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INTRODUCTION  
Qualifications and experience 

1. My name is Dean Michael Chrystal.  I am a Director with Planz Consultants Limited a 
planning consultancy based in Christchurch. 

2. I hold a Bachelor of Regional Planning degree and am an accredited Commissioner.  I have 
been employed in the practice of Planning and Resource Management for over 25 years, 
both in New Zealand and the United Kingdom. I am a full member of the New Zealand 
Planning Institute.   

3. My experience includes the policy and rule development for the commercial and retail 
provisions contained in the Operative Christchurch City Plan (Operative Plan) while working 
for the Council.  

4. I also had a leading role in the preparation of Variation 86 to the Operative Plan (Variation 
86) which introduced the present centres based approach to retailing in Christchurch. I was 
then involved in preparing and presenting evidence at both the Council hearing and 
subsequent Environment Court hearing of appeals on Variation 86. 

5. As a Commissioner, my experience includes hearing and making decisions on numerous plan 
changes and resource consent applications around the country. I have also been a member 
of Panels appointed to hear submissions and make decisions on district plan reviews in the 
Selwyn and Horowhenua Districts. 

6. I am presenting evidence on behalf of Progressive Enterprises Limited, Kiwi Income Property 
Trust, Bunnings Limited, Christchurch International Airport Limited, Lyttelton Port Company 
Limited, Waterloo Park Limited, Catholic Diocese, Alpine Presbytery, and the Methodist 
Church of New Zealand.   

7. I am familiar with the proposed Replacement District Plan Transport proposal. 

8. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed the evidence of Council witnesses: 

(a) Mr Richard Osborne  

(b) Mr David Falconer;  

(c) Mr Paul Roberts, and 

(d) Mr Peter Nunns.  

9. I confirm that I attended the mediation session for Integrated Transport Assessments, which 
was held on 3rd June 2015.   

10. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed the code of conduct for expert witnesses 
contained in Environment Court Practice Note (2014).  I have complied with it in preparing 
my evidence.  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. 

 



 

 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS USED 

11.  

CIAL    Christchurch International Airport Limited 

LPC     Lyttelton Port Company Limited 

WPL     Waterloo Park Limited 

Progressives   Progressive Enterprises Limited 

Kiwi    Kiwi Income Property Trust 

Bunnings   Bunnings Limited 

pRDP    proposed Replacement District Plan  

RMA    Resource Management Act 

LURP    Land Use Recovery Plan 

CRPS    Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

KAC    Key Activity Centre 

OiC    Order in Council 

SoE    Statement of Expectations 

HTG    High Trip Generator 

ITA    Integrated Transport Assessments 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

12. I have been asked by Progressive Enterprises Limited, Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi 
Property Holdings Limited, Bunnings Limited, Christchurch International Airport Limited, 
Lyttelton Port Company, Waterloo Park Limited, Catholic Diocese, Alpine Presbytery and the 
Methodist Church of New Zealand to provide evidence in relation to their submissions on 
the Transport proposal.  

13. All the parties above made submissions points on Chapter 7 - Transport. A number of those 
submission points have either been addressed in the revised chapter or are no longer of 
relevance given the amendments which have occurred.  The major outstanding issue for the 
above submitters is that around the proposal for the High Trip Generation provisions and its 
associated extent of regulatory intervention. Three other policy matters are addressed 
towards the end of my evidence.   

14. As highlighted in the letter accompanying the Mediation Report representatives for 33 
submitters (the submitter group) have worked on a new version of the HTG provisions titled 
the “submitters version” which is attached as Attachment B to the Mediation Report. I 
confirm that I was party to the development of the “submitter version”. I also note that a 
slightly amended version is attached to Mr Phillips evidence as Attachment 1 to take account 
of some specific matters concerning the New Zealand Transport Agency and Kiwirail and the 
updating the existing activities exemption provision.    

15. In an attempt to avoid significant levels of duplication the scope of my evidence is primarily 
focussed on the policies and rule structure associated with the high trip generation 
provisions from a planning perspective. I understand a number of traffic engineers are 
covering specific traffic related matters (some of whom I refer to) associated with the HTG 



 

 

and other Transportation provisions and that Mr Phillips in particular is covering other 
planning related aspects from the submitter group.  

