
 

 

BEFORE THE CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 
HEARINGS PANEL 

 
 
UNDER the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 
Order 2014 

 
IN THE MATTER of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 
 
AND 
 
IN THE MATTER of Chapter 15 Commercial 
 
 
 
SUBMITTER REEFVILLE PROPERTIES LIMITED (Submitter 866 and 

FS 1377) 
 
 
 
 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF GLEN THOMAS PERCASKY  
24 April 2015  

 _______________________________________________________________ 
 

 ________________________________________________________________ 
 
WYNN WILLIAMS 
LAWYERS 
CHRISTCHURCH 
 
Solicitor:  L F de Latour; K J Wyss 
 
lucy.delatour@wynnwilliams.co.nz; 
kirstie.wyss@wynnwilliams.co.nz 

Reefville Properties Limited's 
Solicitor 
Level 5, Wynn Williams House 
47 Hereford Street, 
P O Box 4341, CHRISTCHURCH 
Tel 0064 3 3797622 
Fax 0064 3 3792467 

866 Reefville
Glen Percasky

page 1 of 53



1 

 

Executive Summary 

1 Reefville Properties Limited ("Reefville") owns and operates a large 

format retail centre – the Homebase Shopping Centre in Shirley 

("Homebase").   

2 I am concerned the Commercial Retail Park ("CRP") provisions in 

Chapter 15 – Commercial of the proposed Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan ("Replacement Plan") will unnecessarily increase the costs 

and consenting requirements for developments in the CRP zone. 

3 The Replacement Plan no longer allows commercial services to 

establish as permitted activities in the CRP zone, as is the case under 

the operative Christchurch City Plan ("Operative Plan").   New 

commercial services will require resource consent to establish in the 

CRP zone (as will existing activities expanding or relocating).  This will 

put developers and/or business to additional time and cost.  It may also 

lead to issues re-tenanting as it would become more difficult to find 

tenants to fit the existing tenancy size, without having to go through the 

consenting process, which is off-putting for many businesses.   

4 Reefville supports the Council's revised proposal that inserts 

gymnasiums as a permitted activity in the CRP zone and deletes the 

activity specific standards for food and beverage outlets as permitted 

activities.   

5 However, I consider that the proposed urban design requirements in the 

CRP zone are unnecessary and impractical, which will increase time, 

costs and consenting requirements in the CRP zone.  

6 Reefville is also requesting the rezoning of two of its properties that form 

part of Homebase.  These properties consist of a consented and existing 

stormwater detention basin1 (the "Swale Site") and a recently consented 

vehicle access way2 (the "Access Site").  Under the Replacement Plan, 

these sites are zoned as Residential Suburban (the northern part of the 

Swale Site is currently zoned CRP and Reefville supports this zoning).  

However, no residential activity is occurring on the Swale Site, and once 

                                                

1
 119A Briggs Road (Lot 2 DP 338409 and comprised in Certificate of Title 157951). 

2
 121 Briggs Road (Lot 2 DP 16288 and comprised in Certificate of Title CB588/94). 
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the access way is constructed no residential activity will be occurring on 

the Access Site.   

7 Rezoning the Swale Site and the Access Site as CRP zone will reflect 

the consented and future land use, and will ensure that the planning and 

consenting regime as it applies to Homebase is consistent across the 

whole Homebase site.  Any potential effect on residential amenity is 

adequately addressed through the provisions in the Replacement Plan.  

 

My Background and Relevant Experience 

8 My full name is Glen Thomas Percasky.   

9 I am a director of Reefville, a submitter on the Replacement Plan.  I am 

authorised to make this statement on behalf of Reefville.   

10 While I am not giving independent expert evidence, I have significant 

experience relevant to the evidence I am giving.  I gave evidence on the 

Residential Chapter,3 and for completeness my relevant experience is 

set out in Appendix A of my evidence. 

 

Scope of Evidence 

11 My evidence will address the following matters: 

(a) the background to the Homebase Shopping Centre; 

(b) the impact of the CRP zone provisions, namely: 

(i) commercial services; 

(ii) gymnasiums; 

(iii) food and beverage outlets;  

(iv) the urban design rule; and 

(c) the zoning of the Access Site and Swale Site. 

                                                

3
 Statement of Evidence of Glen Percasky on the Residential Chapter, dated 30 March 

2015. 
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12 The specific relief sought by Reefville is set out in Appendix B of my 

evidence.  The Access Site and Swale Site are shown in Appendix C 

and Appendix D, respectively. 

 

Homebase Shopping Centre  

13 Reefville owns and operates the Homebase Shopping Centre located at 

195-201 Marshland Road, Shirley, Christchurch.   

14 Homebase is an established large format retail centre and is zoned 

Business Retail Park ("BRP") in the Operative Plan.  Under the 

Replacement Plan, Homebase (other than the Access Site and Swale 

Site) is proposed to be zoned CRP.  Reefville supports the zoning of 

Homebase as CRP.   

15 Homebase is a bulk retail complex, comprising three buildings and a 

total gross leasable floor area of 16,749m² within 15 tenancies, 382 car 

parks and associated landscaping.  It was originally consented in 2006. 

16 Homebase includes large format retail and commercial services in its 

existing tenancies. The established tenancy mix includes retail (with 

Bunnings Warehouse the anchor tenant), food and beverage outlets, 

together with a range of commercial services, which includes a 

hairdresser, travel agency, and professional services/project managers. 

There is also a 24 hour gym.   

 

CRP zone provisions 

Commercial services 

17 In the Operative Plan, commercial services have been allowed to 

establish as a permitted activity in the BRP zone (as long as these 

commercial services complied with the applicable standards for the 

zone).  For example, current commercial service tenancies at Homebase 

include a hairdresser, travel agent and a project management company. 

18 However, in the Replacement Plan, commercial services are no longer 

allowed to establish as of right (by way of permitted activity) in the CRP 

zone.  Instead, commercial services are proposed to be discretionary 
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activities in the CRP zone.4  Commercial services are a restricted 

discretionary activity in the Industrial General zone which would seem to 

create an anomaly in relation to the more commercially oriented CRP 

zone. 

19 There is currently no restriction on the tenancy size for commercial 

services in the current BRP zone.   

20 As tenancies changes over time, it might be difficult to find tenants who 

fit the existing tenancy size if commercial services were not provided for 

as permitted activities in the Replacement Plan.  These changes would 

also increase the consenting requirements associated with Homebase 

as any new commercial services would require resource consent under 

the Replacement Plan.  

21 Allowing for commercial services as a permitted activity would maintain 

the existing and established large format retail situation.  The 

Replacement Plan would remove the commercial services opportunities 

that have existed in the former BRP zone.  It would significantly restrict 

any commercial service development in the CRP zone.  

22 If the Council are trying to protect the development of the CBD, in my 

opinion, commercial services are also required in other areas.  In my 

experience, commercial services, such as hairdressers, often cannot 

afford the high rents and restraints on opening hours that are often part 

of being in a mall.   

23 All that the Council will achieve by the additional limitations on 

commercial services is to put developers and businesses to additional 

time and expense in obtaining resource consents and/or plan changes to 

produce the kind of developments which are demanded by consumers.   

 

Gymnasiums 

24 Under the Replacement Plan, gymnasiums are not provided for as 

permitted activities in the CRP zone, but are instead classified as 

discretionary activities. In the Operative Plan, gymnasiums are permitted 

activities in the BRP zone.   

                                                

4
 As an activity not otherwise provided for pursuant to rule 15.6.2.5 D2. 
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25 The Revised Proposal of the Commercial Chapter dated 8 April 2015 

includes gyms as a permitted activity in the CRP zone with no activity 

specific standards (rule 15.5.2.1 P13).  Mr Stevenson recommends that 

gyms be added as a permitted activity in the CRP zone.5  I support this. 

26 Allowing for gymnasiums as a permitted activity would reflect the 

existing provision of gymnasiums in the current BRP zone.   

27 Gyms are an ideal "space filler" in the CRP zone.  They generally require 

a bit of space, but do not need premium tenancies.  They are particularly 

suited to the style and format of large format retail stores in that they 

require simple buildings and do not require elaborate design elements.   

 

Food and beverage outlets 

28 Reefville supports the inclusion of Food and Beverage Outlets as 

permitted activities in the CRP zone.  However, Reefville opposes the 

activity specific standards that Food and Beverage Outlets must meet in 

order to be permitted, which limit the gross leasable floor area and the 

hours of operation.   

29 The Revised Proposal of the Commercial Chapter dated 8 April 2015 

includes food and beverage outlets as a permitted activity in the CRP 

zone with no activity specific standards (rule 15.5.2.1 P7).  Mr 

Stevenson considers that the standards proposed in relation to food and 

beverage outlets are not justifiable and recommends that the relief 

sought to delete the standards is accepted.6  I support this position.  

30 The CRP zone can attract large numbers of people, and having food and 

beverage available provides a needed service.   Given food and 

beverage outlets have been allowed to establish in the Operative Plan 

BRP zone for a number of years, I can see no valid reason why these 

standards have been now been imposed. 

 

                                                

5
 Statement of Evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson on behalf of Christchurch City Council 

dated 13 April 2015 at [21.30]. 

6
 Statement of Evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson on behalf of Christchurch City Council 

dated 13 April 2015 at [21.27].   
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Urban design rule 

31 Rule 15.6.2.3 RD 3 requires that any building exceeding 2000m² of 

gross leasable floor area, or any addition to an existing building that 

results in the total floorspace on a site exceeding 2,000m² be subject to 

a range of urban design matters as set out in clause 15.8.1. 

