. 
 
Please note, subsequent to formal mediation, representatives for 34 submitters worked on a new 
version of the High Traffic Generator provisions, titled the “submitters’ version”. These provisions are 
attached to the mediation report as Attachment B. 
 
The submitters have advised that they ‘used the Council’s May 14 clean version as a base, and added 
amendments (as strike-through and underline) that have followed mediation.  These amendments 
incorporate the provisions agreed between all parties at mediation, and the submitters’ version of the 
remaining contested provisions’. 
 
This “submitters’ version” is supported by the 34 submitters listed in Attachment B.  These submitters 
do reserve the right to make minor refinements to the provisions that may arise as evidence is drafted, 
particularly given the quick timeframe in which the provisions have been prepared. 
 

 
 
John Mills 
Environment Court Commissioner - Mediator 
9 June 2015 
 



 

 

 
 
MEDIATION REPORT  
 
TRANSPORT PROPOSAL Chapter 7 (Part) of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement 
District Plan 
 
To: Independent Hearings Panel – Christchurch Replacement Plan 
 
From:  John Mills, Environment Commissioner – Mediator 
 
This is a record of mediation outcome held for this topic. It is prepared in accordance with  
Clause 10(4)) of Schedule 3 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 
District Plan) Order 2014. 
 
This report covers mediation sessions on the following topics held at The Hearings 
Venue, 348 Manchester Street, on Tuesday 2 June, Wednesday 3 June and Thursday 4 
June 2015 in relation to the Transport (Part) proposal of the Proposed Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan: 
 
 
(i) Objectives and Policies  
(ii)  Integrated Transport Assessments  
(iii) Cycle Parking Provisions 
(iv) Car parking provisions  
   
 
Session 1 -  Objectives and Policies  
 
 
Attendees: David Falconer (CCC), Andrew Henderson  Beca/CCC), Janan Dunning 

(CCC/MWH); Richard Osborne (CCC); Danielle Blakely (#790 Progressive 
Enterprises, #725 Bunnings), Jeremy Phillips (#742 Scentre), Matt Willoughby 
and Geraldine McGettigan (#648 CDHB), Philippa Lynch (#1145 Ngai Tahu), 
Jon Richards, Ainsley McLeod, and Annabel Ritchie (#495, Crown).  

 
David Falconer outlined the key issues raised in submissions, noting that:  
 

 There were a number of submissions in support or opposi tion of the focus on 
modes and active transport and an overall reduction in car dependency;  

 A change has been made to Policy 1 to provide support for freight;  

 Ngai Tahu values are recognised in Policy 8; 

 Reverse sensitivity is a matter to be addressed in Proposal 6; 

 No changes were made to provide for Emergency Services as the Strategic 
Directions Chapter was considered sufficient; and 

 Various amendments have been made to provide for people with restricted 
mobility.  

 
Scentre indicated that there should be recognition for centres and an acknowledgement 
of the distinction between un/anticipated activities.  
 



 

 

CDHB support the road classification system and did not support the inclusion of ‘where 
practicable” in any of the policies, as had been sought by other submitters. It was noted 
that this phrase is not used in the revised proposal.  
 
Ngai Tahu indicated that they were satisfied with the amendments to Policy 8 and 
requested the inclusion of a cross reference to the table with Manawhenua values for 
ease of interpretation. Council accepted this request.  
 
A key point raised by submitters was that Policy 2, relating to High Trip Generators, 
should be reworded to recognise that the point of an integrated plan is that high trip 
generators should be located in appropriate zones and should be provided for in a new 
policy. Submitters sought recognition that the plan directed activities that would 
generate a high number of trips to the Commercial Centres, and that this therefore 
anticipated traffic issues, many of which already exist.  Recognition of this in Policy was 
requested, and a draft version of proposed changes to Policy 2 was tabled that included 
reference to KACs, CIAL, LPC and Greenfield areas. Discussions on Policy 2 were parked 
until the session on High trip generators.  
 
Following further discussions, Council and the NZFS agreed that reference would be 
made to access for Emergency Service Vehicles in the Policies in the Transport Chapter. 
The changes will be introduced through the evidence of the Crown.   
 
The parties indicated that they were satisfied with the amendments in the Revised 
Chapter for Policy 6. 
 
A minor amendment was agreed to Objective 1(a) to include the words ‘for Christchurch 
District’. 
 
One matter for the Panel to consider is the use of ‘Manage’ as opposed to ‘Minimise ‘or 
‘Avoid’ in Policy 8. 
 
 
 
 
Session 2 - Access, manoeuvring and loading,  
 
No parties attended this session.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
Session 3  - High Trip Generators  
 
Attendees:  David Falconer (CCC),Richard Osborne (CCC), Paul Roberts (QTP/CCC), Alice 

Sinclair (Simpson Grierson/CCC), P Nunns (MRCagney/CCC), Andrew 
Henderson (Beca/CCC), Janan Dunning (MWH/CCC); Danielle Blakely (#790 
Progressive Enterprises, #725 Bunnings), Andrew Metherell (#725 Bunnings), 
Jane Walsh (various submitters), Dean Chrystal (various submitters), Bob 
Nixon (various submitters), Andy Carr (various submitters), Josh Leckie (Lane 
Neave, various submitters); Claire McNeill, Sonia Barker, Grant McPhail, 
Teresa O‘Neill and Melanie Muirson  (#797 University of Canterbury, FS 
1436, CPIT); Nick Fuller and Jeremy Phillips (#742 Scentre), Matt Willoughby 
and Geraldine McGettigan (#648 CDHB), Ray Edwards (various submitters), 
Jon Richards, Ainsley McLeod, Annabel Ritchie and Ian Clark (#495, Crown).  

 
The session commenced with an alternative wording for the High Trip Generator 
provisions being promoted by submitters.  The Crown also indicated they had developed 
an alternative wording.  The parties broke to consider the proposed revisions, and 
specifically: 
 

 The wording of Policy 2 
 The High Trip Generator Rule, including 

o The thresholds that would determine whether a basic or full ITA would be 
required; and  

o Assessment matters that would apply to ITAs.  
 
The fundamental area of disagreement relates to how parking requirements are 
determined for High Trip Generators. The submitters consider that determining car park 
requirements through an ITA is not certain and does not allow for early design 
considerations in terms of areas to be set aside for parking and building . The Council’s 
view is that determining parking requirements though the ITA process is appropriate as 
it allows for individual responses to be determined for each development.  
 
Submitters requested that the policies refer specifically to activity centres  and indicate 
that as the plan directs HTG activities to those zones, the traffic effects are anticipated 
and therefore should not be assessed.  The Council’s view, however, is that the effects 
of these activities on the network still require addressing.  
 
The parties did not reach agreement on the wording of Policy 2 (High Trip Generators).  
The Crown and the Council agreed on a revised version of the policy, and a number of 
submitters indicated that they would be advancing their own version through their 
evidence.  
 
The parties reached agreement that assessment matter 7.3.19(1) should be split into 
two assessment matters, one regarding the effects on safety, efficiency and accessibility 
from access and manoeuvring and another regarding the amenity values of the 
surrounding area from access and manoeuvring.  
 
The parties reached agreement that assessment matter 7.3.19(4) should focus on the 
effects on heavy vehicles on roading infrastructure. Parties also agreed that thresholds 
for heavy vehicles seem high, but there was not agreement on what the alternative 

threshold should be. 



 

 

 
The matter of the thresholds was discussed by the traffic experts, and an agreement was 
reached on the thresholds that should apply to determine whether a basic or full ITA 
would be required.  A copy of this agreement is appended to this report  as Attachment 
A.  
 
Agreement was not reached on the activity status that should apply to activities at the 
lower end of the thresholds, as identified in the attached joint expert statement in 
Attachment A.  
 
The principal areas of disagreement which the Panel will be required to address are:  
 

 The activity status that should apply to in zone/anticipated activities that have a 
low volume of traffic.  Submitters prefer a controlled status, and the Council 
prefers a restricted discretionary status.  

 Whether there should be a non-notification clause for in zone/anticipated 
activities.  

 The issue of whether NZTA and/or KiwiRail approval should be required for in 
zone/anticipated activities with low traffic volumes  

 When the issue of the adequacy of parking supply and effects should be 
considered.  Submitters consider that this should be considered only if there is a 
non-compliance with the parking rule, and the Crown/Council position is that it 
should be considered as the parking rule should not apply to HTGs.  

 The extent of network effects that should be considered. Submitters prefer that 
the plan limits the extent of the area of network effects to be considered. The 
Council / Crown view is that this should be determined on a case by case basis 
through the pre-application meeting process.  

 The Council and the Crown agreed with the inclusion of Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua 
values being included with the assessment matters, as agreed with Ngai Tahu. 
Submitters did not agree and considered these values would be too difficult to 
interpret as part of an ITA.  

 The Council and the Crown agreed that reference should remain to the transport 
policy framework (ie the higher order documents), whereas submitters did not 
agree on the basis that these are covered in the Act’s framework under section 
104.  

   
The parties also generally agreed to further discuss the wording regarding the 
application of the HTG rule to existing activities.  
 
As highlighted in the covering letter to this report, subsequent to formal mediation, 
representatives for 34 submitters worked on a new version of the High Traffic Generator 
provisions, titled the “submitters’ version”. These provisions are attached to this report 
as Attachment B. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
Session 4 - Cycle Parking  
 
Attendees: David Falconer (CCC), Andrew Henderson (Beca/CCC), Janan Dunning 

(CCC/MWH); Jeannette Ward (CCC), Peter Nunns (CCC), Tessa Dumont (FS 
1482 Spokes, #1149 Generation Zero); Melanie Muirson, Teresa O’Neill 
(#797, FS 1436 University of Canterbury/CPIT), Matthew McCallum-Clarke 
(#495 Crown/MoE), Annabel Ritchie (#495 Crown) 

 
The session commenced with Council providing some changes to cycle parking rates in 
response to discussions with some submitters, this is attached as Attachment C to this 
report. 
 