16. In preparing my evidence I have considered:  

 The City Councils revised version of Chapter 7 dated 14th May 2015; 

 The evidence of Council witnesses; 

 Submitters’ submissions; 

 The expert conferencing statement relating to Integrated Transport Assessments; 

 The evidence of relevant traffic witness and Mr Phillips; 

 Relevant statutory provisions; and 

 The submitter version of the HTG provisions framework (Attachment B) attached to 
the Mediation Report dated 9th June 2015. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

17. The Council has made a number of revisions to the Transport proposal through the 
submission, expert conferencing and mediation processes. In my view many of these 
revisions have improved legibility of, and simplified, the Transport chapter.   

18. The High Trip Generator provisions as proposed in the 14 May revised version remains an 
area of concern, in particular: 

 the lack of any policy focus on, or recognition of, HTG activities which are otherwise 
permitted and anticipated in a KAC or a transport hub where high levels of 
transport demand can be expected; 

 the use of the HTG rule as the primary rule for determining parking requirements 
and the inclusion of Manawhenua values within the ITA process; 

 the finalisation of wording regarding the exemption provision for existing activities; 

 the provision of a better distinction in terms of rule status and notification 
provisions between those activities which are permitted and in-zone and those 
which might locate out of zone; and 

 the setting of assessment criteria which reflect the balance between the size of the 
activity and its location whether in-zone or out of zone. 

19. I consider that the submitter version of the HTG rule, including a controlled activity status 
for some in-zone activities and non-notification / no written approvals for otherwise 
permitted activities, better achieves the intent of the SoE and Objective 3.3.2 of the 
Strategic Directions Chapter and provides greater encouragement for in-zone development.  

20. Greater recognition of the importance of strategic transport infrastructure including the Port 
and Airport is appropriate in the Objective and Policy framework and gives effect to the 
CPRS.  

21. A qualifier in iv. of Objective 1 would be appropriate in the context of the CRPS, with a 
compromise being the words “for Christchurch District” at the beginning of the Objective 1 
at (a).   



 

 

SUBMISSIONS  

22. In their submissions on Chapter 7 Progressives, Kiwi, Bunnings, CIAL, LPC, WPL, the Catholic 
Diocese, Alpine Presbytery and the Methodist Church of New Zealand variously sought: 

 Amendments to Objective 1 and Policies 1 ,2, 4, 5, 7 and 8; 

 The introduction of a new policy regarding key transport infrastructure;    

 The introduction of a new policy regarding and established activities; 

 Amendments to High Trip Generator rule, including the exemption for established 
activities; and 

 Amendments to the loading facilities and cycle parking end of trip facilities.  

23. I note that Mr Falconer has addressed a submission by the Catholic Diocese regarding the 
definition of Education Activity and is “mostly supportive of the changes they are seeking”1. 
My understanding is that this matter will be addressed as part of Phase 2 of the pRDP.   

24. I also note that the exemptions were sought by LPC for parking and high trip generator 
provisions for the Specific Purpose (Lyttelton Port) Zone. I understand that LPC and the 
Canterbury Regional Council were jointly directed on 19 June 2014 by the Minister for 
Canterbury Earthquake Recovery to prepare a Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan. The purpose of 
the Recovery Plan is to provide for the efficient, timely and effective repair, rebuild and 
restoration and enhancement of Lyttelton Port.  The preliminary draft Lyttelton Port 
Recovery Plan has been prepared and is currently in a Hearings process.  The Plan will direct 
amendments to the Christchurch District Plan.  The amendments include a set of transport 
provisions that will apply to the Special Purpose (Lyttelton Port) Zone which include parking 
and high trip generation. 

STATUTORY CONTEXT 

25. Mr Osborne and Mr Falconer have outlined in some detail in their evidence the statutory 
framework they consider the Transport proposal is to be assessed against.  While I generally 
accept those, within the context of the matters I have addressed in my evidence I also 
consider the objective and policy framework in the LURP, CRPS and PRDP associated with 
the centres based approach to commercial activity and that associated with transport hubs 
are also of relevance.  

26. I also accept that this framework must be seen in the context of the Order in Council and 
specifically Schedule 4 of the Statement of Expectations as detailed later in my evidence and 
that the provisions of the RMA remains an important consideration.           

KEY ISSUES REMAINING 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 – High trip generating activities 

27. Policy 2 establishes the framework against which HTG activities are to be assessed.  A 
number of amendments are proposed to Policy 2 in the submitter version and I understand 
that some of these are consistent with those now proposed by the Council.   

a) Policy Recognition for Transport Hubs and KACs  

                                                
1
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28. One particular amendment sought in the submitter version is to provide for policy 
recognition that transport hubs and KACs are and will continue to be subject to high levels of 
transport demand, which will accordingly generate higher flows of traffic. It is considered 
that assessment of new HTG activities should in these circumstances focus on managing 
rather than avoiding adverse effects.  The policy proposed in the submitter version is as 
follows: 

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. 