32 I consider such a requirement unnecessary and the type of activities and 

stores which occur in the CRP zone would be unable to meet many of 

the criteria in clause 15.8.1.  The nature of this zone is such that it 

provides primarily for large format retail activities and trade suppliers 

within simply designed buildings and with extensive car parking.  I 

consider that existing large format retail developments, for example 

Homebase and Tower Junction, already represent an appropriate blend 

of design and function. The need to impose restricted design standards 

around amounts of glazing, architectural detail, materials, colour, 

facades and open space on such a zone is impractical and unwarranted. 

It will also increase costs and time for developers and businesses 

seeking to establish in the CRP zone.  

33 If the Hearings Panel is minded to include an urban design rule for the 

CRP zone, I consider that a threshold of at least 2,000m² is appropriate 

(rather than a lesser threshold) given the nature of the zone.  Further, 

the rule should be amended to make it clear that it only applies to new 

buildings and only to extensions to buildings, where that extension is 

2000m² GLFA or greater.  As currently worded, once a site has over 

2,000m² GLFA , any extension, regardless of size, would be captured by 

the urban design rule.  I consider that this is inappropriate.  

 

Homebase - Commercial Retail Park Zoning is most appropriate 

34 Reefville has specifically requested CRP zoning for the Access Site and 

the remainder of the Swale Site that is not currently zoned as CRP.7   

 

 

                                                

7
 I presented evidence on rezoning the Swale Site and Access Site at the Residential 

Chapter hearing. See Statement of Evidence of Glen Percasky dated 30 March 2015. 
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Access Site 

35 The Access Site is zoned Residential Suburban under the Replacement 

Plan.  Reefville opposes this zoning and requests that the Access Site 

be zoned CRP.  The Access Site is zoned Living 1 in the Operative Plan.   

36 Reefville has recently obtained resource consent to establish and 

operate an additional vehicle access and vehicle crossing at the Access 

Site (RMA92023756). RMA92023756 authorises the use of the Access 

Site for non-residential activities.  This access will allow traffic access 

between Briggs Road and Homebase.  The access is to be constructed 

in the near future, pending the final design of the access.  This will 

involve the demolition and removal of the dwelling on the Access Site 

and reconfiguring the Access Site into a two way vehicle access.  No 

residential activity will be occurring on the Access Site.  The Access Site 

is essentially part of the wider Homebase site, which is zoned CRP.  The 

loss of this land to commercial use has been previously accepted as part 

of the proposed development and the resource consent for the Site.   

37 Once the vehicle access is constructed it is very unlikely that the Access 

Site will be used for residential activities at any point in the future.  

Therefore, the proposed Residential Suburban zoning of the Access Site 

does not reflect the consented and future use of the Site.   

38 Mr Milne recommends that the Access Site is not rezoned on the basis 

that the access should continue to be the subject of a safety audit 

process under the resource consent, and that rezoning the site would 

remove the need for the resource consent, as he considers that the 

access could be established as of right and without the need for a safety 

audit.8  

39 I do not consider that rezoning the Access Site would forgo the 

requirement for Reefville to establish the access in accordance with its 

resource consent.  My understanding of the rules in the Replacement 

Plan is that the high traffic generator rule means that a resource consent 

would be required for the access, no matter what the underlying zoning 

                                                

8
 Statement of Evidence of Mr Andrew Milne on behalf of Christchurch City Council 

dated 13 April 2015 at [6.121] to [6.122].   
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of the site is.9  There is an exemption if an Integrated Transport 

Assessment has been approved as part of a granted resource consent.   

40 Reefville's consent for the Access Site was granted on the basis that the 

effects of the activity were no more than minor. The resource consent for 

the Access Site is attached as Appendix E to my evidence. The consent 

officer noted that the access largely complied with the transport-related 

standards of the City Plan and was only a discretionary activity because 

it breached a number of community standards (in relation to residential 

use).10   

41 The consent application provided an Integrated Traffic Assessment 

prepared by Abley Transportation Consultants.  The Integrated Traffic 

Assessment was independently reviewed by TDG transport consultants.  

Mr Milne also reviewed the application.  Reefville volunteered a 

condition requiring the proposed access to be reviewed by a traffic 

auditor prior to construction and for the Council to review the proposed 

access design taking into account any serious issues raised in the safety 

audit.   

42 The safety audit has been completed by GHD Limited and did not 

identify any serious or significant issues.  The safety audit identified 

some moderate and minor issues, which have been addressed by the 

designer (Engenium Limited).  The safety audit is attached to my 

evidence as Appendix F.  The safety audit has been provided to the 

Council.  However, as no serious concerns have been raised, Reefville 

expects that the design can shortly be finalised.   

43 If the Access Site is rezoned, Reefville would not be able to establish an 

access on the site as of right due to the high traffic generator rule.  

Therefore, Reefville would still need to rely on its existing resource 

consent.  Even if the high traffic generation rule was not breached, 

Reefville would still need to comply with the rules in the Transport 

Chapter of the Replacement Plan in relation to the design of access 

                                                

9
 Chapter 7 Transport, 7.2.3.10 Rule 10(i), which provides that retail activity over 250m² 

GLFA 

10
 RMA92023756 Section 104/104B report at 13. 
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ways and vehicle crossings.  Therefore, I consider that Mr Milne's 

concerns for opposing the rezoning of the Access Site are unfounded. 

44 Mr Stevenson considers that it is not necessary to extend CRP zoning 

over the Access Site on the basis that it would enable commercial 

activities to develop in between established residential properties and 

give rise to adverse effects on the residential amenity of the surrounding 

properties.11  The resource consent already permits effects on the 

residential amenity of the adjoining properties.  My understanding of the 

Replacement Plan is that it provides rules that deal with effects between 

zone boundaries.  Reefville is not considering commercial development 

of the Access Site, other than constructing the access way, which is an 

important asset to Homebase.  Good access to Homebase is vital to the 

centre.  However, even if Reefville were to establish commercial 

activities on the Access Site, it would need to comply with the CRP 

rules, including a minimum tenancy size of 450m² GLFA for retail 

activities, and setbacks from boundaries. Given the size of the Access 

Size (being approximately 770m²) and the importance of the access to 

Homebase, this is unlikely.    

45 Effects on surrounding residential sites must have been considered 

previously as Mr Blair concluded, as part of the Residential Chapter, that 

a change in the zoning to CRP could be supported from a residential 

perspective.12  Mr Blair notes effects on residential amenity in relation to 

a number of sites where he does not support rezoning to commercial.13 

This was not a site where such concerns were raised. 

46 Therefore, Reefville requests that Planning Map 25 is amended to 

rezone the Access Site as CRP, as shown on the map in Appendix C of 

my evidence.   

 

                                                

11
 Statement of Evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson on behalf of the Christchurch City 

Council, Attachment C at 125 to 126. 

12
 Statement of Evidence of Mr Adam Blair on behalf of the Christchurch City Council 

dated 12 March 2015, at [15.43]. 

13
 Statement of Evidence of Mr Adam Blair on behalf of the Christchurch City Council 

dated 12 March 2015, at [15.12], [15.44], [15.46]. 
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Swale Site 

47 The Swale Site consists of one lot description comprised in a single 

Certificate of Title.  The whole of the Swale Site is zoned Living 1 in the 

Operative Plan.  However, under the Replacement Plan, two different 

zonings are proposed across the single lot.   

48 The northern part of the Swale Site is proposed to be zoned as CRP 

under the Replacement Plan.  Reefville supports this zoning.   

49 However, under the Replacement Plan, the southern part of the Swale 

Site is proposed to be zoned Residential Suburban.  The southern part 

of the Swale Site is currently utilised as a stormwater detention basin 

servicing Homebase, this use was consented as part of the resource 

consent for Homebase.  There is no residential activity taking place on 

any of the Swale Site.  The proposed Residential Suburban zoning on 

the southern part of the Swale Site does not reflect the current and 

future use of the Site for an activity directly associated with an existing 

commercial activity.  It also creates two consenting regimes across the 

one site (and one lot description).  Reefville considers that the remainder 

of the Swale Site that is currently zoned Residential Suburban in the 

Replacement Plan should be zoned as CRP to reflect the underlying use 

of the land.   

50 Mr Stevenson discusses the rezoning of the Swale Site in Attachment C 

of his evidence.  Similar to his conclusion on the Access Site, Mr 

Stevenson opposes the rezoning of the Swale Site on the basis that the 

development of commercial activities between residential properties 

would give rise to adverse effects on residential amenity.14   

51 My opinions in relation to the Access Site are also relevant for the Swale 

Site, as set out at paragraphs 44 and 45 above.  

 

 

                                                

14
 Statement of Evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson on behalf of the Christchurch City 

Council, Attachment C at 123 to 124.  
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52 Therefore, Reefville requests that Planning Map 25 is amended to 

rezone the remainder of the Swale Site as CRP, as shown on the map in 

Appendix D.   

 

 

Dated this 24th day of April 2015 

 

G T Percasky 

Reefville Properties Limited 
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Appendix A 

My Background and Relevant Experience  

1 I have been involved in retail for over forty years, most of that time in 

Christchurch.  My experience covers all facets of retail, from wholesaling 

right through to retail customer service. 

2 I have been heavily involved in the development and operation of 

Homebase, which was originally granted resource consent in 2006.  

Since that time various subsequent resource consents and changes to 

conditions have been granted in relation to the site.  The current 

Business Retail Park zoning of the Homebase site occurred via Variation 

86 to the Christchurch City Plan.  I have been involved throughout these 

processes, along with other day-to-day operational matters including 

securing tenants.   

3 Prior to that, my brother and I owned and were involved in developing 

the Palms Mall (since 2000, Tim Glasson was involved with developing it 

as well).  

4 Prior to developing the Palms, my brother and I established Lanes 

Appliance Centre, and operated it for 10 years.  Lanes was the biggest 

retailer of appliances in Christchurch when we sold it to Bond & Bond in 

1990.   