Matthew McCallum-Clarke indicated that the only issue for the Ministry of Education 
related to the requirement for cycle parks for schools to be covered and secured. There 
are various cost and practical implications related to such a requirement.  The Council 
and the Crown agreed that the requirement would be amended to indicate that schools 
are exempt from the requirement to have covered and secured cycle parks, and an 
advice note would be added to indicate the Council’s preference that cycle parking at 
schools is designed and managed to discourage theft of bicycles. 
 
There was discussion about the rules regarding end of trip facilities for cycle parking, 
specifically the provision of showers in the revised proposal, and the removal in the 
revised proposal of the requirement to provide lockers. Council clarified that one minor 
change had been made to include a fractional space rule to be applied, such that if a 
calculation of the number of showers required resulted in a fractional space, fractions 
less than a half would be rounded down, and fractions over a half would be rounded up.  
No parties raised an issue with this requirement. Following the discussions the parties 
agreed there were no outstanding issues with provisions for the end of trip facilities in 
the revised proposal. 
 
Tessa Dumont raised concern that the plan was not specific enough to specify cycle 
stand designs that would provide adequate frame support for bicycles. Council 
considered that the design standards that applied provided sufficient scope for this to 
be provided, and considered that any specificity could become restrictive.  The parties 
agreed that no changes were necessary in this regard.  
 
Following this session there were no outstanding issues in relation to cycle parking.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
Session 5 -  Car Parking  
 
Attendees:  David Falconer (CCC), Andrew Henderson (Beca/CCC), Janan Dunning 

(CCC/MWH); Paul Roberts (CCC), Peter Nunns (CCC), Nick Fuller (#742 
Scentre), Andrew Metherell (#725 Bunnings),  

 
Scentre considered that the minimum parking standards should also apply to High Trip 
Generators (HTG), and that the requirement should be taken out of the HTG rule and 
placed with other parking requirements in the Transport section. Council does not agree 
with this position and this will be a matter for the Panel to determine.  
 
The issue discussed at this session revolved around the parking requirements for Trade 
Suppliers.  The revised proposal required 1 visitor space per 100m 2 GFA and 1 staff 
space per 100m2 GFA.  Bunnings considered that this ration was incorrect and would 
result in a greater number of parks than necessary being set aside for staff, thereby 
reducing the availability of parks for customers. The parties agreed that the rate should 
be 0.25 parks/100m2 GFA for staff, and 1.75parks/100m2 for visitors.  This would still 
yield the overall 2 parks per 100m2 that the plan was seeking, but would recognise that 
a greater number would be available for visitors given the lower staff numbers 
associated with trade suppliers.  
 
There was also agreement of that changes should be made to the definitions of Gross 
Floor Area and Gross Leasable Floor Area in regards to reference to car parking spaces.  
 
There were no other outstanding matters in relation to car parking requirements.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
John Mills 
Environment Court Commissioner - Mediator 
9 June 2015 
 



  

ATTACHMENT A – ITA JOINT EXPERT STATEMENT JUNE 2015 

(Transport Chapter – ITA – June 2015 Third Joint Statement (unfacilitated)) 

  



 

 

 
 

In  the Matter of  the Canterbury Earthquake  (Christchurch 
Replacement  District  Plan)  Order  2014  and  Resource 
Management Act 1991 

 
And  

 
In  the Matter  of Directions  by  the  Independent Hearings 
Panel pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order 

 
 

JOINT STATEMENT OF EXPERT WITNESSES 
 

TRANSPORT PROPOSAL: CHAPTER 7 
 

TOPIC 1 ‐ INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS 
 

Wednesday 3 June 2015 
 
1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
This document sets out the discussion that took place at the conclusion of the mediation on Integrated 
Transport Assessments, on Wednesday 3 June 2015, at the Hearings Venue, 348 Manchester Street, 
Christchurch.  
 
2.  PARTICIPANTS 
 

Name  Representing 

Paul Roberts   Christchurch City Council #310 

Melanie Muirson  
University  of  Canterbury  #797  &  FS#1442  &  Christchurch  Polytechnic  Institute  of 
Technology #756 & FS#1436 

Andy Carr   Memorial Avenue Investments Ltd #917 & FS#1351 

Andrew 
Metherell  

Progressive Enterprises Ltd #790 & FS#1450 & Bunnings Ltd #725 

Ian Clark   Crown #495 & FS#1347 

Ann‐Marie Head 
Christchurch International Airport Ltd #863 & FS#1359 & Lyttelton Port Company #915 & 
FS#1444 

Nick Fuller  

AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited 814, FS‐1308; TEL Property Nominees Limited 816, FS‐
1325; Carter Group Limited 386, FS‐1355; Marriner  Investments No 1 Limited 380, FS‐
1256; Marriner Investments Limited 378; Oakvale Farm Limited 381, FS‐1253; Maurice R 
Carter Limited 377, FS‐1316; Maurice Carter Charitable Trust 385; Avonhead Mall Limited 
379, FS‐1417; and Scentre 742 & FS1270



 

 

 
It should not be construed  that  the other  three experts who  took part  in  the earlier conferencing 
(Steve Abley, Tony Penny and Ray Edwards) agree or disagree with this statement, just that they were 
not present on the afternoon of the mediation.  
 
3.  MATTERS AGREED 
 
3.1  Thresholds for basic and full transport assessments 

 
The following thresholds were agreed as the triggers for basic and full transport assessments.  

Activity  Trigger for Basic Transport 
Assessment 

Trigger for Full Transport 
Assessment 

Preschool  More than 50 pupils  More than 150 pupils  

School  More than 150 students  More than 450 students  

Tertiary Education  More than 250 FTE 
students 

More than 750 FTE students 

Healthcare  More than 500m2 GFA   More than 1,000m2 GFA  

Industry  More than 5,000m2 GFA   More than 10,000m2 GFA  

Warehouse  More than 10,000m2 GFA   More than 20,000m2 GFA  

Office  More than 1,750m2 GFA   More than 4,000m2 GFA  

Residential  More than 60 households  More than 120 households 

Retail (excluding factory shops, 
retail park zones, trade suppliers 
and food and beverage outlets) 

More than 500m2 GLFA   More than 1,000m2 GLFA  

Retail (factory shops and retail 
park zones, but excluding trade 
suppliers and food and 
beverage outlets) 

More than 1,000m2 GLFA  More than 2,000m2 GLFA 

Mixed use and other activities 
not listed above 

More than 50 vehicles per 
peak hour (vpph) 

More than 120 vpph 

 
These trigger thresholds were agreed on the basis that activities requiring a basic or full Transport 
Assessment are to be restricted discretionary, as currently proposed by Proposal 7.  The potential for 
a change in activity status is discussed at section 4.1 of this statement.  
   
The experts considered the retail category should be split to recognise that factory shops and retail 
activities in retail park zones will generally have lower traffic generation, and warrant a higher floor 
area threshold.  It will also minimise inconsistency with the minimum size of retail units in 
Commercial Retail Park zones set out by other rules within the pRDP.  The units proposed (students, 
GFA and GLFA) maintain consistency between the triggers in the HTG rule and the parking space 
requirements of the pRDP.  
 
There was discussion about whether spiritual facilities should be included as a specific activity in the 
above table.  It was agreed that this activity type should be treated in the “other activities” category 
because of the likelihood of other community uses being based at the facility. 
 
  



 

 

4.  MATTERS NOT AGREED 
 
4.1  Activity Status 

 
The Joint Statement relating to the matters discussed on 18 and 21 May 2015 noted the question of 

the activity status for the HTG rule. That statement noted that it was agreed that there may be merit 

in consideration of Controlled activity status but considered that further information from other 

disciplines (planning, legal, etc) was required to clarify the implications of this change in status for 

the consent authority. 

As part of the conferencing, the experts briefly discussed how Activity Status may influence the HTG 

thresholds.   

The experts agreed that from a purely transportation perspective, if a development falls between 

the lower and upper thresholds, then there would generally be little risk to the transport network if 

the activity was addressed as a controlled activity rather than a restricted discretionary activity.  

However if the HTG rule was to be structured in this way: 

 Mr Roberts and Mr Clark consider that the lower thresholds should be reduced.   

 Mr Fuller, Mr Carr, Mr Metherell, Ms Head and Ms Muirson consider that the lower 

thresholds should be retained at the levels agreed in Item 3.1 of this statement.   

In addition, Mr Clark notes that all sites seeking direct access onto state highways or crossing rail 

lines will need to be restricted discretionary activities, regardless of size.   

All experts agreed that where the upper thresholds were exceeded, the activity should remain as 

restricted discretionary, and that these upper thresholds were appropriate irrespective of whether 

the activity was controlled or restricted discretionary at the lower threshold. 

 
 

   



 

 

We  confirm  that  this Statement  is a  true and accurate  record of  the unfacilitated  conferencing 
session held on 3 June 2015. 
 
Signed: 
 

Name  Signature 

Paul Roberts  

Melanie Muirson  

Andy Carr  

Andrew Metherell  
 

Ian Clark  
 

Ann‐Marie Head 

Nick Fuller  

 
 



  

ATTACHMENT B – SUBMITTERS VERSION OF HTG RULE 
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Amend Policy 7.1.1.2 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 – High trip generating activities 

1. 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.  

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

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

generating activities are assessed with regard to the extent that they: 

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

b. are accessible by a range of physical abilities and transport modes and encourage 

public and active transport use; 

c. optimise use of the existing transport system; 

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

d. reduce the impact of trip generation through travel plans and other mitigate, or for 

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

including use of travel demand management measures; 

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

e. limit adverse effects and maximise promote positive effects from transport on 

communities and, the amenity of the surrounding environment, and on Ngai Tahu 

Manawhenua values. 

f. discourage an under-supply or over-supply of parking unless adverse effects can be 

mitigated;  

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

h. integrate and coordinate with the transport system, including planned transport 

infrastructure and service improvements. 