29. The LURP (Outcome 10), CRPS (Objective 6.2.5 and 6.2.6 and Policies 6.3.1 and 6.3.6), the 
Strategic Directions Chapter (Objective 3.3.7) and the yet to be determined Commercial 
Chapter (Objective 2 and Policy 1) all promote a centres based approach to commercial 
development within Christchurch which is focussed on the Central City and KAC’s. In terms 
of transport hubs, Issue 6.1.3 of the CRPS notes that helping to ensure environmental 
sustainability from a transport perspective means that existing key transport hubs such as 
airports and ports must be safeguarded. This is supported by Policy 6.3.4(1) and 6.3.6 (9).  
Issue 5.1.4 of the CRPS, which is relevant to the entire region, also notes that the effects of 
the transport system must be managed but also that the transport system is a significant 
regional resource and that people and freight need to be linked into efficient regional and 
national transport networks, specifically by effective and efficient access to ports and 
airports as part of the transport network, and to services in cities and towns.   

30. Given this centres based approach to commercial development and the significance placed 
on key transport hubs such as the airport and port I consider it is important to recognise at 
the policy level that both current and proposed activities in these locations will impact on 
roads and traffic in their vicinity due to their higher levels of traffic demand, and in the case 
of KAC’s, pedestrian demand.    

31. By promoting a centre based, as opposed to a dispersal model, traffic movements will by 
necessity be focused around those centres. The effect of such an approach is to intensify 
various forms of traffic in and around centres but at the same time reduce the wider traffic 
impact on other parts of the roading network. There are therefore significant advantages in 
terms of overall traffic distances and generation to be gained by concentrating businesses in 
KAC’s and this concentration of traffic should be seen as an acceptable effect given the 
wider benefits to the entire road network. 

32. I also acknowledge the reference by Mr Metherall2 to the limited options available to 
applicants to address transport issues at a local level around many of the KAC’s to 
accommodate an increased travel demands at a high (or at least equivalent to existing) level 
of service.  He goes onto refer to experience of the conflict between a desire to prioritise 
arterial through traffic, and the need to provide for efficient and safe access to centres and 
expresses his opinion that a key role of an arterial passing a KAC is to provide a connection 
for people to get to that centre.3 

33. I note that the Environment Court in Christchurch City Council v PD Sloan and Emma Jane 
Limited and Daubney Trust C03/2008 (upheld by the High Court in CIV-2008-485-280) 
accepted that with the centres based approach of Variation 86 (a very similar model to that 
proposed) that traffic conditions around commercial centres would deteriorate with centre 
growth and that the focus should be on reducing rather than avoiding those impacts.  In 
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paragraph 57 “the Court observes that in introducing Variation 86 with its centres-based 
approach the City Plan must anticipate traffic conditions will deteriorate around retail 
centres as they expand. It follows Council is prepared to accept increases in traffic and will 
presumably plan mitigation measures appropriately”.  

34. In paragraph 17 the Court stated … “For our part we cannot accept that the intention of 
Variation 86 is that every time a district centre is being considered, an increase in traffic 
levels will be seen as a basis on which to refuse to make any provision for such a centre. … we 
consider the following points are clear from a reading of the Plan: 

(a) that district centres will generate localised high traffic demands around the centre; 

(b) that those should be accommodated wherever possible on arterial or minor arterial 
roads and should avoid local roads; 

(c) that (given that the network as a whole should have lower levels of demand) works and 
improvement to accommodate such extra traffic will be focussed around reducing (but 
not avoiding) those local impacts.” [emphasis added] 

35. The Court in paragraph 94 went on to disagree that there should be an avoidance of 
network effects stating that “Quite clearly the Plan envisaged a local impact on roads as a 
result of district centres, and the objectives are to mitigate these effects rather than avoid 
them … ” 