5 Since the mid-1980s, I have travelled all over the world, visiting other 

malls and town/city centres, to learn more about them.  I have studied 

over 200 other malls in New Zealand and overseas.  These have 

included newer "big-box" type developments, as well as malls with the 

more traditional mix of a few large department stores and many smaller 

shops.  
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Appendix B 

Specific Relief Sought by Reefville Properties Limited 

The particular changes that Reefville Properties Limited is seeking are as 

follows: 

(a) That 15.1.1.1 Policy 1(a)(v) be amended to include commercial 

services as follows (insertions shown underlined):15  

"maintains the large format retail function…yard based suppliers 

and trade suppliers, and commercial services, and limiting the 

scale of office activity…" 

(b) That 15.1.1.1 Policy 1(a)(vi) Table 15.1 – Centre's role - E Large 

Format centre, in column 'Role', be amended to read (insertions 

shown underlined):16  

"Provision of other commercial activities,(excluding commercial 

services) residential and community uses is limited."  

(c) Add a new permitted activity to the permitted activity status table in 

Rule 15.6.2.1, the activity being "Commercial Services", with "Nil" 

activity specific standards, as follows (additions shown 

underlined):17  

Activity  Activity specific standards  

P1  Retail Activity, unless 

specified below  

The minimum tenancy size of any 

single retail activity shall be 

450m² gross leasable floor area  

…  …  …  

P#  Commercial Services  a. Nil  

 

                                                

15
 See Reefville's Primary Submission at paragraph 24(a).  

16
 See Reefville's Primary Submission at paragraph 24(b). 

17
 See Reefville's Primary Submission at paragraph 24(c) and Reefville's Further 

Submission at pages 2, 5, 6. 
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(d) Add a new permitted activity to the permitted activity status table in 

Rule 15.6.2.1, the activity being "Gymnasium", with "Nil" activity 

specific standards, as follows (additions shown underlined):18  

Activity  Activity specific standards  

P1  Retail Activity, unless 

specified below  

The minimum tenancy size of any 

single retail activity shall be 

450m² gross leasable floor area  

…  …  …  

P#  Gymnasium  a. Nil  

 

(e) Delete the activity specific standards in the permitted activity status 

table for Rule 15.6.2.1 P6 Food and Beverage Outlet, as follows 

(deletions shown in strikethrough and additions underlined):19 

Activity  Activity specific standards  

P6 Food and Beverage 

Outlet  

a. The maximum gross leasable 

floor area per tenancy shall be 

150m² 

b. The activity shall only operate 

between the hours of 7am and 

7pm. 

a. Nil 

 

(f) Delete Rule 15.6.2.3 RD3 in its entirety.20 

(g) That Appendix 15.9.1 Centres' description and function table (5) 

Large Format, in column 'Principal uses' (a), be amended to 

include commercial services, as follows (insertions shown 

underlined):21  

                                                

18
 See Reefville's Further Submission at pages 2 and 6. 

19
 See Reefville's Further Submission at pages 3, 4, 6 and 7.  

20
 See Reefville's Further Submission at pages 3, 4 and 7.  

21
 See Reefville's Primary Submission at paragraph 24(d). 
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"Commercial: large format comparison retail and commercial 

services."  

(h) On Planning Map 25, the Access Site as shown in Appendix C be 

zoned Commercial Retail Park.22  

(i) On Planning Map 25, the Swale Site as shown in Appendix D be 

zoned Commercial Retail Park.23  

(j) Any similar or consequential amendments required to give effect to 

these amendments or the reasons for Reefville's view set out in 

this evidence.24  

                                                

22
 See Reefville's Primary Submission at paragraph 24(e) and Annexure 1. 

23
 See Reefville's Primary Submission at paragraph 24(f) and Annexure 2. 

24
 See Reefville's Primary Submission at paragraph 24(g). 
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Appendix C 

Access Site sought to be rezoned as Commercial Retail Park 
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Appendix D 

Swale Site sought to be rezoned as Commercial Retail Park 
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Appendix E 

Resource Consent RMA92023756 

 

866 Reefville
Glen Percasky
page 21 of 53



RMA92023756  Report - Amended under s133A.doc 
P-401, 12.09.13 

2

 
Resource Management Act 1991 

 

 

 

Report / Decision on Non-notified  
Resource Consent Application 

(Sections 104 / 104B ) 

 
Application Number: RMA92023756 
Applicant: Reefville Properties Limited 
Site address:  121 Briggs Road (Shirley) 
Legal Description: Lot 2 DP 16288 
City Plan Zoning: Living 1 
Activity Status:  Discretionary 
 
Description of Application:  To construct a vehicle access over a residential property 
 

Introduction 
 
Proposal and background 
 
The applicant operates the Homebase Shopping Centre located at 195-201 Marshland Road. Access to the site 
is currently off Marshland Road, as can be seen in Figure 1 below. The applicant is now seeking to create an 
additional vehicle access and vehicle crossing to the Shopping Centre over the residential property situated at 
121 Briggs Road. 
 
The proposed layout of the access has been designed to accommodate all types of vehicle movements apart 
from the right turn into the site. To prohibit this movement, a narrow physical island is proposed along the 
centre of Briggs Road and a splitter island included at the entrance to angle the entry lane in favour of left-in 
movements. The combination of these islands are supposed to make the right turn into the site very difficult, but 
allows the right turn out of the site to be completed.  
 
For the purpose of this application, the applicant has provided an Integrated Traffic Assessment (ITA) prepared 
by Abley Transportation Consultants. This ITA, dated 11th June 2013, is attached to the application in Appendix 
3 and uses a ‘Paramics Model’ to assess the performance of the transport network in the vicinity of Homebase. 
During the consent process, the ITA was independently reviewed by TDG transport consultants. TDG’s report, 
dated November 2013 is saved into Council records under RMA92023756 and attached to this report as 
Appendix 1. Further, the application was reviewed by Council’s Senior Transport Planner Andrew Milne. Mr 
Milne’s report is attached to this report as Appendix 2.  
 
Existing environment 
 
The 774m² application site is located at 121 Briggs Road, which is a minor arterial road. The site is 
approximately 130m from the signalised intersection between Briggs Road, Marshland Road (minor arterial 
road), and Lake Terrace Road (collector road). Further, the site is approximately 32m from the intersection 
between Briggs Road and Olivine Street (local road). The main road to the north of Homebase is Queen 
Elizabeth II Drive (SH74). 
 
Marshland Road has two lanes plus marked cycle lanes in each direction and runs in a north to south 
orientation. The road begins at ‘The Palms’ Shopping Centre approximately 1.6m to the south of Homebase. To 
the north it passes through the Marshland area, giving access to the Christchurch Northern Motorway. 
Marshland Road is controlled by a 50km/h speed limit to the south of Homebase, and by a 70km/h speed limit 
to the north.  
 
Lake Terrace Road heads in an easterly direction from the intersection and into the suburb of Burwood. Briggs 
Road leads away from the intersection in a westerly direction and eventually deviates to the south when the 
road changes to Akaroa Street and then Hills Road. Both Briggs Road and Lake Terrace Road are controlled 
by a 50km/h speed limit have one lane in each direction.  
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The site and the surrounding sites to the east, west and south are located in the Living 1 zone. Further to the 
north-east and north-west there is a large area of Living 1A zoned properties. The site to the north, which 
accommodates Homebase, is zoned Business Retail Park, and has an area of approximately 3.6ha.  
 
As noted above, access to the site is currently off Marshland Road via three accesses, which can be seen in 
Figure 1 below: The southernmost access is only for goods and service vehicles. The middle access 
(‘secondary access’) is an left-in access only (no exit). The northern access, (the ‘main site access’) is a 
signalised access and exit. 
 
There are two public bus services that pass the site (60 and 480), both of which are utilising bus stops on 
Marshland Road that are located north and south of the existing accesses to the site.  
 
Typical peak hours to Homebase (as identified by the Abley transport assessment) are between 7am and 9am 
and then from 4pm to 6pm on weekdays, and steadily climbing traffic volumes until 10am on Saturdays.  
 
The existing car park currently operates at an occupancy rate of around 60% (10:30am) to 79% (11:30am) on a 
typical Saturday. At times of high occupancy, the number of vehicles exiting the site at the main access 
regularly results in long queues along the main aisle along the northern building (Abley observed 20 vehicles 
queuing and an additional 9 vehicles queuing in the circulation aisles at 11:30am on a Saturday).  
 
An aerial photo of the application site can be seen in Figure 1 below. A site visit was carried out on 
Wednesday, 6th November 2013 at 2pm. 
 

 
Figure 1: Application site and surrounding environment. Copyright reserved 2011 reproduction prohibited. Aerial Photos: Copyright 

Terralink International Limited, NZAM. 
 

Planning Framework 
 
The site is zoned Living 1 under the City Plan and the proposal is to be assessed as a discretionary activity.  
The Plan anticipates this zone will be developed for low density residential accommodation.  
 
This proposal fails to comply with the following Plan provisions: 
 

Homebase Shopping Centre 

Application site 

Briggs Road Olivine Street 

Marshland Road 

Palm Drive 

Lake Terrace Road 

Existing left in 
only access 

Existing goods and services access 

Existing signalised access 
and exit 

Truck turning area 
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Living 1: 
 

 Community Standard 2-2.3.3 Hours of operations (other activities) – Maximum total number of 
hours the site shall be open to visitors, clients or deliveries for any activity other than a residential 
activity shall be 50 hours per week. Hours of operation shall be limited to between the hours: 0700 - 
2300 Monday to Friday, and 0800 - 2300 Saturday, Sunday and public holidays. 

 
As there will be no time restriction to the use of the access, people will be able to utilise the access for 
the non-residential activity 24 hours a day. 