 

Add a new Policy 7.1.1.9 - Recognising the effects of existing activities 

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 

 

Add a new Rule 7.2.1.3 – (How to use the rules) 

Irrespective of an activity’s compliance with the rules in 7.2, a separate application and approval 

may be required from the New Zealand Transport Agency and/or Kiwi Rail in the following 

circumstances: 

Comment [JP1]: Note: Ngai Tahu 
Manawhenua values are addressed by 
policy provisions in other chapters in 
the Plan.  Ngai Tahu did not attend 
mediation to convey a position on 
high trip generating activities 
specifically.   

Comment [JP2]: Note:  Given that 
separate statutory approvals are 
required for crossings to/via State 
Highway or railway lines, it is 
considered that this requirement be 
noted, rather than specifically 
requiring written approvals through 
the resource consent process) 
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1. For activities with direct vehicle access to a State Highway separate approval is required 

from the New Zealand Transport Agency (see: 

http://www.nzta.govt.nz/about/contact/index.html ).   

2. For activities with direct access that crosses a railway line separate approval is required 

from Kiwirail (see: http://www.kiwirail.co.nz/contact-us ). 

 

Amend Rule 7.2.3.1 by deleting a. ii 

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 

 

Revise Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows: 

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: 

http://www.nzta.govt.nz/about/contact/index.html
http://www.kiwirail.co.nz/contact-us
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1. shall be subject to a Basic Transport Assessment; and 

2. will not require written approvals and shall not be limited or publicly notified. 

 

 

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 written approvals and shall not be limited or publicly notified. 

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 

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 
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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 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.  

 

Assessment Matters 

7.3.19 High trip generators 

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 

 Yes   Yes 
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in the immediate vicinity (adjoining streets) 

of the site access points 

7 
Cumulative Network Trip generation effects 

on the wider network  
 

  Yes 

8 Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values  Yes  Yes 

9 
Consistencyt 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, 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 the proposed activity maximises opportunities ,  

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

convenient access for travel by non-car modes minimises the need to travel by private 

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

and convenient facilities and access through and to the site from the surrounding areas for 

public and active transport users. 

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. 

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 travel to and from 

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

modes public and active transport use. 
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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 matter 7 and 8 are s (7-9) are is only to be considered 

where there is a non-compliance with Rule 7.2.3.10.3 RD3(6-8) are only applicable for 

High Trip Generator activities which exceed the thresholds in the following Table 7.1. A 

full Integrated Transport Assessment shall be undertaken for high trip generators that 

exceed the thresholds in Table 7.1. Only a basic Integrated Transport Assessment 

(which does not need to cover assessment matters 6-8) needs to be undertaken for 

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

Table 7.1 – Thresholds for full Integrated Transport Assessments 

 Activity Thresholds 

a. Education Activities (unless specified 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 

 

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 from the anticipated trip 

generation (for all transport modes) from the proposed activity, including including 
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consideration of cumulative effects with other activities in the vicinity, future planned 

infrastructure, and construction work associated with the activity. 

87. 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 89 is only applicable for High Trip Generator activities, which exceed the 

thresholds in Column B 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.  

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

framework.  



Submitters supporting “submitters’ version” of High Traffic Generator provisions: 

- Methodist Church of New Zealand, and Christchurch Methodist Central Mission (#763) 

- Bunnings Limited (#725) 

- Integrated State Schools (#676) 

- Catholic Diocese of Christchurch (#656) 

- Alpine Presbytery (#752)   

- Progressive Enterprises Limited (#790) 

- Kiwi Income Property Trust and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited (#761) 

- Christchurch International Airport Limited (#863) 

- Lyttleton Port Company (#915) 

- Waterloo Park Limited (#920) 

- Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of Technology (#756) 

- University of Canterbury (#797) 

- Canterbury District Health Board (#648) 

- Papanui Properties Limited (#1188, #1189) 

- R and H Investments Limited (FS#1210) 

- Urbis TPD Limited (#1074) 

- NPT Ltd (#707) 

- Marriner Investments Limited (#378) 

- Marriner Investments No 1 Limited (#380) 

- Carter Group Limited (#386) 

- Maurice Carter Charitable Trust (#385) 

- Peebles Family Trust (#1078) 

- Scentre New Zealand Limited (#742) 

- Avonhead Mall Limited (#379) 

- Maurice R Carter Limited (#377) 

- Oakvale Farm Limited (#381) 

- 880 Main North Road Limited (#1081) 

- 7990 Limited (#7990) 

- Peebles Group Limited (#1195) 

- Peebles Family Trust (#1078) 

- Tailorspace Investments Limited (FS#1322) 

- Memorial Avenue Investments Limited (#917) 

- AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd  (submitter 814)  

- TEL Property Nominees Limited (submitter 816) 
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Attachment 2:  Expert Conferencing Statements: 29 and 30 April 2015, Transport 
Proposal: Chapter 7 – Topics 1, 2 and 4 

 



1 
 

 
 

In the Matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 and Resource 
Management Act 1991 

 
And  

 
In the Matter of Directions by the Independent Hearings 
Panel pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order 

 
 

EXPERT CONFERENCING: APRIL 29/30 2015  
 

TRANSPORT PROPOSAL: CHAPTER 7 
 
 

OVERVIEW  
  



2 
 

 
 
 
Expert conferencing for the Transport Proposal: Chapter 7 was held on Wednesday and Thursday 29/30 April 
2015 at the Hearings Venue, 348 Manchester Street, Christchurch. There were four topic sessions each lasting 
about half a day and each facilitated by Environment Commissioner David Bunting. 
 
The topics addressed in the four sessions were: 

 
 

Topic Number Title 

1 Integrated transport assessments 

2 Car parking 
 

3 Access and manoeuvring standards, loading requirements, and rail level crossings 
 

4 Cycle parking 

 
An expert conferencing statement was prepared for each topic. Agreements/disagreements reached on each 
of the issues discussed were dictated by the experts as the conference progressed and recorded on the 
conferencing statement by a Council typist.  
 
With a very tight timetable, there was insufficient time for these statements to be finalised at the conclusion 
of each session.  
 
Instead, following the conclusion of the conferencing, the final drafts of the statements were circulated by 
email for review by each of the experts before their final sign off. The purpose of these reviews was limited to 
the identification of any drafting or formatting errors only. It was not an invitation for any revisiting of what 
had been agreed at the conferencing session. 

 
In the event, in their reviews, some of the experts considered that a small but important number of the 
agreements recorded in the statements did not inadequately reflect what they understood to have been 
agreed. 
 
To respond to this and to allow for the final sign off of each agreement by all of the relevant experts, the 
statements include a small number of Follow Up Notes which describe various actions to be taken by the 
experts to resolve these concerns, either through direct communication among themselves or through a self 
facilitated second round of expert conferencing to be held on May 18.       

   
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

In the Matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 and Resource 
Management Act 1991 

 
And  

 
In the Matter of Directions by the Independent Hearings 
Panel pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order 

 
 

EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENT 
 

TRANSPORT PROPOSAL: CHAPTER 7 
 

TOPIC 1 - INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS 
 

Wednesday 29 April 2015 
 
1. EXPERT CONFERENCING 
 
Expert conferencing for this topic was held on Wednesday 29 April 2015 at the Hearings Venue, 348 
Manchester Street, Christchurch. The session was facilitated by Environment Commissioner David 
Bunting. 
 
2. PARTICIPANTS 
 

Name Representing 

Paul Roberts  
 

Christchurch City Council #310 

Steve Abley  Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited 

Melanie Muirson  
University of Canterbury #797 & FS#1442 & Christchurch Polytechnic Institute 
of Technology #756 & FS#1436 

Andy Carr  Memorial Avenue Investments Ltd #917 & FS#1351 

Andrew Metherell  
 

Progressive Enterprises Ltd #790 & FS#1450 & Bunnings Ltd #725 

Ian Clark  
 

Crown #495 & FS#1347 

Axel Wilke  
 

Generation Zero #1149 

Tony Penny  
 

AMP Capital Investors #1187 



Ann-Marie Head 
 

Christchurch International Airport Ltd #863 & FS#1359 & Lyttelton Port 
Company #915 & FS#1444 

Nick Fuller  
 

AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited 814, FS-1308; TEL Property Nominees Limited 
816, FS-1325; Carter Group Limited 386, FS-1355; Marriner Investments No 1 
Limited 380, FS-1256; Marriner Investments Limited 378; Oakvale Farm 
Limited 381, FS-1253; Maurice R Carter Limited 377, FS-1316; Maurice Carter 
Charitable Trust 385; Avonhead Mall Limited 379, FS-1417; and Scentre 742 & 
FS1270 

Ray Edwards  
 

St Georges Hospital #1073 & Urbis TPD Ltd #1073 & Papanui Properties Ltd 
#1188 & Harewood Properties Ltd #1189 

 
 
3. ISSUES DISCUSSED 
 
In this expert conferencing session, the experts discussed issues raised in both their “will say” briefs 
as well as those set out in the Statement of Issues Relating to Transport Proposal (Part) dated 13 
March 2015. 
 
3.1 General Discussion on High Trip Generators (HTGs) and Integrated Transport Assessments 
(ITAs)  
 
The experts agreed that there should be a definition of an ITA in the definition section of the pRDP. 
 
This definition should make reference to CCC ITA guidelines and explicitly note sample contents and 
guidelines to be considered for potential relevant matters. 
 
ITAs are currently only referred to within the HTG rule. The experts noted that the assessment of 
other transport matters may also need to be included in an ITA as required by the pRDP; or in some 
cases in an appropriately less detailed report. For example a proposed assessment triggered only by 
a parking non- compliance would only need to address relevant parking matters and not be required 
to assess all other matters normally covered by an ITA. 
 
The experts agreed that there are issues around the way in which both the operative HTG rule and 
the notified HTG rule are applied. 
 
The experts are concerned that the notified Policy 7.1.1.2 does not recognise location or the zoning 
and  they support in principle that an HTG threshold should recognise anticipated land use activity in 
a given zone and/or location. 
 
The experts also agree that assessment matters are required to be more focussed on the issue of 
potential transport network effects from land use activity given the Development Standard nature of 
the HTG rule. This should take into account the zone and scale of activity anticipated in that zone. 
 