36. A similar situation arises with transport hubs which also experience high levels of transport 
demand although the mode of the trip maybe different and involve the movement of freight 
and/or people. Ms Head notes that there is a limit to the extent of effective traffic 
management possible in transport hubs and levels of service can be expected to worsen as 
demands increase.  She considers therefore that high trip generating activities locating 
within or close to transport hubs can only be expected to minimise adverse effects of 
development on the transport network rather than avoiding adverse effects which may be 
expected elsewhere.4 Ms Head also notes a number of benefits of locating suitable and 
compatible high trip generating activities within or close to transport hubs including ease of 
interchanging between modes, or reduced trip lengths to reach complementary activities.5 

37. Overall therefore and in line with the Courts conclusions in (c) above I consider that the 
focus in considering HTG activities which are otherwise permitted in a KAC or a transport 
hub should be on managing the effects of development rather than avoiding them.  There is 
an opportunity here in my opinion to give further encouragement to development within 
KAC’s and transport hubs at a policy level by indicating that the focus will be on managing 
their effects rather than seeking to avoid them.  

b) Amendments to Existing Policy 2        

38. The proposed amendments to the second component of Policy 2 include a number which 
appeared to be supported by all parties at the mediation. In my opinion the amendments 
proposed in the submitter version are heading in the right direction. There may be elements 
that require further tweaking however the move towards managing the adverse effects of 
high traffic generators; recognising the activities anticipated, or perhaps more appropriately 
permitted, by the zone; and reducing areas of duplication are in my view appropriate.   

39. Amendments also reflect the position in the submitter version with regards to the use of the 
HTG rule as the primary rule for determining parking requirements and on the inclusion of 
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Manawhenua values within the ITA process.  These more specific matters have been 
covered in the evidence of Mr Fuller and Mr Phillips and I agree with their conclusions.     

Exemption Provision for Existing Activities and Associated New Policy  

40. A number of the submitters including churches sought amendments to the application of 
Rule 7.2.3.10, concerning HTG’s. Although having a somewhat different emphasis there is a 
significant degree of complementarity with these submissions.  

41. The primary concern of myself and other experts for the submitters is that if the threshold 
level for ITA’s is set without regard to the existing facilities on a site, then they will be faced 
with the prospect that an ITA would be required for any extended facilities on a site, even if 
extensions were quite small, because the existing activity may already breach the threshold. 
The pRDP as notified went some way to acknowledging this concern, but the wording was 
unclear, and accordingly the submitters sought an amendment to ‘Note 2’ under Rule 
7.2.3.10 as follows: 

If an Integrated Transport Assessment has already been approved for this site is part of a 
granted resource consent or a development already exists at (insert date at which plan 
becomes operative), then this rule does not apply to any development that already exists, 
or is within the scope of that Integrated Transport Assessment and in accordance with the 
resource consent unless the resource consent has lapsed. For clarity where a proposed 
development increases the level of traffic associated with the site, Rule 7.2.3.10 shall 
only apply when the cumulative net increase above the existing or consented level 
triggers the rule thresholds. 

42. Some of the submitters also sought that this qualification to the rule be accompanied by a 
new policy 7.1.1.9 reading as follows: 

7.1.1.9 Policy – Traffic Generation and Parking, Existing Activities 

In the case of long-standing activity such as schools and churches, where redevelopment 
or expansion is proposed, assessment shall be confined to any increased effects of such 
redevelopment or expansion, rather than the existing effects of the activity. 

43. What the submitters are seeking by way of the qualifying ‘note’, and through the addition of 
the proposed policy (7.1.1.9), is that the threshold for consent and the requirement to 
prepare an ITA, be set such that any minor increase in floor space or activities on an existing 
site should not require a resource consent, and that this important principle be recognised in 
the transport provisions of the pRDP.  

44. Since that time there have been a significant number of “versions” discussed between the 
Council, the submitter representatives and subsequently in mediation involving traffic 
engineers. The outcome of this process, and further subsequent discussions, has been a 
modified Table 7.1 which accompanies Rule 7.2.3.10 and was included in the submitter 
version. 

45. The Council have now proposed a note to accompany Rule 7.2.3.10 (received on 8 June from 
Mr Falconer) which reads: 

(a) For the purposes of calculating the thresholds in Rule 7.2.3.10 (and Table 7.1) for the 
existing activities with access to urban roads, the level of trip generation/scale of 
activity that existed prior to the plan becoming operative will not be included. 



 

 

(b) However (a) does not apply if the existing activity’s vehicle access arrangements 
change so that more than 50 vehicle trips per peak hour will use a new vehicle access 
to the activity and/or the volumes using any existing vehicle access to the activity 
increases by more than 50 vehicle trips per peak hour. 