 
 Community Standard 2-2.3.3 Traffic generation (other activities) – The maximum number of 

vehicle trips per site shall be for ‘other sites’: Heavy vehicles 4 per week; other vehicles 50 per day. 
Vehicles, other than heavy vehicles, associated with any residential activity on the site shall be 
included in determining the number of vehicle trips to and from any site. Vehicles parking on the street 
or on any other site, in order that their occupants can visit the site, shall also be included in determining 
the number of vehicle trips to and from any site.  

 
While it is not possible to determine the exact number of vehicles that will utilise the proposed access, 
the limit of 50 vehicle trips will be exceeded. There is a goods and services access to the Homebase 
site off Marshland Road, but some heavy vehicles could also access the site via the new access. 

 
 Community Standard 2-2.3.7 Residential coherence (other activities) – At least one person 

engaged in the activity shall reside permanently on the site, except where the activity is an educational, 
spiritual, day-care, or health facility. 

 
There will be no residential activity on the site, thus the above standard cannot be complied with. 

 
Transport: 
 

 Development Standard 13-2.3.8 High traffic generators – Any activity on a site which is not in the 
Central City Business Zone which generates more than 250 vehicle trips per day and/or provides more 
than 25 parking spaces shall be a restricted discretionary activity. 

 
The proposed activity will generate more than 250 vehicle trips per day. 

 
 Development Standard 13-2.3.3 Length of vehicle crossings – Vehicle crossings for non-residential 

activities shall be 4m minimum and 9m maximum.  
 

The total vehicle crossing will be 11.9m wide. 
 

When considering an application for a resource consent, the consent authority shall have regard to 
Section 104(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991. What are the actual and potential effects on the 
environment of allowing the activity? 
 
As a discretionary activity the Council’s assessment is unrestricted and all actual and potential effects of this 
proposal must be considered. Relevant guidance is contained in the reasons for the rules breached and the 
relevant assessment matters as to the effects that require consideration.  
 
Having regard to this planning framework and the written approvals obtained by the applicant, I consider that 
the adverse effects of the proposal on the environment relate to  
 

 Residential character and coherence; 
 Amenity effects; 
 Transport effects; and 
 Positive effects.  

 
Comparison with adverse effects of permitted activities (Section 95D(b)) 
 
Prior to undertaking an assessment of the effects of this proposal it is appropriate to consider what could be 
established on the site as a permitted activity. In my opinion there is no reason why the discretion available 
under Section 95D(b) of the Act to disregard the adverse effects of permitted activities should not be exercised 
in this case. A permitted activity on the site could be for 
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 A single residential dwelling, including 
 A small scale home-based business (non-residential activity) of up to 40m² or 30% of the GFA of all 

buildings on the site, whichever is the larger, and 
 Opening hours of 7am to 11pm Monday to Friday / 8am to 11pm Saturday, Sunday and public holidays 

(max. 50 hours per week), and 
 A traffic generation of up to 4 heavy vehicles per week and 50 other vehicles per day. 

 
Effects on the environment 
 
Residential character and coherence 
 
As the residential coherence rule is a community standard under the City Plan, there are no assessment 
matters for this non-compliance, and as a discretionary activity, all effects on the environment can be taken into 
account. However, guidance on effects on the residential character and coherence of the application site and 
the surrounding environment can be sought from the reason for this rule outlined in Clause 2-15.1.21 of the 
Plan. This clause notes the following: 
 

The retention of residential activity on sites within the city's living areas is an essential 
determinant of the character, cohesiveness and pleasantness of the residential environment. 
Loss of residential neighbours can result in adverse effects in terms of loss of security, friendship 
and fellowship, as well as the loss of visual evidence of residential character that can accompany 
loss of residential occupancy. In most instances, therefore, permanent residence on a site is 
required. This must include at least one person engaged in the non-residential activity, to avoid 
token residents being installed on a site, who are not linked with a home-based activity. 

 
Under the applicant’s proposal, the application site would not accommodate any residential activity any longer. 
This will leave a block of nine Living 1 zoned sites to the east, and ten Living 1 zoned sites to the west. In this 
respect it should be noted that the applicant owns the sites at 119, 119A and 123 Briggs Road, which directly 
adjoin the application site. While number 119A Briggs Road is a vacant site with odd boundaries (as can be 
seen in Figure 1 above), it is unknown whether the applicant wishes to retain the residential activities on 119 
and 123 Briggs Road in the future.  
 
The block of houses to the west of the application site would be quite well integrated into the adjoining Living 
1A zone to the west/north-west of Homebase, and to the residential sites further to the west and south along 
Briggs Road. The block to the east of the application site would likely be somewhat more isolated. While there 
are further residential dwellings to the south of this block, the dwellings further to the east are separated from 
these sites by Marshland Road, which somewhat disrupts the residential pattern of the area.  
 
Clause 2-15.1.2.1 also notes the following: 
 

As with the standards for scale of activity and site size, there are a range of activities serving an 
important local function, for which residents will generally accept a loss of residential activity on a 
site. These activities are spiritual, day care, health, and educational facilities. Concentrations of 
such activities may result in residential sites being left without immediate residential neighbours, 
or in adverse cumulative effects to visual character, traffic generation levels, noise levels or the 
general residential character of areas. 

 
The proposed activity is for an access over the site to Homebase. While it provides for better access to the 
shopping centre, it will not provide a service for the community in the sense that a spiritual, day care, health or 
educational facility does.  
 
The proposal is unusual in the way that not only will there be no residential activity left on the site, but there will 
actually be a loss of the character of an actual ‘site’, in the sense of it being a compact property. The property 
will be integrated into the Homebase complex and therefore not read as a site in itself any longer.  
 
The effects in terms of residential coherence will be most tangible for the sites directly adjoining the application 
site (119, 119A, 123 Briggs Road), and directly across the road (118 and 122 Briggs Road).  
 
While the sites beyond those above will undoubtedly notice the new ‘gap’ in the previously continuous 
residential block, I note that overall, the surrounding Living 1/Living 1A zones are still intact and provide an 
otherwise consistent pattern of residential blocks, which is only disrupted by the road network. This however is 
generally the case for most (residential and non-residential) areas.  
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In my opinion, it is unlikely that a single residential property being converted into an access would lead to the 
disintegration of the surrounding neighbourhood and residential character of the area. I do not consider that the 
proposal would result in the area becoming significantly more fragile in terms of residential coherence, or make 
the residential character more susceptible to erosion.  
 
Overall, I am satisfied that any adverse effects on the environment associated with residential character and 
coherence beyond those on the directly adjoining properties will be less than minor and acceptable. I do not 
consider that there will be any adverse effects on the residential character and coherence of the wider 
environment.  
 
Amenity effects 
 
In my opinion, the effects on (residential) amenity, other than those associated with residential coherence and 
character, relate to the proposed hours of operation as well as noise, fume and glare generated by vehicles. 
Those components are closely related to each other. While the applicant does not consider that the noise and 
glare standards under the City Plan will be breached (there are no fume standards in the City Plan), the traffic 
volumes over the application site are likely to generate some adverse effects in relation to the above, and as a 
discretionary activity they need to be considered.  
 
The reason for the restriction of hours of operation is outlined in Clause 2-15.1.27 of the City Plan and notes 
the following: 
 

The hours over which a non-residential activity operates is a significant determinant in the level of 
adverse effects likely for neighbours as a result of vehicle and pedestrian movements, noise 
levels, loss of privacy and security and general disturbance, which are incompatible with living 
environments. These effects can be as a result of operations during hours when neighbours can 
reasonably expect a more peaceful environment; or as a result of the cumulative effects of 
extended periods of operation from which there is little respite for neighbours. For these reasons, 
limitations have been placed on the total number of hours of operation and the acceptable hours 
of operation for each day.  

 
The proposal is unusual in that sense that there will be no ‘hours of operation’ as there would be for a business 
activity. The proposal breaches the rule in that respect that the new access – being a non-residential activity – 
will be ‘open’ 24 hours a day. However, the actual hours of use are likely to correspond with the opening hours 
of the Homebase Shopping Centre. The ‘Bunnings Warehouse’, which is currently the largest tenant at 
Homebase, has opening hours of 7am to 7pm Monday to Friday and 8am to 6pm Saturday, Sunday and on 
public holidays.  
 
The ITA provided by Abley suggests that the existing peak hours of traffic flows on the surrounding road 
network are between 7am and 9am and then from 4pm to 6pm on weekdays, and steadily climbing traffic 
volumes until 10am on Saturdays.  
 
It is likely that the additional volumes and associated noise of the proposed activity would be significantly larger 
than the traffic volumes and noise generated by a permitted non-residential activity. The estimated volume of 
traffic generated by Homebase over the existing accesses that Abley has provided is based on surveys 
undertaken by Urbis. The survey found that on a weekday between 4pm and 5pm 286 vehicles entered the site 
and 346 vehicles left the site (632 in total). The modelled Briggs Road access utilisation (page 25 of Abley’s 
assessment) is shown in Table 7.6 below: 
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The above shows that the 50 vehicle trips per day permitted by Community standard 2-2.3.3 will be exceeded, 
which will result in a reduction in vehicles entering and exiting Homebase via the main access off Marshland 
Road, particularly on Saturdays, and in a reduction in associated delays on Marshland Road and at the main 
access intersection. 
 
On page 30 of their ITA, Abley note that it is likely that only light vehicles will utilise the new access condition. 
The applicant has subsequently agreed to a condition that the utilisation of the access will be restricted to light 
vehicles through signage.  
 
The properties that will experience the most exposure to traffic going past their property boundaries will be 119, 
119A and 123 Briggs Road. Further, the sites at 118 and 122 Briggs Road will be exposed to noise, glare and 
fume particularly from vehicles breaking or accelerating when accessing or exiting the site.  
 