The experts briefly explored the principle of how the HTG rule could be modified to account for 
zoning locations and anticipated land use activity. They agreed that further work was required to 
confirm the practicality of this approach.  
 
To respond to this, Mr Roberts (representing Council) agreed to prepare a draft of a proposed 
approach for such a modification. During the discussion it became apparent that Mr Roberts would 
find it difficult to find adequate time to prepare this draft and he asked for assistance. Mr Edwards 
agreed to prepare the initial material. 
 



The draft would be circulated for review and comment by the other experts following which the 
experts would meet again to discuss the draft with a view to reaching agreement on a final version. 
The timing of this is discussed further in the Follow Up Note in Section 3.6 below. 
 
The experts (other than Mr Roberts and Mr Wilke) consider that such a modification would be within 
scope. Mr Roberts and Mr Wilke did not have a view on the question of scope.  
 

3.2   Statement of Issues: Issue 15: How should the pRDP give effect to Policy 6.3.4 of 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, which requires Integrated Transport 

Assessments for substantial developments? 

The experts, apart from Mr Edwards, agree that an HTG rule is necessary to achieve the objectives 
and policies of relevant statutory documents. 
 
Mr Edwards’ position is that the transport network effects of permitted and restricted discretionary 
activities have to be anticipated by the pRDP. With full discretionary and non-complying activities, it 
is his view that the Council has unfettered discretion such that an HTG rule is unnecessary. 
 
 That said, Mr Edwards agreed to work with the other experts towards the development of a 
modified HTG rule as discussed in 3.1 above. 
 
The experts agreed that the HTG rule as notified gives effect to the RPS policy, but does not fully 
achieve the statement of intent. They agreed that the thresholds should be modified to more 
appropriately recognise the intent of the RPS to minimise the impact of substantial land 
development on the strategic transport network, as set out in the Principle Reasons and Explanation 
to the Policy 6.3.4. 
 

3.3  Statement of Issues:  Issue 16: Are the trigger thresholds in the pRDP for requiring 

an Integrated Transport Assessment appropriate, including: 

 

(a) What trigger thresholds should apply for expansion of existing 

developments? 

(b) Should developments that are permitted activities be required to 

provide an Integrated Transport Assessment? 

(c) How are developments with existing Integrated Transport 

Assessments to be approached?  

 

 
The experts agreed that the notified trigger thresholds should be modified and tailored to recognise 
land use zoning and the degree to which potential land use effects are envisaged in the zone.  
 
With regards to Issue 16 (a), the experts agree that these modified thresholds should be applied to 
the additional proposed development. 
 



With regards to Issue (b), on strict interpretation the answer is ‘no’. If Issue (b) is meant to refer to 
anticipated activities, then the matter is addressed with appropriate thresholds and assessment 
matters. 
 
With regards to Issue (c), the experts agree that the availability of an existing ITA can be considered 
by the consent authority as necessary, and that a specific rule is not required. 
 

3.4   Statement of Issues: Issue 17: How should the pRDP identify where basic 

and fully Integrated Transport Assessments are required and what should each 

type of assessment consider?  

 
The experts agree that the pRDP needs to better recognise that the scale of assessment should 
reflect the scale and significance of potential effects and that the assessment matters need to be 
tailored appropriately to the activity, location and zone. This will be addressed by Mr Roberts’ in the 
preparation of the draft modification to the rule as discussed in 3.1 above.   
 
Mr Roberts also agreed to discuss with his planning colleagues whether there is a need for basic 
ITAs.   
 

3.5   Statement of Issues: Issue 18: Are the assessment matters for High Trip 

Generators and Integrated Transport Assessments appropriate and clearly 

expressed? 

 
 
The experts agree that the assessment matters require modification and that this will form part of 
the review to be undertaken by Mr Roberts as discussed in 3.1 above.  
 
 
 
3.6  Statement of Issues: Issue 19: Should car parking for high trip generators be 

managed through Integrated Transport Assessments?   
 
 
The experts agreed that car parking matters, for a restricted discretionary activity, should be 
assessed through the rule 7.2.3.1 and through the matters of assessment 7.3.1. A statement 
considering the effects of car parking may be included in an ITA if the parking rule 7.2.3.1 is 
triggered. 
 
The experts noted that the discussion about minimum, maximum or no parking requirements was to 
be addressed under the topic of car parking is a separate transport conferencing session.  
 
Follow Up Note: Following the conference, there was considerable debate among a number of the 
experts (via email exchanges) as to whether this Statement accurately records the experts' 
combined understanding as to how this rule and its related matters of assessment would operate in 
practice. As noted in Section 3.1 above, the experts agreed that a draft would be prepared of a 
proposed approach as to how the HTG rule could be modified to account for zoning locations and 
anticipated land use activity. At Mr Edwards’ request, Mr Abley agreed to provide added assistance 



for the preparation of the draft for review at a second conference of the ITA experts to be held on 
May 18. In addition, an item will be included in the agenda for this second conference for the 
experts to review the response recorded above for Issue 19.     
 
 
3.7  Other Issues:   
 
 

Appendix 7.15 ITA Requirements Checklist 
 
The experts agree that with amended and appropriate matters for assessment Appendix 7.15 ITA 
Requirements Checklist should be deleted. 
 
 
 
 
Policy 2 High Generating Trip Activities  
 
The experts agree that Policy 2 needs to be modified to more appropriately align with the outcomes 
discussed above, taking into consideration, for example an acknowledgement of the zone and 
location of the activity and the removal of the references to car parking. Mr Roberts undertook to 
prepare a draft for a revised Policy 2 for comment by the experts. 
 
 

Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 
 
The experts recorded that part from Policy 2, they did not discuss the content of the other relevant 
objectives and policies relating to these issues. It was recorded that there will be an opportunity to 
discuss these at subsequent mediations which are to still to be arranged. 
 

  



 



 
 

In the Matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 and Resource 
Management Act 1991 

 
And  

 
In the Matter of Directions by the Independent Hearings 
Panel pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order 

 
 

EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENT 
 

TRANSPORT PROPOSAL: CHAPTER 7 
 

TOPIC 2 – CAR PARKING 
 

Wednesday 29 April 
 
1. EXPERT CONFERENCING 
 
Expert conferencing for this topic was held on Wednesday 29 April 2015 at the Hearings Venue, 348 
Manchester Street, Christchurch. The session was facilitated by Environment Commissioner David 
Bunting. 
 
2. PARTICIPANTS 
 

Name Representing 

Paul Roberts  
 

Christchurch City Council #310 

Steve Abley  
Foodstuffs Si Ltd #705 $ FS#1324; Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi 
Property Holdings Limited #761 

Melanie Muirson  
University of Canterbury #797 & FS#1442 & Christchurch Polytechnic Institute 
of Technology #756 & FS#1436 

Andy Carr  Memorial Avenue Investments Ltd #917 & FS#1351 & The Crown #495 

Andrew Metherell  
 

Progressive Enterprises Ltd #790 & FS#1450 & Bunnings Ltd #725 

Axel Wilke  
 

Generation Zero #1149 

Anne-Marie Head 
 

Christchurch International Airport Ltd #863 & FS#1359 & Lyttelton Port 
Company #915 & FS#1444 

Nick Fuller  
 

AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited 814, FS-1308; TEL Property Nominees Limited 
816, FS-1325; Carter Group Limited 386, FS-1355; Marriner Investments No 1 



Limited 380, FS-1256; Marriner Investments Limited 378; Oakvale Farm 
Limited 381, FS-1253; Maurice R Carter Limited 377, FS-1316; Maurice Carter 
Charitable Trust 385; Avonhead Mall Limited 379, FS-1417; and Scentre 742 & 
FS1270 

Ray Edwards  
 

St Georges Hospital #1073 & Urbis TPD Ltd #1073 & Papanui Properties Ltd 
#1188 & Harewood Properties Ltd #1189 

 
 
3. ISSUES DISCUSSED 
 
In this expert conferencing session, the experts agreed that there were no issues requiring 
discussion other than those issues raised in the Statement of Issues Relating to Transport Proposal 
(Part) dated 13 March 2015.  
 
 

3.1  Statement of Issues:  Issue 1: Should car parking be managed by minimum, 

maximum or no car parking requirements? 

 

 
The experts agree that the pRDP parking requirements are best managed by setting minimum 
thresholds given that other transport planning infrastructure and tools would be required to move 
to a different parking philosophy without undue effects. 
 
The experts anticipate that, over time, those other transport planning infrastructure and tools such 
as on street parking management, and improved provision of other transport modes would support 
a change in this philosophy. 
 
 

3.2   Statement of Issues:  Issue 2: Are there certain activities that should be 

required to provide more or less car parking? 

 
Given the site specific nature and limited number of submissions seeking change to the notified 
parking requirements, it was agreed that those matters should be resolved through focussed 
consultations with the Council. 
 
The experts noted that a number of the notified parking rates have inappropriate measurement 
criteria (for example the use of PFA for trades suppliers and outdoor display areas). 
 
The experts also noted that staff numbers based parking requirements can be difficult to predict and 
can be subject to variations and therefore become unenforceable. The experts recommend a floor 
area based methodology throughout, wherever practicable. 
 
As it is proposed that these issues will be corrected and included in the Council’s evidence on 
Chapter 7, they were not discussed further during the conferencing. 
 
 

 



3.3  Statement of Issues:  Issue 3: Does the pRDP need to regulate the number of 

car parking spaces for people with disabilities?  In particular, do residential 

activities or activities providing no other car parking need to provide car 

parking spaces for people with disabilities? 

 
 

The experts agreed that regulation is not required for residential activities. 
 
For non-residential activities, the experts agreed that an advice note should be included in the pRDP 
with a reference to the number of disabled parking spaces to be provided under the requirements of 
the N.Z Building Code. 
 