46. I fully support the exemption to Rule 7.2.3.10 in the Councils wording under (a) above. 
However I have concerns as to the application of (b) which could largely undermine the 
exemption which the Council has offered. In my opinion it is clear from (a) that the 
exemption only applies to existing activities.  Any increase in that activity beyond the 
threshold in Column A or B of the rule would then require consent due to Rule 7.2.3.10. I 
therefore consider (b) should be limited to a consideration of access only. Accordingly I 
consider that (a) should be included as a qualification to Rule 7.2.3.10 and that (b) should be 
reworded as follows: 

(b) However (a) does not apply if the existing activity’s vehicle access arrangements 
change without breaching Column A in which case the assessment is limited only to 
the impacts of the new access location. 

47. While willing to make amendments qualifying Rule 7.2.3.10 to make allowance for existing 
levels of traffic generation, the Council witnesses have opposed the addition of an 
accompanying new Policy 7.1.1.9 to give effect to the qualification to the rule. There have 
been a number of discussions around alternative drafts relating to the proposed addition of 
a Policy 7.1.1.9. I understand the witnesses for the Council are concerned with wording that 
any existing effects associated with traffic generation and parking be “disregarded” at a 
policy level. The wording contained for the new Policy 7.1.1.9 in the submitter version 
emphasises that it is the effects of additional traffic generation and parking demand beyond 
what is already existing at the date the plan becomes operative that is the trigger for further 
assessment. 

48. I remain of the view that it is necessary that there be an accompanying policy to the 
qualification to Rule 7.3.2.10. The amendment to accept existing levels of traffic generation 
is more than simply a matter of minor detail - it is an important qualification with respect to 
the administration of the pRDP, and as a signal to potentially affected parties that some 
extension and redevelopment is anticipated below the Column A threshold.  I note that 
other transport related controls would still apply to any extension or redevelopment and 
this policy (and associated rule) only relates to assessing HTG activities.  

49. Finally with respect to this topic, I emphasise that the addition of the proposed Policy 7.1.1.9 
is only supporting what the Council has already agreed to in principle at the rules level. The 
proposed Policy 7.1.1.9, as agreed in the submitter version, is as follows: 

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. 

Revised High Trip Generation Rule 

50. The amendments to the HTG rule now proposed provide in my opinion little distinction 
between those activities which are permitted and in-zone and those which might locate out 
of zone aside from some differing assessment criteria. In my opinion this provides little in 
the way of incentive for activities to locate in the appropriate zone particularly commercial 
activities. Indeed it may be more likely to incentivise out of zone activity on the basis that 



 

 

such a location could have a less congested road network and therefore an easier route 
through the ITA process and HTG rule from an overall cost and mitigation perspective than 
an in-zone proposition which I consider to be an inferior planning outcome that would not 
achieve the wider objectives and policies of the pRDP.           

51. The revised HTG rule proposed in the submitter version promotes a distinction between in-
zone or otherwise permitted activities and out of zone activities at the rule level as well as at 
the assessment criteria level. In my view and in line with my discussion on Policy 2 above, it 
is important that the HTG rule is consistent with promoting the centres based approach 
adopted in the pRDP and supporting transport hub.     

a) Controlled Activity Status 

52. The submitter version introduces a controlled activity status for those otherwise permitted 
activities which are in-zone and which fall between the proposed Column A and Column B 
thresholds as opposed to a restricted discretionary status. These are smaller scale activities 
where the general issues are around access and manoeuvring, the design and layout of 
parking areas and heavy vehicle movements.  These are similar matters to those which are 
considered via the HTG rule in the operative plan and as noted by the Expert Conferencing 
Statement of the 18th and 21st of May the traffic “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”. 

53. In my opinion I struggle to foresee a situation where a small scale otherwise permitted 
activity in-zone would need to be declined on traffic generation grounds. Indeed the history 
of the HTG rule would support my view. A controlled activity status on the other hand would 
provide a higher level of certainty for users of the pRDP whilst still enabling the key issues to 
be addressed and controlled by Council.  

54. Mr Falconer considers that there is a risk that controlled activity status for the HTG rule 
could lead to potential “stalemates” and that controlled activity status can also add 
complexity to the plan by having to specify detailed matters of control.6 These sentiments 
are similar to those expressed by other Council witnesses in hearings on other chapters of 
the pRDP in relation to controlled activity status.  In my opinion neither of the matters raised 
by Mr Falconer are valid concerns to justify a more restrictive activity status.   