It should be re-emphasised that the access has been designed to accommodate all types of vehicle 
movements apart from the right turn into the site. I note that at busy times, there are already queues of cars 
driving towards the Marshland Road intersection on Briggs Road. The new access could add to congestion 
along Briggs Road. However, on page 31, the Abley transport assessment notes that the peak vehicle 
demands of the new access would not coincide with the network weekday evening peak period along Briggs 
Road. This means that there may not be more cars queuing during the existing peak queue (between 5pm and 
6pm on a weekday), but there would be more traffic along the properties to the west of the application site 
during other times of the day.  
 
I further note that Briggs Road is a minor arterial road which is designed to a capacity of up to 15,000 vehicle 
movements per day. It is unlikely that the additional vehicle movements generated by the proposed access 
(including an average of 112 vehicle movements per hour in the weekday evening peak and 188 vehicle 
movements per hour in the Saturday midday peak, see page 25 of the Abley report) will make a significant 
difference in the traffic flows (and associated effects such as noise, glare and fumes) perceived by the 
residents along Briggs Road.  
 
Overall, I am satisfied that any adverse effects on the amenity of the residents along Briggs Road, bar those 
who have given their written approval to the application, will be less than minor and acceptable. I do not 
consider that there will be any adverse effects on the residential amenity of the wider living environment of the 
Living 1 and Living 1A zones. 
 
Transport effects 
 
Community standard 2-2.3.3 limits the number of vehicle trips for non-residential activities per site to 50 trips 
per day and 4 heavy vehicle trips per week. Transport standard 13-2.3.8 sets a higher threshold of 250 vehicle 
trips per day, regardless of the zoning of the site. The proposal breaches both standards. 
 
Clause 2-15.1.28 outlines the reasons for the Living zone community standard as follows: 
 

The number of vehicle movements generated by non-residential activities within living 
environments is a significant cause of the adverse effects experienced by neighbours of such 
activities. These adverse effects relate to levels of noise, vibration, glare, fumes, disturbance, loss 
of privacy, traffic and parking congestion and loss of traffic safety, which are incompatible with the 
anticipated character and amenity of the respective living environments.  

 
As I have already discussed these matters in my assessment of effects on residential amenity above, I will now 
turn my focus on the reason for the transport standard related to traffic generation, as set out in Clause 13-4.14 
of the Plan: 
 

This is a particularly important rule, which is fundamental to the planned effectiveness of roads 
within the roading hierarchy. High traffic generators (more than 250 vehicle movements per day 
or requiring the provision of 25 or more parking spaces) can have a major impact on arterial and 
inner city roads with the development of large retail and vehicle oriented land uses. The vehicle 
generation and potential associated adverse effects on the road network and surrounding land 
uses can be major if the siting is inappropriate or the access is not well located or designed. 
Therefore the roads in the city with the most important traffic functions (arterial roads) need to 
have the highest degree of protection. By requiring high traffic generators on these roads to be 
discretionary activities, each development can be considered in terms of its particular character, 
location, and levels of traffic effects and ways to mitigate these effects where possible, through 
the use of appropriate traffic management and design conditions. Most zones restrict the limit of 
discretion to matters associated with access.  
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I note that Abley’s transport assessment has a strong focus on the traffic effects on the existing and proposed 
accesses (representation of the volume and distribution of traffic to and from Homebase), rather than focusing 
on the effects on the surrounding road network. In their assessment, Abley drew the following conclusion: 
 

“The Paramics model has showed that the proposed access will provide significant relief for the 
queuing problems experienced in the car park. (…) This is reflected by an improvement in the 
performance of the existing access intersection while a good level of service is provided at the 
proposed access on Briggs Road. The only exception to this would be for vehicles exiting during 
the weekday peak hour. (…) Overall the provisions of an additional access point on Briggs Road 
would resolve the existing queuing issues identified (…) and would not result in unacceptable 
effects on the road network.” 

 
In their review of the Paramics model, TDG responded that Abley’s analysis demonstrates that the new access 
may not be as universally beneficial as suggested by Abley. This is because the proposed arrangement would 
allow traffic heading to Marshlands Road south to turn left out of the new access, and then right at the Briggs 
Road / Marshland Road intersection and therefore would have the potential to increase the right turn volume 
and delay on this movement. 
 
Clause 13-4.14 of the City Plan clearly notes that the intention of the high traffic generator rule is to protect the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the immediately surrounding and the wider road network. In this respect it was 
raised in the TDG review that while the modelling provided by Abley appears sound with the exception of minor 
coding corrections, the assessment should extend to an analysis of the impact of the proposed change on the 
adjacent intersection and local road network. 
 
Council’s Senior Transport Planner Andrew Milne shared these concerns. In his traffic report, which is attached 
at Appendix 2 of this report, he assessed the proposal against the assessment matters for high traffic 
generators listed in Clause 13-3.2.14 of the City Plan. While the proposal is for a discretionary activity and all 
effects on the environment can be taken into account, I consider that the relevant assessment matters provide 
useful guidance. The assessment matters include the following:   
 

a) The actual or potential level of vehicle, cycle, and pedestrian traffic likely to be 
generated from, and moving past, the proposed access point(s).  

 
In respect to assessment matter a), the expected traffic movements to and from the proposed access have 
been outlined on Table 7.6 above and are quite low in relation to the expected traffic flows on a minor arterial 
road. 
 
Safety at the new access could however also be compromised by the non-complying vehicle crossing, by the 
traffic generated at the access and the general design of the access as an access that allows all vehicle 
movements other than right-in movements. While this proposal is unusual in the way that it will utilise the entire 
site as an access, I consider that the above definition applies to the portion of the proposed access at the front 
of the site. The total vehicle crossing will be 11.9m wide.  
 
Abley suggest on page 30 of their assessment that the number of pedestrian movements at the access is 
expected to be relatively low, and the number of vehicles using the access will generally be limited to vehicles 
accessing the site from the south-west (around 20% in total). They note that the existing vehicle access will 
remain the dominant access to Homebase but that the new access will provide significant relief to the current 
issues within the on-site car park created by queuing at the existing access. 
 
Abley also note that the wider than permitted access includes the provision of a central pedestrian refuge island 
that will split the crossing of the access by pedestrians into two separate stages. They suggest that this will be 
safer for pedestrians, particularly the aged and disabled, than a compliant crossing without an island. I accept 
this assessment. The applicant has further agreed on a review condition that will enable Council to review the 
proposed access design, including matters of safety, taking into account the outcomes of the audit. 
 
Overall, I am satisfied that any adverse effects on the environment associated with the vehicle crossing will be 
less than minor and acceptable. I do not consider that there will be any adverse effects on the wider 
environment associated with the vehicle crossing.  
 

b) The extent to which the traffic using the access, either alone or in association with other 
nearby activities, will adversely affect the traffic function and/or the safety of the 
surrounding road network.  
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In my opinion, this assessment matter is of particular relevance. Mr Milne notes in his report that the queuing of 
vehicles past the proposed access creates some uncertainty for other drivers who might yield to vehicles 
exiting the Homebase site via the new access. Mr Milne further notes that this presents an unpredictable road 
situation, and he concludes that “in my view, the congested conditions along Briggs Road during peak times 
give a clear indication of the unsuitability of developing the access as proposed”. While I accept Mr Milne’s 
concerns, I note that the peak times of the Homebase centre do not coincide with the peak traffic flows on 
Briggs and Marshland Roads.  
 
I further note that traffic movements are never fully predictable, and any vehicle access, particularly onto an 
arterial road, usually creates some uncertainty. While this may be more so for an access associated with a non-
residential activity, drivers generally anticipate that they may have to be particularly careful around such 
accesses and near busy intersections. On balance, I consider that the effects described by Mr Milne above on 
the surrounding road network will be minor and acceptable.  
 

d) The ability to gain access to an alternative road which has a lesser traffic function and 
the environmental impacts on that alternative road in respect of residential amenities 
where relevant.  

 
While there is no ability to create an additional access to the site elsewhere, the applicant has explored the 
option of upgrading the existing access off Marshland Road. This is also the preferred option of Mr Milne, as he 
explains in his report. However, the applicant notes that upgrading the existing access would only be possible 
at the expense of losing further car parks, and the site already has a significant shortfall of car parking (several 
resource consents have been granted for this shortfall, the latest being RMA92021572).  
 
The applicant further notes that the existing tenancy agreements obligate them to provide a minimum number 
of car parks to the tenants of the site, particularly the Bunnings Warehouse. Upgrading the existing access 
would result in a breach of the agreements. In my opinion this is a reasonable matter for consideration, and 
while upgrading the existing access may prevent the adverse effects created by the proposal, it would result in 
a number of other adverse effects associated with the additional loss of car parking. On balance, I accept the 
applicant’s assessment that upgrading the existing access is not a feasible option, and that the adverse effects 
on the environment associated with the above assessment matter will be less than minor.  
 

f) The adverse effects of extra traffic, particularly heavy vehicles, generated by the 
development on the amenity and safety of surrounding residential streets.  

 
The adverse effects on residential amenity have already been assessed above. I note again that the applicant 
has agreed to a condition that the utilisation of the access will be restricted to light vehicles through signage. 
Further, the immediately adjoining neighbours have provided their written approval to the proposal. I do not 
consider that there will be any significant or unacceptable adverse effects on the surrounding residential streets 
(such as Olivine Street) arising from the proposed access.  
 

g) The extent to which the physical form of the frontage road may mitigate the adverse 
effects of the extra vehicle movements generated for example, the presence of a solid 
median to stop right hand turns.  

 
The proposed access will be designed to prevent right hand turns into the site, but not from the site onto Briggs 
Road. Mr Milne notes that such a measure would limit access to residential properties on the south side of 
Briggs Road. Again, the owners/occupiers of the two properties opposite the proposed access (118 and 122 
Briggs Road) have provided their written approval.  
 