Follow Up Note: In the post conference finalisation of this Statement Ms Head pointed out that 

referring directly to the NZ Building Code through an advice note may result in confusion because the 
code as it currently stands accepts both AS2890.1 and NZS4121 as Compliance Documents, each of 
which have slightly different parking rates.  Ms Head would support maintaining the rule as notified 

(which she states is not inconsistent with the NZ Building Code).   The experts are to confirm their 
agreement to Ms Head’s suggestion or provide an acceptable alternative. 
 
 

3.4   Statement of Issues:  Issue 4: Should car parking be required to be sealed, or 

should permeable surfacing be permitted? 

 
 
The experts agreed that sealed parking areas should be a requirement with the assessment matters 
providing latitude to accommodate unsealed parking areas in appropriate circumstances. 
 

 
 
3.5  Statement of Issues:  Issue 5:  Are the standards regarding the design and layout 

of car parking appropriate? 
 
 
There were no matters raised for this issue.  
 
3.6  Statement of Issues:  Issue 6:  Are the matters of discretion for car parking 

appropriate?  
 
 
(Note: The experts participating in this issue were Andy Carr, Andrew Metherell, Nick Fuller and Paul 
Roberts). 
 
The experts agreed that it would be prudent to review this issue in the light of the removal of the 
parking consideration from the HTG rule and the desire for simplification wherever possible.  
 
Mr Roberts undertook to provide a revised proposal ahead of the submission of Council evidence for 
the purposes of further conferencing by the experts who participated in the discussion on this issue. 
 



3.7 Issue 7:  Are the parking reduction factors in Appendix 7.14 appropriate? 
 
(Note: The experts participating in this issue were Andy Carr, Andrew Metherell, Nick Fuller and Paul 
Roberts). 
 
The experts agreed that the use of the words “up to” in the notified plan would lead to uncertainty 
and considered that there would be merit in providing more definitive potential reductions. The 
experts also noted that the wording should be amended to clarify that the application of these 
factors is not a requirement for an applicant, but is at their discretion. 
 
Mr Roberts undertook to provide a revised proposal ahead of the submission of Council evidence for 
the purposes of further conferencing by the experts who participated in the discussion on this issue. 
 
 
3.8 Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 
 
The experts recorded that under this topic they did not discuss the content of the relevant objectives 
and policies relating to these issues. It was recorded that there will be an opportunity to discuss 
these at subsequent mediations which are to be arranged. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record of the 
conferencing session held on 29 April 2015 and we have complied with the Code of Conduct for 
Expert Witnesses. 
 
Signed: 
 

 
 



 



 



 
 
 



 
 

In the Matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 and Resource 
Management Act 1991 

 
And  

 
In the Matter of Directions by the Independent Hearings 
Panel pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order 

 
 

EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENT 
 

TRANSPORT PROPOSAL: CHAPTER 7 
 
 

TOPIC 4 CYCLE PARKING 
 

Thursday 30 April 2015 
 
1. EXPERT CONFERENCING 
 
Expert conferencing for this topic was held on Thursday 30 April 2015 at the Hearings Venue, 348 
Manchester Street, Christchurch. The session was facilitated by Environment Commissioner Mr 
David Bunting. 
 
2. PARTICIPANTS 
 

Name Representing 

Jeanette Ward 
 

Christchurch City Council #310 

Ann-Marie Head  
Christchurch International Airport Ltd #863 & FS#1359 & Lyttelton Port 
Company #915 & FS#1444  

Melanie Muirson 
(University of Canterbury #797 & FS#1442) & Christchurch Polytechnic 
Institute if Tech. (#756 & FS#1436) 

Andy Carr  The Crown #495 

Andrew Metherell  
 

Bunnings Ltd #725 

Axel Wilke Generation Zero #1149 

 
 
 



 
 
 
3. ISSUES DISCUSSED 
 
In this expert conferencing session, the experts agreed that there were no issues requiring 
discussion other than those issues raised in in the Statement of Issues Relating to Transport 
Proposal (Part) dated 13 March 2015.  
 

 

3.1  Statement of Issues  Issue 8: Are the requirements regarding cycle parking 

appropriate? 

 
The experts agreed that the notified plan definition of ‘gross floor area’ should be amended to read, 
‘for the purposes of calculating car and cycle parking spaces only…’ 
 
The experts agreed that the notified plan provisions for cycle parking at schools should be modified 
to require 1 cycle parking space per 7 FTE students for Years 8 and below and 1 cycle parking space 
per 5 FTE students for Years 9 and above. Mr Metherell did not participate in this discussion. 
 
The experts agreed that in Table 7.5, ‘b’ and ‘c’ the term ‘student capacity’ should be replaced by 
‘students’ and ‘FTE students’ respectively.  Mr Metherell did not participate in this discussion. 
 
The experts agreed that there may be a case for a proportion of visitor cycle parking to be covered 
above a certain threshold. They agreed that this would only be applicable to activities where visitors 
stayed for longer periods of time. Ms Ward agreed to investigate this and would provide further 
information in due course. 
 
The experts agree to amend 7.2.3.2 Rule 2 to be consistent with the wording of Rule 1 and include in 
the words, ‘at least the minimum number of cycle parks and facilities…’ 
 
The experts agree that an assessment matter should be included stating that cycle parking demand 
assessments can be considered where appropriate. 
 

3.2  Statement of Issues  Issue 9: Should the pRDP regulate the number of showers 

and lockers for activities that provide cycle parking? 

 
The experts agreed that the requirement to provide lockers at activities should not be included 
within the PRDP. 
 

Based on the information which he has seen to date, Mr Carr does not consider that the pRDP 
should include a rule requiring showers at end of trip locations. 
 
In principle, the other experts considered that a rule to require showers for some activities (but not 
all activities) should be included in the PRDP, provided the threshold and rates are set at an 
appropriate level. These other experts suggest that, subject to the findings of Ms Ward’s 
investigation (see below), the activities should be limited to retail, commercial services, offices, 
tertiary education and research, and hospitals. 



 
Ms Ward agreed to check and report back to the other experts on the following aspects of the end 
of trip facilities rule with respect to showers: 

 that the rate of provision is appropriate for the scale of activities the rule will cover, this to 
take account of the HTG/ITA experts’ finalisation of the threshold of the HTG rule. 

 whether certain types of retail activity, or any types of retail activity, should be included in 
the rule. 

 whether any additional design and location aspects are required to be included in the rule to 
avoid adverse outcomes. 

  
 
3.3 Objectives and Policies in Chapter 7 
 
The experts recorded that they did not discuss the content of the relevant objectives and policies 
relating to these issues. It was recorded that there will be an opportunity to discuss these at 
subsequent mediations which are to still to be arranged. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record of the 
conferencing session held on 30 April 2015 and we have complied with the Code of Conduct for 
Expert Witnesses. 
 
Signed: 
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In  the Matter of  the Canterbury Earthquake  (Christchurch 
Replacement  District  Plan)  Order  2014  and  Resource 
Management Act 1991 

 
And  

 
In  the Matter  of Directions  by  the  Independent Hearings 
Panel pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order 

 
 

EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENT 
 

TRANSPORT PROPOSAL: CHAPTER 7 
 

TOPIC 1 ‐ INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS 
 

Monday 18 May and Thursday 21 May 2015 
 
1.  EXPERT CONFERENCING 

Expert conferencing for this topic was held on Monday 18 May (session 1) and Thursday 21 May 2015 
(session 2), as follow up sessions to the expert conference held previously, on Wednesday 29 April 
2015.  These  two  follow  up  sessions  were  held  at  the  Hearings  Venue,  348 Manchester  Street, 
Christchurch. Both sessions were unfacilitated.  

2.  PARTICIPANTS 

Name  Representing 

Paul Roberts   Christchurch City Council #310 

Steve Abley (present for 
only part of both sessions)  

Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited 

Melanie Muirson  
University  of  Canterbury  #797  &  FS#1442  &  Christchurch  Polytechnic 
Institute of Technology #756 & FS#1436 

Andy Carr   Memorial Avenue Investments Ltd #917 & FS#1351 

Andrew Metherell   Progressive Enterprises Ltd #790 & FS#1450 & Bunnings Ltd #725 

Ian Clark   Crown #495 & FS#1347 

Tony Penny (present only 
for session 1) 

AMP Capital Investors #1187 

Ann‐Marie Head 
Christchurch  International Airport  Ltd #863 &  FS#1359 &  Lyttelton Port 
Company #915 & FS#1444 



Nick Fuller  

AMP  Capital  Palms  Pty  Limited  814,  FS‐1308; TEL  Property  Nominees 
Limited  816,  FS‐1325;  Carter  Group  Limited  386,  FS‐1355;  Marriner 
Investments No 1 Limited 380, FS‐1256; Marriner Investments Limited 378; 
Oakvale  Farm  Limited  381,  FS‐1253; Maurice  R  Carter  Limited  377,  FS‐
1316; Maurice Carter Charitable Trust 385; Avonhead Mall Limited 379, FS‐
1417; and Scentre 742 & FS1270

Ray  Edwards  (present  for 
session  1  and  most  of 
session 2)  

St Georges Hospital #1073 & Urbis TPD Ltd #1073 & Papanui Properties Ltd 
#1188 & Harewood Properties Ltd #1189 

3.  CODE OF CONDUCT 

At the outset of session 1, it was confirmed that the expert witness conferencing would be carried 

out in accordance with the Environment Court of New Zealand Practice Note (2014) Appendix 3.   

4.  ISSUES DISCUSSED 

4.1   Activity Status (Note: Mr Abley was not present during this discussion) 

Mr Edwards considered that activities breaching the thresholds in the High Traffic Generators Rule 

(“HTG Rule”) should not be Restricted Discretionary Activities as presently proposed but should be 

Controlled activities instead.  The experts were not aware of any examples in recent years where the 

HTG rule had been used as the sole reason to decline an application and thus in effect it had 

historically operated as Controlled rather than as Restricted Discretionary anyway. The experts 

agreed that most very large developments and plan changes would be likely to be fully Discretionary 

or Non‐Complying activities which would therefore enable a full evaluation of the traffic effects 

regardless of the HTG rule. 