55. The reference to “stalemates” seems to suggest that a restricted discretionary status and 
the threat of a decline is necessary in order for discussions on, and material changes to, an 
application to take place. In my view there are no reasons why discussions, negotiations and 
changes cannot occur within the ambit of a controlled activity and my experience is that 
they do. It is important to remember that controlled activities are not permitted activities, 
they require a resource consent and there is the ability to impose conditions with which an 
activity must comply (s87A(2)(c) of the RMA). 

56. I have also considered the issue of the need for detailed matters of control in relation to a 
controlled activity presumably as opposed to those criteria currently proposed. I can see no 
reason why the assessment criteria would need to be any more prescriptive than those 
currently proposed at the restricted discretionary level as amended in the submitter version.  

57. Overall in my opinion controlled activity status for the smaller scale activities which fall 
between the proposed Column A and Column B thresholds and which are otherwise 
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permitted activities and in-zone is a more efficient and effective control which has minimal 
costs and greater benefits in terms of certainty and enabling in-zone development.    

b) Non-notification and no written approval      

58. The submitter version also proposes a non-notification / no written approval approach to 
activities which are otherwise permitted and located in-zone. In my view this is a sensible 
approach which recognises that the matters associated with such in-zone development from 
a traffic perspective are essentially between the Council and the applicant.  In other words if 
the activity is otherwise anticipated within the zone there is no basis for it to be subject to 
notification and written approvals for the traffic it generates.      

59. While I accept the issue of potential amenity effects associated with traffic generation 
maybe raised as a reason for retaining the status quo of notification, in my opinion those 
effects can only really be of significance if the scale of development proposed goes beyond 
the permitted level.  In this regard the submitter version includes a condition that the 
activity complies with the applicable height standard for the zone.  

60. In support of the above I note that the ability to notify in zone development and seek 
written approvals has existed in the HTG rule in the operative plan.  As a case in point it is 
my understanding that the application to expand the Westfield development at Riccarton 
which involved access and significant vehicle generation onto Dilworth Street, a local road 
with residential properties on the other side, was not notified and was not required to 
obtain written approvals.  It was accepted that the activity was permitted within the zone 
and that the effects were therefore anticipated.      

61. I note that an exception has now been provided in the updated submitter version 
(Attachment A) attached to Mr Phillips evidence and the written approval /non notification 
provision has now been provided for the New Zealand Transport Agency and Kiwirail where 
activities have direct access to a State Highway and/or where activities have direct access 
that crosses a railway line.  I support that amendment.   

Statutory Context to High Trip Generator Provisions 

62. I have gone on to consider the submitter version of the HTG provisions and the ITA approach 
against the Order in Council, the Strategic Directions objective 3.3.2 and the CRPS Policy 
6.3.4 which are addressed in turn below.  

(a) Order in Council 

63. The Statement of Expectations (Schedule 4) within the OiC sets out the expectations of the 
Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery and the Minister for the Environment which 
are that the replacement district plan: 

(a)  clearly articulates how decisions about resource use and values will be made, which 
must be in a manner consistent with an intention to reduce significantly (compared 
with the existing district plans) — 

(i)  reliance on resource consent processes; and 

(ii)  the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development controls and design 
standards in the rules, in order to encourage innovation and choice; and 

(iii)  the requirements for notification and written approval:  

(b) Strategic Directions 



 

 

64. The overarching Strategic Directions Chapter is now operative and includes Objective 3.3.2 - 
Clarity of language and efficiency which states that: 

The District Plan, through its preparation, change, interpretation and implementation: 

(a)  Minimises: 

(i)  transaction costs and reliance on resource consent processes; and 

(ii)  the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development controls and design 
standards in the rules, in order to encourage innovation and choice; and 

(iii)  the requirements for notification and written approval; and 

(b)  Sets objectives and policies that clearly state the outcomes intended; and 

(c)  Uses clear, concise language so that the District Plan is easy to understand and use.  

65. Mr Falconer has gone to some length to identify those areas where reliance on resource 
consents overall within the Transport Chapter has been reduced which I support.  In relation 
to the HTG rules this is primarily associated with the deletion of the 25 car park threshold 
and the inclusion of an exemption for existing activities. There is however in my view an 
opportunity here with the HTG rule to reduce more significantly (compared with the 
operative plan) reliance on resource consent processes and the requirements for 
notification and written approval. Given that the activities which would benefit from this 
approach are those that would otherwise be permitted within a zone the risks and costs 
associated with this approach would be minimal, whereas there are moderate to high 
benefits in terms of greater certainty and potentially reduced transaction costs in consent 
procedures.   