Mr Milne further notes that “in addition the proposed solid median does not prevent safety and efficiency effects 
occurring as a consequence of design of the access which enables right turn vehicles to exit the site.” To 
address Mr Milne’s concerns, the applicant has agreed to a condition (should consent be granted) requiring that 
the proposed access will be reviewed by a suitably qualified traffic auditor prior to construction. This audit will 
include a review of the proposed right-out option. The applicant has further agreed on a review condition that 
will enable Council to review the proposed access design, taking into account the outcomes of the audit. In my 
opinion, any adverse effects on the wider road network associated with the physical form of the access will be 
no more than minor and acceptable, subject to appropriate conditions.  
 

h) Any cumulative effects of traffic generation from the activity in conjunction with traffic 
generation from other activities in the vicinity.  

 
While Mr Milne has not addressed cumulative effects in his report, I consider it appropriate to do so. I note that 
there are no non-residential activities other than the Homebase site within the immediate vicinity of 121 Briggs 
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Road. As explained further above, the site is surrounded by an intact residential zone, and I consider it unlikely 
that further larger scale non-residential activities will occur in this area which would require access onto Briggs 
Road or one of the surrounding roads. Even if this will be the case, it is likely that such a proposal would require 
resource consent, and any additional adverse effects would have to be assessed against the transport 
standards of the City Plan. While the Homebase centre may or may not expand in the future, it is likely that it 
would expand to the north rather than the south, simply because there is more land to the north. Any new 
access would likely be onto Marshland Road and, again, it would likely require resource consent. Overall, I am 
satisfied that any cumulative effects on the environment associated with the access will be less than minor.  
 

i) Whether the speed of vehicles travelling on the frontage road is likely to exacerbate the 
adverse effects of the access on the safety of road users.  

 
The frontage road of Briggs Road is subject to a 50 kph road. Mr Milne notes that “therefore higher speed 
related crashes would not be anticipated. However the slow moving traffic along the frontage road during peak 
times would introduce several adverse effects on road safety that I highlight in my consideration of assessment 
matter (K)”. I agree with Mr Milne that speed-related crashes are unlikely to occur as a result of the access, and 
I am satisfied that any adverse effects on the environment associated with speed will be less than minor.  
 

j) The proximity of the access to other high traffic generating landuse access points and 
intersections.  

k) The extent to which any extra conflict may be created by vehicles queuing on the 
frontage road past the vehicle crossing.  

l) The extent to which the traffic generated by the site will adversely affect the frontage 
road, particularly at times of peak traffic flows on the road.  

 
The proposed access point is located some 120 metres from the intersection of Marshlands Road/Briggs Road. 
It is my understanding that Mr Milne’s concerns are strongly related to the proximity to this intersection. Mr 
Milne notes that “the vehicle queuing associated with the Marshland Road/Briggs Road intersection interacts 
with the operation of the proposed access point”. This is because the queuing of vehicles past the proposed 
site access “creates a level of uncertainty for other drivers as the usual priority rules break down when queued 
drivers on the main road yield to vehicles exiting from the side road”. Mr Milne further expresses the following 
concerns:  
 

 that the access would have the potential to interrupt traffic flows on Briggs Road when right-
turning existing vehicles are waiting for a gap to appear in the west-bound traffic; 

 that during congested conditions, right turners out of the site are unsighted from west bound 
vehicles on Briggs Road resulting in minimal reaction/stopping time for vehicles to take 
avoiding actions;  

 that high delay for vehicles exiting the site will require pedestrians to walk on the road, around 
the waiting vehicle creating safety issue for pedestrians; 

 that there will be a hazard to cyclists in circumstances where the exiting driver has been given 
an indication by a queuing eastbound Briggs Road driver to go with no awareness of cyclists 
proceeding in a eastbound direction; and 

 that the proposal introduces additional conflict points on a section of Briggs road that is subject 
to peak hour congestion. 

 
Mr Milne concludes the following: 
 

“From my assessment of the proposed application against the City Plan rules and 
critical[sic!] standards I conclude that traffic effects would be significant. I am of the view 
that the access arrangement as proposed is unacceptable. In view of this and the potential 
for more than minor effects I cannot support the application for resource consent in the 
form in which the application is presented.   
 
There may be other planning reasons that on balance outweigh the traffic effects of the 
resource consent, and if the planning authority is minded to recommend that the consent 
be granted to establish access onto Briggs Road, I recommend that such access be 
provided only in the form of a left-in-left-out arrangement and is subject to the following 
conditions of consent: 
 

1) that the proposed access design is subject to a full safety audit undertaken by 
professionally qualified auditor appointed by City Council. The findings of the 
audit shall be used to inform the final access design. 
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2) Appropriate signage should be provided to prohibit use of the access by heavy 
vehicles and that such limitations of use are supported by enforcement action 

3) That the proposed access is formed as an access way whereby pedestrians 
have right of way over vehicles emerging from the site. 

 
I accept Mr Milne’s concerns that the proposed access will create a level of uncertainty for other drivers, and 
create an additional conflict point on Briggs Road. However, in my opinion, such conflict points arise whenever 
a new access is create anywhere in the City, and there is always a level of uncertainty for drivers, cyclists and 
pedestrians. This is not exclusively the case for the proposed access. In my opinion, road networks seldom 
function perfectly and without any conflicts. While conflicts should be mitigated and the potential for accidents 
should be reduced whenever possible, the additional access will provide some relief for other traffic issues, 
such as congestion within the car park, even if this will largely be an internal benefit within the Homebase site. 
Again, the applicant agreed to conditions requiring a safety audit and signage to prevent use of the access by 
heavy vehicles to mitigate the adverse effects of the proposed access. The safety audit will also address 
potential issues around the proposed right-hand turn out of the Homebase site. The audit may find that such 
turns could result in unacceptable effects on safety, however the review condition volunteered by the applicant 
means that the final access design will be informed by the outcomes of the safety audit.  
 
In my opinion, a condition requiring that pedestrians have right of way over vehicles seems unnecessary, given 
that there will be a safety median to allow pedestrians to cross the access in stages. I further consider that 
pedestrians, particularly when walking along arterial roads, are generally mindful of traffic movements around 
them. A wide and highly visible vehicle access such as the proposed one is likely to draw their attention to 
turning vehicles (e.g. compared to residential access ways). Briggs Road is not an area with high volumes of 
pedestrian movements where pedestrians would expect to have priority over vehicles, which could for example 
be the case in inner city shopping areas.  
 
It should further be recognised that the City Plan does not aim to prevent all adverse effects on the 
environment, but only those effects which are unacceptable. Any adverse effects have to be assessed against 
the benefits of a proposal, and against the capacity of the surrounding environment (in this case the road 
network) to absorb these effects. New accesses and other changes to the road network are created all over the 
City for different kinds of activities. This is the normal result of a changing environment, and common for all 
cities, but particularly in a post-earthquake environment, in which suburban shopping centres such as 
Homebase suddenly attract more people than before. I note again that arterial roads such as Briggs Road are 
designed to absorb high traffic volumes. 
 
While the proximity of the proposed access to the intersection is likely to result in some delays in traffic flows, I 
re-emphasise that the peak hours of Homebase do not coincide with the peak traffic flows on the road network. 
When reviewing Abley’s Paramics model and the further information provided subsequently, TDG traffic 
consultants concluded in an email from 13/12/2013 that “there is still no significant delay in the Paramics model 
network, no real queue build-up and it fairly much appears as if all vehicles make it through the signalised 
intersections in one cycle”.  
 
Mr Bevan Wilmhurst of TDG further notes the following: 
 

“1.   Relative the observations made by yourself [Mr Milne], roadwork changes in the area 
have forced more traffic through the Briggs/Marshland intersection.  I would note that 
New Brighton road is currently closed in the eastbound direction at the 
Avondale/Basset St intersection, the alternative eastbound route is via QEII drive so 
there’s a good chance this has increased flows through the Briggs/Marshlands 
intersection. There are also a number of barred movements through the Travis 
Road/Anzac Drive roundabout, but I’m less certain as to what impact these may have 
had through Briggs/Marshland. 
 

2.   If on the day surveyed there was queuing/delay which is not be represented in the 
model - the modelling approach is using an outdated method where demands are 
developed against 15min turncounts, rather than developing demand to 2hr+ data 
(counted from an uncongested-uncongested period) and profiles controlling the % 
build-up/dissipation through the period.  The danger with the 15min count approach is 
that the demands simply represent satisfied stopline flow, not true demand, and the 
result is your model simply reflects the satisfied stopline flow and you don’t get any 
queue-build up through the period.” 
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While models can provide a useful guide on the expected traffic movements associated with a new access and 
potential associated effects, it became apparent during the consent process that the details and results of such 
models can be interpreted in different ways, as exemplified by Mr Wilmhurst’s assessment above. 
 
In my opinion, the Paramics model and the review by TDG do not suggest that the proposed access will 
inevitably result in more than minor or even minor effects on the wider road network. It has simply shown that 
adverse effects are likely to occur, and it has shown of what nature these effects are likely going to be 
(additional queuing along Briggs Road, some delays in traffic flows, and some conflict between vehicles exiting 
the site in a right-hand turn and other vehicles or pedestrians). I consider it appropriate that the proposed 
access be subject to an independent safety audit, as agreed upon by the applicant, however, on balance I 
consider that the above effects are not unusual for a new access and are part of many road networks. Overall, I 
consider that the adverse effects described above will be no more than minor and acceptable, subject to 
appropriate conditions.  
 

m) Whether the adverse effects of the traffic could be minimised/mitigated by on-street 
traffic management measures including the installation of signals or pedestrian refuges 
or deceleration and acceleration lanes.  