The experts agreed there may be merit in consideration of Controlled activity status for the HTG rule 

but considered that further information from other disciplines (planning, legal, etc) is required to 

clarify the implications of this change in status for the consent authority. 

4.2  Assessment of Parking (clarifying item 3.6 in statement of Expert Witness Conference of 29 

April 2015) (Note: Mr Abley was not present during this discussion) 

The experts agreed, with the exception of Mr Roberts, that Rule 7.2.3.1a(ii) should be deleted. The 

reasons for this is that by retaining an identified minimum parking requirement for all activities 

(including high trip generators) it will add certainty for applications and simplify the compliance 

assessment process.  

Mr Roberts does not disagree with this reasoning but also considers that deletion: 

(i) does not give appropriate discretion to reduce beyond the numbers that the parking 

reduction matters would permit and  

(ii) does not enable the Council to require more parking than might otherwise be required 

under the Minimum Parking Rule. 

Accordingly, Mr Roberts considers that Rule 7.2.3.1a(ii) should be retained. 

   



4.3  High Trip Generator (HTG) Triggers 

Following item 3.1 in the statement of Expert Witness Conference of 29 April 2015, the Experts had 

been provided with: 

 A draft paper for discussion from Mr Abley, on 11 May 2015, on potential triggers for an 

assessment under the HTG rule, which would differ according to location  

 An updated “redline” version of Chapter 7: Transport, dated 14 May 2015, which includes 

updated assessment matters. 

The experts agreed that the trigger for the HTG rule should not be based on vehicles per day (vpd) 

but on vehicles per peak hour (vpph).  

The experts agreed that there should be two thresholds that vary the assessment matters according 

to the scale of the development:  

 Below a lower threshold, activities would be Permitted activities. 

 Between this lower threshold and a second, higher threshold, activities will need a basic 

transport assessment. 

 Above the second, higher threshold, activities need a full (or integrated) transport 

assessment. 

It was agreed that assessment thresholds should apply to the peak hours of the adjacent network 

(noting that this will not always be the ‘conventional’ weekday morning or evening peaks). 

There was disagreement among the experts regarding the lower threshold which would trigger the 

basic assessment.  Opinions ranged from 30‐60 vpph.   

All experts agreed that the appropriate higher threshold beyond which a full assessment would be 

required should generally be 120 vpph. 

It was agreed that the trigger thresholds should be applied across all activities. 

The experts agree that for ease of implementation, the vpph thresholds should be converted to floor 

area thresholds (or other units to be consistent with those used for parking space requirements of 

Appendix 7.1).  

It was also agreed that there were instances where the conversion of vpph to floor area resulted in 

some anomalous outcomes (such as schools having a very low threshold), and accordingly, that in 

undertaking this conversation some variance should be accepted from the general vpph figure to 

avoid floor areas being set that were unduly onerous. 

4.4  Thresholds for assessments 

The following thresholds were put forward as the triggers for basic assessments, based on an 

assessment of the vpph of these uses.  

 

 



Land Use  Suggested Triggers (Not Finalised) 

Preschool  50 pupils  

School  100 students  

Healthcare  500m2 GFA  

Industry  5,000m2 GFA  

Warehouse  10,000m2 GFA  

Office  Between 1,500 and 2,000m2 GFA  

Residential  A figure of 60 households was put forward 

Retail  Between 400 to 1,000m2 GFA  

Mixed use and other activities not listed above  A figure of 60 vpph was put forward by some 

Table 1: Suggested (But Not Finalised) Thresholds for Basic Transport Assessments 

The following thresholds were put forward as possible triggers for full assessments:  

Land Use  Suggested Triggers (Not Finalised) 

Preschool  100 pupils  

School  200 students  

Healthcare  1,000m2 GFA  

Industry  10,000m2 GFA  

Warehouse  20,000m2 GFA  

Office  Between 3,000 and 4,000m2 GFA  

Residential  A figure of 120 households was put forward 

Retail  Between 800 to 2,000m2 GFA  

Mixed use and other activities not listed above  120 vpph  

Table 2: Suggested (But Not Finalised) Thresholds for Full (Integrated) Transport Assessments 

It was subsequently clarified that trade suppliers were specifically excluded from the definition of 

‘retail activity’ in the pRDP and would therefore fall under the ‘Mixed use and other activities not 

listed above’ row of the above table.   

There was discussion about whether further differentiation might be required for activities within 

Key Activity Centres (KACs).  The experts consider that higher thresholds may be justified for 

activities within KACS, to reflect the greater use of non‐car modes of travel and the potential for 

internal trips – both leading to lower traffic generation rates.  However, the experts did not agree 

the extent of the increase that may be appropriate within KACs.  Allowances of an additional 20% to 

50% were suggested over and above the figures set out above.   

4.5  Matters of Assessment 

 The experts considered the assessment matters on the basis of the revised list included in the 

revised version of Proposal 7 (the version dated 14 May 2015).    

 

 

 

 

 



Assessment matter 

Activities Listed as Permitted in the 
Zone’s Activity Status Table 

Activities Not Listed as Permitted 
in the Zone’s Activity Status Table 

Basic 
Assessment 

Full    
Assessment 

Basic 
Assessment 

Full   
Assessment 

1 Access and 
manoeuvring 

Revised Proposal 7 is appropriate but references to on site amenity should 
be deleted (as this is understood to be covered by other plan provisions) 

2 Design and layout 
(internal to site) 

Revised Proposal 7 is appropriate, but the assessment should be reworded 
to reflect the intention to maximise the opportunities for travel by non‐car 
modes.  

3 Parking 
Refer to recommendation in section 4.2 above regarding parking issues 
being considered only if there is a parking non‐compliance.  See below 

4 Heavy vehicles 
Revised Proposal 7 is appropriate but the experts considered that 250 
HCVs per day seems high 

5 Accessibility for all 
modes 

Should not be applicable 

Revised Proposal 7 was agreed in 
principle, but experts agreed that 
the wording in tracked change 
version needed to be refined 

6 Cumulative 
network effects 

Should not be 
applicable 

Assessment of 
the immediate 
vicinity only 
(safety and 
efficiency) 
 
See below 

Should not be 
applicable 

Assessment of 
the wider 
network is 
required  (safety 
and efficiency) 

7 Ngai Tahu values  Not a matter normally covered by transport assessments.  See below 

8 Transport policy 
framework 

Should not be applicable 
Revised 
Proposal 7 is 
appropriate 

The Experts agree (in principle) that most of the Assessment matters in the Revised Proposal 7 are 

appropriate, subject to some refinement in the wording, which they consider can usefully be 

discussed through the mediation process. 

The points of exception to this were: 

 Assessment Matter 3 (Parking).  With the exception of Mr Roberts, the Experts thought this 

was a matter that should only be considered in the event of non‐compliance with Rule 

7.2.3.1 (assuming that the suggested removal of the exception of HTG’s from that standard 

is put into effect, noting Mr Roberts concerns in this regard as described in Paragraph 4.2 

above). 

 Assessment Matter 6 (Cumulative Network Effects). There was agreement that this is an 

appropriate assessment matter for not otherwise‐permitted (‘out‐of‐zone’) activities. 

However there was not agreement over the extent to which this matter should be 

considered for larger activities that are ‘otherwise‐permitted’.  Some Experts wanted this 

limited to the ‘immediate vicinity’ (albeit that it is acknowledged that it needs to be better 

defined) and limited to matters pertaining to safety and efficiency.  In addition: 

o Mr Abley, Mr Metherell and Mr Fuller consider that for development within a KAC, 

the assessment of efficiency should be a lesser consideration recognising that KACs, 

by their nature, will be subject to private motor vehicle congestion.  



o Mr Clark, Mr Roberts and Ms Head agree that there will be a measure of private 

vehicle congestion in and around KACs, but consider that a balance will need to be 

achieved in each case between maintaining the functioning of the strategic transport 

networks (the arterial roads, including the state highways, and the main public 

transport and freight routes) and suitable functioning of the KACs. 

 Assessment Matter 7 (Ngai Tahu Values). This was simply noted as not being a matter 

normally covered by transport assessments and therefore outside the Experts’ sphere of 

expertise. 

 

 

   



We  confirm  that  this  Expert  Conferencing  Statement  is  a  true  and  accurate  record  of  the 
unfacilitated conferencing sessions held on 18 and 21 May 2015 and we have complied with the 
Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses. 
 
Signed: 
 

Name  Signature 

Paul Roberts  

Steve Abley  

Melanie Muirson  

Andy Carr  

Andrew Metherell  
 

Ian Clark  
 

Tony Penny  

Ann‐Marie Head 

Nick Fuller  

Ray Edwards  
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Attachment 4: Topic 4: Cycle Parking Follow Up Expert Conferencing Session, 
Transport Proposal: Chapter 7, 19 May 2015 

 



 

 

1. CYCLE PARKING– Follow up expert conferencing session - 19 May 2015 

Expert conferencing for this topic was held on Thursday 30 April 2015 at the Hearings Venue, 348 

Manchester Street, Christchurch.  The session was facilitated by Environment Commissioner Mr 

David Bunting.  A number of matters arose from that session requiring further investigation by Ms 

Ward.  A follow-up session (un-facilitated) was held on 19 May 2015 for the experts to discuss the 

findings of the investigations.  The black text below outlines the proceedings of the follow-up session 

and red text below outlines the post follow-up session information provided by Ms Ward on further 

outstanding matters, and also the positions of each expert in relation to those matters. 

2. PRESENT: Jeanette Ward, Ann-Marie Head, Axel Wilke, Melanie Muirson, Andrew Metherell 

and Andy Carr 

3. ISSUES DISCUSSED 

In this expert conferencing session, the experts discussed matters that were left outstanding or 

requiring clarification at the previous conferencing session on 30 April 2015. Reference was also 

made to the revised Transport Chapter dated 14 May 2015. 

3.1 Statement of Issues: Issue 8: Are the requirements regarding cycle parking appropriate? 

Matter 1: Should some of the visitor cycle parking be covered? 