66. In my opinion by providing for a controlled activity status for smaller in-zone activities and 
not requiring notification or written approvals for otherwise permitted activities the 
submitter version better achieves the intent of the SoE and Objective 3.3.2 whilst also 
providing greater encouragement for in-zone development. 

(c) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

67. Policy 6.3.4 of the CRPS – Transport effectiveness, seeks to ensure that an efficient and 
effective transport network that supports business and residential recovery is restored, 
protected and enhanced so that it maintains and improves movement of people and goods 
around Greater Christchurch by: 

(1) avoiding development that will overload strategic freight routes; 

(2) providing patterns of development that optimise use of existing network capacity and 
ensuring that, where possible, new building projects support increased uptake of active 
and public transport, and provide opportunities for modal choice; 

(3) providing opportunities for travel demand management; 

(4) requiring integrated transport assessment for substantial developments; and[emphasis 
added] 

(5) improving road user safety.  

68. The policy requires territorial authorities to include trigger thresholds in district plans for 
development where an ITA is required. 

69. The principal reasons and explanation include the following: 



 

 

The policy also requires development of integrated transport assessments for substantial 
developments. By focusing on large developments that have the potential to impact on 
strategic transport networks, territorial authorities will be able to fully consider all of the 
transport impacts together, and developers will be able to develop better responses to 
contribute to an efficient transport system. [emphasis added] 

70. The CRPS therefore provides the basis for the ITA process but only directs a requirement for 
an ITA for “substantial developments”. While ‘substantial’ in terms of area is undefined I 
consider it would be reasonable to expect that a “substantial development” would be at 
least, if not more than the floorspace figures set in Column B for the proposed rule in the 
submitter version.  I note that Mr Falconer makes reference to basic ITA’s (i.e. those 
between Column A and Column B) being required for “smaller scale proposals”7 which would 
seem to support my conclusion.  

71. In my opinion it could be concluded then that the HTG rule goes beyond what the CRPS 
considers necessary.  I have not taken this further in evidence because I am unclear as to 
whether there is sufficient evidential support for reducing the extent of ITA’s from a traffic 
engineering perspective. However, I consider it does provide further support for controlled 
activity status for otherwise permitted activities below the Column B thresholds as clearly 
the CRPS has no great concerns about smaller scale proposals.   

Other Matters 

(a) Policy Recognition for Transport Infrastructure Hubs  

72. LPC and CIAL sought a new policy recognising key transport infrastructure. It is unclear from 
Mr Falconer’s evidence as to whether this has actually been assessed. While he does in 
paragraph 13.13 refer to changes sought regarding reserve sensitivity which he suggests has 
been deferred to Phase 2, this is not what either submitter sought. I have therefore 
addressed the substance of the submission point below.  

73. The Port and the Airport are recognised in the CRPS as transport hubs and regionally 
significant and strategic infrastructure that should be protected.  The CRPS states that 
regionally significant infrastructure such as the Port and Airport provide considerable 
benefits to the region and as noted above Issue 6.1.3 notes that helping to ensure 
environmental sustainability from a transport perspective means that existing key transport 
hubs such as airports and ports must be safeguarded. 

74. The Greater Christchurch Transport Statement reflects the CRPS and identifies that transport 
links to Christchurch Airport and Lyttelton Port are critical in supporting trade and tourism.8 

75. I consider a balance needs to be struck between the need for the transport hubs to be 
accessed effectively with other demands placed on the particular transport link (for 
example, access to residential communities).  I therefore support the addition of a policy 
that recognises the importance of strategic transport infrastructure including the Port and 
Airport as follows: 

To manage any adverse effects from the ongoing use, repair, and development of 
strategic transport infrastructure including Christchurch International Airport and 
Lyttelton Port of Christchurch, whilst recognising the national and regional scale and 
importance of this infrastructure, the role of strategic infrastructure in the recovery of 
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the City and in the case of Lyttelton Port of Christchurch the significant repair and 
reconfiguration necessary as a result of earthquake damage. 