 
During the consent process, the option of providing traffic lights at the proposed access has been discussed 
with the applicant, but at this stage traffic lights are not proposed. Further, Mr Milne points out in his report that 
signalisation of the proposed access should not be considered as a method of mitigation. This is because 
according to Mr Milne, the proximity of the proposed access would likely have effects on the operation of the 
signalled intersection of Marshlands Road/Briggs Road. I accept this assessment and note again that the 
applicant proposes a pedestrian refuge to mitigate the adverse effects associated with the width of the access. 
 
While Mr Milne acknowledges that the proposed access will prevent right-turns into the site, he expresses 
concerns around the ability to turn right out of the site, as such a design would have the potential to introduce 
U-turning on Briggs Road as vehicles would seek to circumvent the physical island in order to access the site. 
Mr Milne also notes that there would be the potential for vehicles to circumvent the physical island by driving on 
the wrong side of the road to enter the site. However, I note that illegal traffic movements should be given little 
weight when assessing the proposal. Again, the proposed safety audit will assess vehicle movements and 
whether there will be any unacceptable safety effects. 
 
On balance, I am satisfied that the applicant proposes sufficient mitigation measures, and that any adverse 
effects of the traffic will be no more than minor and acceptable. 
 

a) Whether the sight distances at the access are adequate to provide safe access/egress 
with reference to "Road and Traffic Standards Guidelines for Visibility at Driveways".  

 
In respect to the above assessment matter, Mr Milne notes that during uncongested conditions, appropriate site 
distances would be achieved. Mr Milne however expresses concerns that during congested conditions, right 
turners out of the site would have the potential to be unsighted from west bound vehicles on Briggs Road as a 
consequence of entering the westbound carriageway from between stationary, queued vehicles resulting in 
minimal reaction/stopping time for vehicles to take avoiding actions. Again, right turns out of the site will be 
assessed in an independent safety audit.  
 
I further note that the two residential dwellings immediately to the east of the application site are set back 
behind the road boundary and provide visibility for vehicles driving west from the Marshland/Briggs Road 
intersection. Overall, I am satisfied that any adverse effects on the wider environment associated with visibility 
will be no more than minor and acceptable, again, subject to appropriate conditions.  
 
Conclusion 
 
While there will be adverse effects on the surrounding road network however, I consider that these effects will 
be no more than minor and acceptable. However, I do recommend a number of conditions to be put on this 
consent, should it be granted.  
 
Positive effects 
 
On page 25 of their assessment Abley note that the proposal will significantly improve the efficiency of the 
existing access, particularly on Saturdays, and reduce the queuing problems that occur within the existing car 
park by providing an alternative access. I accept this assessment. 
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Abley further note that the proposal has network benefits by reducing the distance vehicles traveling to and 
from the site, particularly from Briggs Road, have to travel on the network. They summarise that within the 
modelled area alone there will be some 2.5 hours of travel time saved in the evening peak and 4 hours during 
the Saturday peak period. This would result in annual savings of 2,542 hours and 33,060km. While at the first 
glance these numbers seem impressive, I do not consider that these benefits are significant. The TDG analysis 
of the weighted network travel time shows no change in average journey time across the evening and Saturday 
periods with the introduction of the new link rather than the global benefits as described in the Abley ITA. 
Council’s Senior Transport Planner Andrew Milne agreed with this assessment, and I accept that the positive 
effects associated with the reduction in total travel time on the road network are probably insignificant.  
 
Other effects 
 
The proposal is for a discretionary activity, therefore, all effects on the environment can be taken into account. I 
do not consider that there will be any adverse effects on the local and wider environment other than the effects 
assessed above.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The applicant proposes to construct a new access to the Homebase site off Briggs Road to improve internal 
congestion problems. While the proposal will reduce these issues, particularly during peak times on Saturdays, 
the new access will to degree externalise the currently internal problems onto the public road network by 
creating a new ‘conflict point’. However, in my opinion, such conflict points arise whenever a new access is 
create anywhere in the City, and any adverse effects have to be assessed against the benefits, and against the 
capacity of the road network to absorb these effects.  
 
I note that despite the unusual nature of the proposal, the access largely complies with the transport-related 
standards of the City Plan and is only a discretionary activity because it breaches a number of community 
standards.  
 
On balance, I consider that any adverse effects on the residential character, coherence and amenity of the 
surrounding environment will be less than minor, except the effects on those parties who have given their 
written approval to the proposal.   
 
Again, the safety audit volunteered by the applicant will address matters around the final access design, 
including the proposed right-turn into the site. Overall, I am satisfied that any adverse effects on the directly 
adjoining neighbours and on the wider road network associated with traffic generation and safety will be no 
more than minor and can be adequately addressed through conditions.  
 

How do any relevant objectives, policies, rules or other provisions of the City/District Plan relate to the 
proposal? [Section 104(1)(b)(vi)] 

 
The relevant objectives and policies essentially seek to maintain and enhance a high level of residential 
amenity, and to maintain and enhance the safety and efficiency of the City’s road network.  
 
Objective 4.2 (Amenity) seeks to create a pleasant and attractive city. Supporting Policies 4.2.7 – 4.2.8 
(Public safety) seek to encourage public safety in the design and layout of development, particularly of public 
open space and facilities, and to ensure that the safety of people and communities is not adversely affected by 
the development of fortified sites. Considerations in terms of safety include elements such as visibility for 
pedestrians and cyclists. In my opinion, the visibility of the access is sufficient, and the proposed pedestrian 
island will mitigate adverse effects on pedestrian safety when crossing the vehicle access. Again, the final 
access design will be reviewed by an independent safety auditor. Overall, I consider that the proposal is 
consistent with the above objective and policy. Policy 4.2.9 (Impacts of noise) seek to achieve a low ambient 
level of noise in the City and the protection of the environment from noise that can disturb the peace, comfort, 
or repose of people to the extent necessary to avoid, remedy or mitigate unreasonable levels of sound. While 
the vehicles utilising the access will create some noise in addition to the noise generated on Briggs Road 
already, for the reasons outlined in the effects assessment, I conclude that these additional noise effects are 
acceptable. I consider that the proposal is consistent with this objective and policies.  
  
Objective 7.1 (A sustainable transport system) aims to achieve a safe, efficient and sustainable transport 
system. The impacts of the transport system can be many and far ranging if care is not taken to avoid, remedy 
or mitigate the adverse effects which may be produced. There are not only the direct effects of traffic such as 
vibration, fumes and noise, but also the indirect effects of loss of privacy, loss of land for other users, 
separation of neighbourhood areas, accident damage and injury, and the costs of congestion and lack of 
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accessibility. I re-emphasise that those neighbours directly adjacent to the new access and most exposed to 
the effects described by this objective, have given their approval to the proposal. Associated Policies 7.1.1 – 
7.1.5 (Minimising adverse effects) seek to remedy, mitigate or avoid the adverse effects of the use of the 
transport system, to promote integration of transport and land use planning, to promote integration of the 
planning, management, and operation of all elements of the transport system, to make efficient use of the 
transport system, particularly its infrastructure, and to encourage change in the transport system towards 
sustainability. Policy 7.1.6 (Integrated sustainable transport strategy) seeks to develop a long term 
integrated strategy for transport. Policy 7.1.8 (Amenity) aims to maximise planting and landscaping associated 
with roading improvements, to avoid, remedy or mitigate their impact on the environment. While the new 
access will create some adverse effects on the environment, I do not consider that the proposal unduly 
compromises a sustainable transport network, as it will also create benefits associated with the efficiency of the 
car park and the existing access. The access will remove the (residential) amenity from the application site, 
however, in my opinion the amenity of the surrounding residential environment will not be eroded. Overall, I 
consider that the proposal is consistent with the above policies.  
 
In my opinion, the following are the key objective and policies in relation to this proposal: Objective 7.2 (Road 
network) seeks to create an efficient and effective road network that allows the City to function and develop 
with minimal conflict between land uses, traffic and people. This objective highlights the importance of the 
efficiency and effective functioning of arterial roads. Supporting Policies 7.2.2 – 7.2.4 (Planning the network) 
re-emphasises this by aiming to protect the function of the road network and the environment of adjacent land 
uses from the adverse effects of high traffic generators, to plan legal and paved road widths to reflect the 
differing functions of various elements of the road hierarchy, and to take account of social and environmental 
impacts as well as economic benefits when planning changes to the road network. The policy further points out 
that “access control may be in the form of well controlled entries and exits from parking areas directly onto 
arterial roads, or restricting access and egress to other roads not predominantly residential in nature. Access to 
arterial roads in the network will also be controlled by various means including Limited Access Declarations, the 
acquisition of boundary strips and landuse controls”. Policy 7.2.5 (Land use control) seeks to control the 
establishment of land use activities to achieve compatibility with the roads they front by avoiding, remedying or 
mitigating the effects which each has on the other. The effects assessment above has revealed that the 
proposed access will result in some adverse effects on the surrounding road network. However, at this stage it 
cannot be concluded without doubt that these effects are unacceptable, or even unusual for an access of this 
kind. Thus, the applicant has agreed on a condition requiring an independent safety audit to provide some 
further clarity on this matter. The above objective and policies are particularly concerned with the effects 
created by high traffic generators. In this respect I point out that arterial roads are designed for a relatively high 
level of traffic. The model presented by the applicant has shown that the increase in traffic expected along 
Briggs Road is actually very modest. Thus, the matter of concern is rather related to the design of the access, 
and its close proximity to the Marshland/Briggs Road intersection. Policy 7.2.5 acknowledges that the siting of 
appropriate land uses alongside the appropriate elements of the network will result in benefits of less accidents 
and greater efficiency. I note that the applicant does not propose right-hand turns into the site, as they would 
significantly affect the traffic flows from east to west. Further, I am satisfied that the left-in and left-out 
movements will only result in acceptable effects on the road network. The proposed right-hand turn out of the 
site, and the details of the access design, will be reviewed by a safety auditor. On balance, I am satisfied that 
the proposal is not inconsistent with the above objective and policies.   
 