The experts agree that there may be a case for covering some longer stay visitor cycle parking above 

a certain threshold.  Ms Ward presented further information which concluded that if such a rule was 

introduced, it should be limited to covering 50% of the visitor cycle parks and be applied to the 

category of Entertainment Facilities only, where at least 12 visitor cycle parks are required.  

The experts supported the rationale for this but considered there was insufficient justification and 

supporting information to demonstrate that the introduction of such a rule would have a material 

benefit in encouraging cycle use compared to the covering of staff/student/resident cycle parking.  

Consequently the experts did not support the inclusion of such a rule.  

Matter 2: Is the new assessment matter on cycle parking demand appropriate? 

The experts agreed the proposed assessment matter should be amended as follows: 

Whether the number of cycle parking spaces and end of trip facilities provided are the provision for 

cyclists is sufficient considering the nature of the activity on the site and anticipated demand for 

cycling and adjacent activities (any provision less than required by Table 7.5 must be supported by a 

detailed assessment).   

The experts considered the matter of ‘adjacent activities’ to be unreasonable and potentially 

unlawful since it imposes a requirement on one landowner to accommodate effects which they have 

not caused. The experts also considered that ‘any provision less than required by Table 7.5 must be 

supported by a detailed assessment’ was superfluous since the Council already has the ability to 

request further information through the Act.   

  



 

 

 

3.2  Statement of Issues - Issue 9: Should the pRDP regulate the number of showers and 

lockers for activities that provide cycle parking? 

Matter 3a, 3b Are the reduced number of activities listed in the revised Table 7.6 appropriate? 

The experts noted that the definitions section of the pRDP does not match the activity categories of 

Table 7.5 for example, Hospitals within the definitions chapter includes ‘supported residential care’ 

whilst Table 7.5 has separate rows for Hospitals and Care Facilities (including care facility component 

of retirement villages). 

Ms Ward agreed to clarify the intent of the track changed version of pRDP Table 7.6, particularly 

whether students should be included in the rate for showers and also in respect of potentially 

conflicting activities. 

[Post session feedback from Ms Ward: I have clarified that CCC initially excluded ‘students’ from the 

table as schools were to be excluded.  CCC   are comfortable that it remain excluded even though 

Tertiary Education is an activity that is subject to the requirements of Table 7.6.  Inclusion of 

students would have reduced the trigger level for showers.  For smaller scale activities, such as 

language schools, the trigger level would have been too low if based on both staff and students.   

The experts subsequently established their respective positions on the inclusion of a rule regarding 

the provision of showers via an e-mail exchange. 

 Ms Ward, Ms Head, Mr Wilke, Mr Metherell and Ms Muirson support the inclusion of a 

rule, but consider that it should only be based on the staff cycle parking required.   Mr 

Metherell supports this is on the basis it can reduce barriers to the use of cycling as a mode 

of travel to work, and complements both the significant cycle infrastructure investments 

being made in the city, and the District Plan staff cycle parking infrastructure requirements.   

 Mr Carr does not support the inclusion of a rule, on the basis that there is no evidence that 

the provision of showers has a quantifiable effect on increasing the modal share of cycling. 

As such, he does not consider that the linkage between this proposed rule and the pRDP 

Objectives and Policies supporting active transport has been demonstrated.] 

The experts agreed that if there is to be a rule, then the activities listed in Table 7.6 need to be 

consistent with Table 7.5 otherwise there is significant scope for misunderstanding.   

[Post session feedback from Ms Ward: I have discussed with CCC the suggestion of aligning the 

activities that are subject to the requirements of Table 7.6 to the activities listed in Table 7.5 given 

the confusion we identified with the tracked changes version. 

On this basis Table 7.6 could apply to: 

 Tertiary Education and Research facilities (row c in table 7.5) 

 Hospitals (row o in table 7.5) 

 Offices (row s in table 7.5) 

 Commercial Services (row bb in table 7.5) (most won’t trigger this, but it will capture large 

activities such as banks) 

 Other Retail Activities if not specified above (row ee in table 7.5)  -this is tricky as the name 

of that row is hard to extract word for word to apply to Table 7.6. 

  



 

 

Alternatively, and tidier: 

 Tertiary Education and Research facilities (row c in table 7.5) 

 Hospitals (row o in table 7.5) 

 Offices (row s in table 7.5) 

 Retail Activities and Commercial Services” (Rows bb to ee) knowing that scale to trigger the 

rule for say food and beverage is very large. 

The experts subsequently established their respective positions on the land uses to be addressed by 

the rule regarding the provision of showers via an e-mail exchange. 

 Ms Ward supports the rule as the alternative approach to specifying the activities. 

 Ms Head and Mr Wilke support either approach described above as they will result in 

showers being required for large scale activities that will provide a significant number of 

cycle parking spaces for staff. 

 Ms Muirson supports either approach proposed above as this will result in end of trip 

facilities being provided to cater for an activity with high staff cycling demand 

 Mr Metherell supports focussing the requirement on activities where there is a 

comparatively high staff cycling parking demand, and where practical implementation is 

likely to be achievable.  Of the activities now proposed by CCC, Mr Metherell considers that 

Commercial Services and Retail Activity categories should be excluded because the 

requirement will generally only be triggered for large, multi-tenanted, and potentially multi 

building developments, reducing the effectiveness and practicality of the provision.    

 Mr Carr does not support the inclusion of a rule, for the reasons set out above.] 

Matter 3c - Do design and location requirements for required showers need to be provided? 

The experts agreed that if a rule requiring showers is retained then additional rules relating to design 

and location of the showers to avoid adverse outcomes are not considered necessary. 

Conferencing discussions concluded 25 May 2015 

  



 

 

Signed: 
 

Name Signature 

Jeanette Ward 
 

 

Ann-Marie head  

 

Melanie Muirson 

 

Andy Carr  

 

Andrew Metherell  
  

Axel Wilke 
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Attachment 5: Car Parking and Cycle Parking Facilities 
 
 

 

 



Car Parking 
 
1. For completeness, an overview of the agreed points is as follows: 

(a) Rule 7.2.3.1, Minimum number and dimensions of car parks required: As notified, 

Rule 7.2.3.1, Appendix 7.1 Parking Space Requirements inclusion of a new car 

parking requirement for ‘student hostel accommodation’ (where that activity is not 

ancillary to an education activity) is supported however the link between the definition 

of ‘student hostel accommodation’ and the parking requirements is unclear. In Tables 

7.2, the ‘student hostel accommodation’ parking requirements were located under the 

‘education activities’ heading. Both UC and CPIT’s submissions sought that the 

‘student hostel accommodation’ parking requirement be relocated to under the 

‘residential activities’ heading.  The Council’s Revised Proposal now reflects the relief 

sought by UC and CPIT.   

(b) Rule 7.2.3.1, Minimum number and dimensions of car parks required: As notified, 

Rule 7.2.3.1 sets minimum car parking numbers and dimensions. Both UC and CPIT 

support the car parking assessment standards which are based on full time 

equivalent student numbers. The Council’s Revised Proposal now reflects the relief 

sought by UC and CPIT to incorporate the wording from the Operative District Plan 

for the assessment of Full Time Equivalent Student numbers (FTE) for Tertiary 

Education and Research Activities with particular regard to additional car parks 

required. 

 
Cycle Parking Facilities 
 
2. For completeness, an overview of the agreed points is as follows: 

(a) Rule 7.2.3.2, Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required: As notified, it was 

questioned as to what the trigger is to determine whether cycle parking and end of 

trip facilities meet the requirements of Appendix 7.2, Tables 7.5 and 7.6. Specific 

relief was sought in rewording this Rule. The Council’s Revised Proposal Rule 2 now 

states that “At least the minimum amount of Cycle parking facilities….” which is 

supported by both UC and CPIT. 

(b) Rule 7.2.3.2, Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required: As notified, Rule 

7.2.3.2, Appendix 7.2 Cycle Parking Facilities inclusion of a new cycle parking 

requirement for ‘student hostel accommodation’ (where that activity is not ancillary to 

an education activity) is supported however the link between the definition of ‘student 

hostel accommodation’ and the parking requirements is unclear. In Table 7.5, the 

‘student hostel accommodation’ parking requirements were located under the 

‘education activities’ heading. Both UC and CPIT’s submissions sought that the 

‘student hostel accommodation’ parking requirement be relocated to under the 



‘residential activities’ heading.  The Council’s Revised Proposal now reflects the relief 

sought by UC and CPIT.   

(c) Rule 7.2.3.2, Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required: As notified, Rule 

7.2.3.2 sets minimum cycle parking facilities required. Both UC and CPIT support the 

cycle parking facilities assessment standards which are based on full time equivalent 

student numbers. The Council’s Revised Proposal now reflects the relief sought by 

UC and CPIT to incorporate the wording from the Operative District Plan for the 

assessment of Full Time Equivalent Student numbers (FTE) for Tertiary Education 

and Research Activities with particular regard to additional cycle facilities required. 

(d) Rule 7.2.3.2, Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required: As notified, the 

ratios for student/visitor cycle parking set out in Appendix 7.2, Table 7.5 are 

supported. However the visitor parking requirement refers to “student capacity” and it 

is uncertain what this means therefore a change in wording to “students parks 

provided” was suggested. The Council’s Revised Proposal now reflects the relief 

sought by UC and CPIT with a change of wording to “FTE students” which is 

supported by both UC and CPIT. 