 

(b) Amendments to Objective 1 

76. Progressives, Kiwi and Bunnings sought the addition of the qualifier “where practical” in iv. 
of Objective 1 concerning reducing dependency on private motor vehicles. The submitters 
concerns were that the provision did not appropriately recognise that car based transport 
will continue to be a viable and practical transport mode for some time, particularly for 
specific retail outlets (such as large scale retail, trade suppliers and supermarkets). 

77. Mr Falconer has rejected the submission on the basis that adding the qualifier would not 
give effect to Objective 6.2.4 (2) of the CRPS9 which refers to “reducing dependency on 
private motor vehicles”. Mr Falconer then goes onto refer to the qualifier contained in Policy 
6.3.4 (2) of the CRPS which states in full that: 

Ensure that an efficient and effective transport network that supports business and 
residential recovery is restored, protected and enhanced so that it maintains and improves 
movement of people and goods around Greater Christchurch by: 

(1) …  

(2) providing patterns of development that optimise use of existing network capacity and 
ensuring that, where possible, new building projects support increased uptake of active 
and public transport, and provide opportunities for modal choice; [emphasis added] 

78. Mr Falconer considers the reference to the “where possible” qualifier is referring to those 
areas of Greater Christchurch without public transport. I consider it could equally be 
referring to new building projects generically across Greater Christchurch and supporting the 
position the submitters have sought.  Furthermore when one then looks to the methods 
territorial authorities are required to undertake it states in (2)10: 

Include objectives and policies, and may include rules in district plans to ensure that, where 
possible, development provides for, and supports increased uptake of active and public 
transport; and provides opportunities for modal choice, including walking and cycling.    

79. In my opinion this is referring to development per se rather than just development in areas 
without public transport. I am therefore of the view that a “where practical” or perhaps 
more correctly a “where possible” qualifier in iv. of Objective 1 would be appropriate in the 
context of the CRPS.   

80. I note that in the Mediation Report of the 9th June it was agreed to add the words “for 
Christchurch District” to the beginning of the Objective 1 at (a). I take from this that the 
intent is to broaden the objective.  I consider this is a compromise position which I could 
support.    

81. CIAL, LPC and WPL sought amendment to Objective 1 a) to provide greater recognition at an 
objective level of the need to provide safe and efficient transport linkages between the 
various key strategic transport infrastructure hubs and to provide for the use and 
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development of these hubs.  I consider that there is in general a low level of recognition in 
the Transport chapter of the fact that transport infrastructure is broader than just roads and 
includes air, sea and rail as a key part of the transport system which in my opinion should be 
recognised. Mr Falconer considers that Objective 1 already provides adequately for this 
recognition and the addition sought by the Crown to Policy 7.1.1.1 a) addresses this relief.  

82. I consider that the amendment to Policy 7.1.1.1 does provide for the relief sought by CIAL, 
LPC and Waterloo to some degree, however, Policy 7.1.1.1 is focused on the establishment 
of a road classification system and therefore is still primarily concerned with the road 
network, rather than recognition of transport hubs such as the port and airport themselves 
as a part of the transport system.  I support the inclusion of reference to consideration of 
the efficient functioning of the strategic transport network whilst providing for the road 
network.  However, I do still consider that additional recognition could be made for 
transport hubs and is perhaps better placed in Objective 1 with an additional clause as 
follows: 

vii. that provides for the use and development of strategic transport infrastructure.  

CONCLUSIONS 

83. In conclusion I remained concerned with the extent of control and lack of appropriate policy 
direction to guide the rule framework in the HTG provisions of the Council’s revised version. 
I support the submitter version included in Attachment B of the Mediation Report dated the 
9th June and subsequently amended (Attachment A) attached to Mr Phillips evidence. In my 
opinion this version better achieves the intent of the SoE and Objective 3.3.2 by reducing 
more significantly (compared with the operative plan) reliance on resource consent 
processes and the requirements for notification and written approval whilst providing 
greater encouragement for in-zone development. It would also be in line more with Policy 
6.3.4 of the CRPS with regards to the requirements for ITA’s.  

84. Given that the activities which would benefit from this approach are those that would 
otherwise be permitted within a zone I consider the risks and costs associated with this 
approach would be minimal, whereas there are moderate to high benefits in terms of 
greater certainty and potentially reduced transaction costs in consent procedures and that 
this approach would better achieve the objectives and policies of the pRPD and higher 
strategic planning documents. 

85. Finally, I acknowledge that a number of the revisions to the Transport proposal have 
simplified it, made it easier to follow and improved its legibility. 

   

 

 
Dean Michael Chrystal 

10 June 2015 
 