Objectives 7.4 (Cyclists) and Objective 7.5 (Pedestrians) seeks to make provision for the safe movement of 
cyclists and pedestrians and actively encouraging walking and cycling as a means of transport in a pleasant 
environment. I do not consider that the proposal unduly compromises the safety of pedestrians and cyclists and 
thus consider that the proposal is not inconsistent with these objectives.  
 
Objective 7.7 (Transport safety) seeks to maintain and improve transport safety throughout the City. 
Supporting Policy 7.7.1 (Road safety) aims to continue a substantial programme of traffic improvements, 
principally for safety reasons. In addition to the safety benefits from effectively managing land use activities and 
the roading hierarchy, physical on-street measures such as the installation of traffic signals, roundabouts and 
islands, medians and improving street lighting can be used to protect different road users and make driving and 
riding easier, particularly at intersections. This objective and policy address similar matters as objective 7.2 and 
its associated policies. I do not consider it necessary to repeat my discussion around safety here as I am 
satisfied that the proposal is not inconsistent with objectives 7.2 and 7.7 and their supporting policies.  
 
Objective 11.3 (Non-residential activities) seeks to ensure that non-residential activities located within living 
areas which meet community needs, and are consistent with maintaining a high standard of amenity in living 
areas. This objective recognises that non-residential activities have the potential to create adverse effects for 
neighbouring sites and local communities relating to matters such as noise, traffic generation, hours of 
operation, visual detraction, the scale of operation and loss of residential neighbours. While the proposal will 
effectively remove the residential character of the application site, it is unusual in its nature as it is not for a 
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typical non-residential activity, such as a business. While the proposal is not entirely consistent with this 
objective, the immediately affected parties have given their written approval to the proposal, and I consider that 
any other adverse effects can be mitigated through appropriate conditions. I do not consider that the proposal is 
not contrary to the above objective.   
 
Objective 11.4 (Adverse environmental effects) seeks to create a living environment that is pleasant and 
within which adverse environmental effects on amenity values are avoided remedied or mitigated, while still 
providing the opportunity for individual and community expression. The objective reflects the desire of residents 
of the City to maintain a high standard of residential amenity. Supporting Policies 11.4.9 (Noise) and 11.4.10 
(Glare) aim to maintain the amenity of the City’s living areas. For the reasons outlined in my effects 
assessment, I consider that the proposal is not inconsistent with this objective. 
 
Conclusion 
 
While the proposal is not entirely consistent with some of the City Plan’s objectives and policies related to 
residential amenity and effects on the public road network, for the reasons outlined above I consider that the 
proposed activity is not contrary to the objectives and policies. 
 

Are there any relevant provisions of a National Environmental Standard, National Policy Statement, 
Regional Plan, Regional Policy Statement or Coastal Policy Statement? [Section 104(1)(b)] 

 
No 
 

Are there any other matters which are relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the application? 
[Section 104(1)(c)] 

 
Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch (http://cera.govt.nz/recovery-strategy/overview/read-the-recovery-
strategy)  
 
The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch (the Recovery Strategy) prepared by CERA under the 
Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act became operative on 1 June 2012.  It is a statutory document that must 
be "read together with, and forms part of" other relevant legislation within the greater Christchurch area.  The 
City and District Plans (and a number of other statutory documents) must not be interpreted or applied in a way 
that is inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy.  Only Sections 3-8 of the Strategy have statutory effect. 
 
“Recovery” is defined under the CER Act as including both restoration and enhancement (Section 3).  
 
Section 4 identifies the vision for the recovery of Greater Christchurch and supporting goals relating to the six 
components of recovery.  The following goals are of particular relevance to this application:  
 
Economic – Revitalise greater Christchurch by: 

 Planning for a well-functioning Christchurch central city and thriving suburban centres 
 Facilitating the recovery and development of the Central Business District 
 Restoring the confidence of the business sector to enable economic recovery and growth 
 Ensuring a range of employment options 

 
Section 5 of the Recovery Strategy identifies a number of priorities for recovery to address and promote social, 
economic, cultural and environmental wellbeing. These include:  

 A functioning Central Business District and suburban areas that provide opportunities for local 
businesses and economic activities to relocate, maintain services and grow. 

 
Section 7 provides the framework for development of Recovery Plans under the CER Act. The following 
Recovery Plans have been released to date: 

 A draft transport chapter to the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan entitled “An Accessible City” was 
released on 15 November 2012, and submissions closed on 1 February 2013.  

 
Granting consent to this application is not considered to be inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy as it does 
not conflict with any of the identified goals or priorities for recovery.   
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Precedent / Plan Integrity  
 
It should be noted that precedent can be a relevant consideration for discretionary activities. Given the unusual 
nature of this application it is appropriate to have regard to the issue of precedent, as well as the effect of 
granting consent upon the integrity of the City Plan and public confidence in its consistent administration.  Case 
Law has established however, through the High Court in Rodney District Council v Gould, that concerns 
relating to plan integrity and precedent effect are not mandatory considerations. The Court held that they are 
matters that decision makers may have regard to, depending on the facts of a particular case including: 
 

1. Whether a proposal is contrary to the objectives and policies of the plan; and if so 
2. Whether in the circumstances of a particular case a proposal can be seen as having some unusual 

quality. 
 
I note that there are no non-residential activities other than the Homebase site within the immediate vicinity of 
121 Briggs Road. As explained further above, the site is surrounded by an intact residential zone, and I 
consider it unlikely that further larger scale non-residential activities will occur in this area which would require 
access onto Briggs Road or one of the surrounding roads. In my opinion it is unlikely that the proposal would 
set precedent for similar proposals in the vicinity of the site. 
 
Further, I note again that the proposal is quite unusual. Every shopping centre is quite different in terms of its 
surrounding environment and road network, and in another case similar internal congestion problems could 
potentially be solved with other measures, such as access upgrades or changes to car parking layouts. 
 
Given these factors, I consider that granting consent to this application is unlikely to give rise to any significant 
precedent effect which would challenge the integrity of the City Plan.  
 

The above considerations are subject to Part II of the Act. Is the application consistent with Part II?  
[Section 104(1)] 

 
The proposal is considered to be consistent with Part II matters in that the proposal will not unduly compromise 
the amenity of the surrounding environment, in accordance with Section 7(c) and 7(f) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991.   
 

If the application is for a non complying activity, does it meet at least one of the provisions of Section 
104D (1)?   

 
N/A - this application is for a discretionary activity. 
 

Are there any matters that have arisen in the assessment of this application that would indicate the 
application should have been publicly notified? [Section 104(3)(d)]. 
 
No 
 
 
Recommendation: That for the above reasons the application be granted pursuant to Sections 104, 

104B and 108 of the Resource Management Act 1991, subject to the following 
conditions: 

 
 
1.  The development shall proceed generally in accordance with the information and plans submitted with the 

application, subject to any changes to the final access design approved by the Council pursuant to 
condition 6. The Approved Consent Documentation has been entered into Council records as 
RMA92023756 (62 pages) and includes the stamped approved plans RMA92023756 pages 1 to 1. 

 
2.  Prior to construction of the access commencing, the access design shall be subject to a safety audit 

process as described in NZTA Road Safety Audit Procedures Guidelines 2013 to be lead by a Council 
approved Road Safety Auditor. This safety audit shall include (but not be limited to) an assessment of the 
proposed right-turn out of the Homebase site onto Briggs Road and be submitted to Council’s Senior 
Transport Planner (Attn. Andrew Milne) upon completion. 

 
3.  The final access design shall be informed by and designed in accordance with Council’s response to the 

safety audit recommendations subject to condition 2 to address any serious concerns raised in the safety 
audit.  
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4.  Appropriate signage shall be provided to prohibit use of the access by heavy vehicles. 

 
5.  A plan of the final access design shall be submitted to Council’s Senior Transport Planner (Attn. Andrew 

Milne) for approval prior to construction of the access commencing.  
 
6.  Pursuant to Section 128 of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Council may review conditions 1, 3 

and 5 in relation to the access design by serving notice on the consent holder within a period of 2 months 
following the date of submission of the safety audit, in order to deal with any adverse effects on the 
environment which may arise from the exercise of this consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a 
later stage. 

 
 
Advice Notes:  

 The Council will require payment of its administrative charges in relation to monitoring, as authorised by the 
provisions of section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991. At present the monitoring charges include: 

(i)  A monitoring fee of $112 to cover the cost of setting up a monitoring programme and carrying out a 
site inspection to ensure compliance with the conditions of this consent; and 

(ii)  Time charged at an hourly rate of $116 (incl. GST) where additional monitoring is required. 
 
 This resource consent has been processed under the Resource Management Act 1991 and relates to 

planning matters only. You will also need to comply with the requirements of the Building Act 2004.  Please 
contact a Building Consent Officer (ph 941-8999) for advice on the building consent process.   

 
 You will need to obtain separate permission from the Council as owner of the land before you may carry 

out the proposed activity on this site.  Please contact Joanne Walton, Policy Advisor Greenspace, Network 
Planning Team, Greenspace on 941 8999. 

 
 The applicant shall be advised that Community Board approval for the establishment of the access has to 

be obtained prior to the construction of the access commencing.  
 
 The applicant shall be advised that any signage other than that required under condition 4 above will need 

to comply with the relevant rules for outdoor advertisement in Volume 3 Part 10 of the City Plan.  
 
 
 
 

Reported and recommended by:   Lara Peter, Planner   

Date:   23/12/2013 
 
Reviewed by:   John Higgins, Manager Resource Consents 
Date:   06/01/2014 
 

Decision 

 
That the above recommendation be adopted for the reasons outlined in the report. 
 
 
Commissioner:  

Name: Ken Lawn  

Signature: 

 

 

Date: 21 January 2014  
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Appendix F 

Safety Audit  
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