(e) Rule 7.2.3.2, Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required: As notified, the 

requirement to provide staff and student cycle spaces with ‘end of trip’ facilities is 

supported, however the ratio of ‘end of trip’ facilities is considered too onerous for 

UC. This requires a significant investment in facilities when the current facilities on 

the campuses are not being fully utilised. A recommendation was made to change the 

facilities requirement to “1 locker per every 4 staff/resident/student cycle park 

provided + 1 shower per every 50 staff cycle parks provided”. The Expert 

Conferencing concluded that the requirement for lockers be removed which is 

supported by UC. The inclusion of a rule regarding shower facilities based on staff 

cycle parking requirements was supported, as per the Council’s Revised Proposal 

Table 7.6 which detail the revised end of trip facilities requirements. The Council’s 

Revised Proposal now reflects a compromise in the relief sought by UC and CPIT for 

number of staff cycle parks >100 requiring “10 showers for the first 100 staff cycle 

parks required + 2 showers for each additional 50 staff cycle parks required”. 
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	9. I attended the Transport Expert Conferencing on 29 and 30 April 2015 and follow up sessions on 18 and 21 May 2015, and I signed the agreed Transport Conferencing Statements, dated 29 and 30 April 2015 and the follow up statements dated 18 and 21 Ma...
	10. I attended the Transport Chapter Mediation on 3 and 4 June 2015, and I signed the agreed Joint Statement of Expert Witnesses, dated 3 June 2015.
	11. As set out in the Council’s Revised Proposal for Chapter 7 - Transport of the pCRDP, dated 14 May 2015, my evidence focuses on those aspects of UC and CPIT’s submissions, where points of difference remain following the transport expert conferencin...
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	12. The majority of the UC Campus and the CPIT City Campus and Trades Campus are zoned Cultural 4 in the operative City Plan, which will be addressed through Phase Two of the Plan review. There are, however, various provisions in Phase One of the Repl...
	13. I support the intention of the proposed policy and rule for High Trip Generators to ensure that activities do not impact significantly on the surrounding transport network and that the effects are assessed appropriately.
	14. Following the Expert Conferencing, points of difference remain on Rule 7.2.3.10 which has resulted in the Council proposing a simplified rule, the Council’s Revised Proposal. Whilst this latest version does reflect the general agreement of the exp...
	15. The Council’s Revised Proposal high trip generator rule is highly restrictive for both educational organisations. This will result in resource consents being required under this rule for education activities with ≥150 FTE students and an Integrate...
	16. A “Submitters’ Version” of the High Trip Generator provisions was prepared following mediation which is supported by 34 Submitters on Rule 7.2.3.10 – High Trip Generators and Policy 7.1.1.2 to which UC and CPIT agree to the in principle and I supp...
	UNIVERSITY OF cANTERBURY AND CHRISTCHURCH POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY’s Submissions on chapter 7, tRansport
	17. UC and CPIT have made submissions and further submissions on Chapter 7 of the pCRDP.
	18. The original submissions relate to the following rules:
	(a) Rule 7.2.3.1, Minimum Number and Dimensions of Car Parks Required;
	(b) Rule 7.2.3.2, Minimum Number of Cycle Parking Facilities;
	(c) Rule 7.2.3.10, High Trip Generators.

	19. Both UC and CPIT’s submissions do not oppose the principles of these rules, but rather seek re-wording in order to the Transport Chapter Rules to provide greater clarity and certainty around their application and interpretation.
	20. The further submissions made by UC and CPIT, support various submissions made by other submitters, as follows:
	(a) Submissions made by McDonald’s Restaurants (New Zealand) Limited, Nurse Maude Association, Latitude Group Limited, Catholic Diocese of Christchurch, St Bedes College, St Thomas of Canterbury College, Villa Maria College, Middleton Grange School, S...
	(b) The submission made by McDonald’s Restaurants (New Zealand) Limited on Rule 7.2.3.1 – Minimum number and dimensions of car parks required;
	(c) The submission made by New Zealand Institute of Architects Canterbury Branch on Rule 7.2.3.2 – Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required.

	EXPERT CONFERENCING AND EVIDENCE
	21. As set out in the Council’s Revised Proposal for the Transport Chapter, dated 14 May 2015, my evidence focuses on those aspects of UC and CPIT’s submissions, where points of difference remain following the transport expert conferencing and mediati...
	22. I support the intention of the proposed policy and rule for High Trip Generators to ensure that activities do not impact significantly on the surrounding transport network and that the effects are assessed appropriately.
	23. The UC and CPIT support Item 2 in Rule 7.2.3.1 of Council’s Revised Proposal where an integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for the site and therefore this rule does not apply to any development that is within the scope of that...
	24. Where an activity requires resource consent under Rule 7.2.3.10 (High Trip Generators – Council’s Revised Proposal), Rule 7.2.3.1 is not applicable and the minimum number of car parking spaces then becomes a guide. There is concern about this appr...
	25. I rely on Mr Jeremy Phillips and Mr Nicholas Fuller’s evidence for further discussion on this matter and support the removal of this component of the rule and the associated assessment matter from the High Trip Generator rule because it should onl...
	26. The Council’s Revised Proposal high trip generator rule is highly restrictive for both educational organisations. This will result in resource consents being required under this rule for education activities with ≥150 FTE students and an Integrate...
	27. The Council’s Revised Proposal’s trigger points for when a resource consent, and subsequent Integrated Transport Assessment, is required is unclear given that both UC and CPIT currently have greater than 150 FTE students, and have had so for many ...
	28. Following the discussions at the conferencing and mediation it is accepted that the High Trip Generator rule will be retained with modifications as an acceptable compromise. However the Council’s Revised Proposal, albeit in a more simplified form,...
	29. The Submitters’ Version for High Trip Generating Activities summarises an alternative Table 7.1 which provides for a lower and an upper threshold that determines the need for Basic Transport Assessments and Full Integrated Transport Assessments.
	30. The Council’s Revised Proposal and Mr Paul Roberts evidence (I refer to Attachment G) did respond in part to the submitter’s concerns. However minor modifications are proposed by the submitters that would address their concerns and provide more cl...
	31. The proposed Table 7.1 is as follows:
	32. Note that the units for Retail thresholds should be expressed as GLFA to be consistent with the units in Table 7.2 Minimum number of Car Parks required in the Council’s Revised Proposal.
	33. These trigger thresholds were agreed on the basis that activities requiring a basic or full Transport Assessment are to be restricted discretionary, as currently proposed by the Council’s Revised Proposal. It is noted that Column A and B represent...
	34. I rely on Mr Ray Edwards’s evidence which addresses the Submitters’ Version of the proposal regarding the controlled activity versus the restricted discretionary activity status. I disagree with Mr Edwards’s position of removal of the High Trip Ge...
	35. Tertiary Education was missing from the Council’s Revised Proposal therefore was included in the Submitters’ Version of Table 7.1, with the lower threshold set at 250 FTE students while the upper threshold is set at 750 FTE students. The Tertiary ...
	36. It is highlighted that the thresholds for the Preschool and Schools in the Submitters’ Version have been modified to provide a threefold increase between the lower and upper thresholds so that the all education activities thresholds are consistent.
	37. The Submitters’ Version of Table 7.1, Note 1 clarifies that these thresholds only apply “….to allow for 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 af...
	38. UC and CPIT requested that Note 2 of the Submitters’ Version should read “For tertiary education activities, Table 7. 1 shall only apply to any additional traffic generation from a site as a result of a development which increases the number of, c...
	39. In relation to other activities included in the Submitters’ Version of Table 7.1, the experts agreed in the Joint Statement (dated 3 June 2015) the following:
	(a)  The retail category is split to recognise that factory shops and retail activities in retail park zones will generally have lower traffic generation, and warrant a higher floor area threshold. The intention is to minimise inconsistency with the m...
	(b) The office activity thresholds were modified with the lower threshold being increased from 1,250m2 GFA in Council’s Revised Proposal to 1,750m2 GFA to reflect the transport expert’s agreement on the lower threshold being set at approximately 50 ve...
	(c) There was discussion about whether spiritual facilities should be included as a specific activity in Table 7.1. It was agreed that this activity type should be treated in the “other activities” category of the Submitters’ Version of Table 7.1 beca...

	40. Through my participation in the Expert Conferencing and Mediation I have had involvement in the discussions on the wider issues associated with the High Trip generator rule. To provide efficiency for the Panel, instead of all of these matters bein...
	41. I have read the evidence of other traffic experts and comment as follows:
	(a) Mr Edwards (Urbis TPD Ltd, St Georges Hospital, Papanui Properties Ltd, Harewood Properties Ltd):  I support the comments made by Mr Edwards with regards to the activity status as set out in the Submitters’ Version.  I agree there would be little ...
	(b) Mr Phillips (Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd, AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited, TEL Properties Nominees Ltd, National Property Trust Ltd):  I support the evidence of Mr Phillips as it relates to the complexity and ambiguity created regarding car parking fo...
	(c) Mr Fuller (Scentre (New Zealand) Limited): I support the statements of Mr Fuller with regards to applying minimum standards for High Trip Generating activities, including the parking reduction factors and associated assessment matters. I consider ...
	(d) Mr Metherell (Progressive Enterprises Ltd, Bunnings Ltd, Kiwi Property Group Ltd and Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd):  I agree with Mr Metherell regarding the scope of assessment matters for High Trip Generators and the need for recognition of Key Act...
	(e) Ms Head (Christchurch International Airport Ltd and Lyttelton Port Company Ltd):  I support the evidence of Ms Head as it relates to recognising that transport hubs are subject to high levels of transport demand.

	42. The Council’s Revised Proposal, albeit in a more simplified form, still in my opinion does not fully address the concerns of submitters including the Tertiary Education providers with regard to the minimum thresholds for Integrated Transport Asses...
	43. I support the Submitter’s Version which provides certainty for all activities, in particular for Tertiary Education. I believe these are acceptable levels to trigger the Basic Transport Assessments and Full Integrated Transport Assessments when ap...
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	1. For completeness, an overview of the agreed points is as follows:
	(a) Rule 7.2.3.1, Minimum number and dimensions of car parks required: As notified, Rule 7.2.3.1, Appendix 7.1 Parking Space Requirements inclusion of a new car parking requirement for ‘student hostel accommodation’ (where that activity is not ancilla...
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	2. For completeness, an overview of the agreed points is as follows:
	(a) Rule 7.2.3.2, Minimum number of cycle parking facilities required: As notified, it was questioned as to what the trigger is to determine whether cycle parking and end of trip facilities meet the requirements of Appendix 7.2, Tables 7.5 and 7.6. Sp...
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