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

 
 
John Mills 
Environment Court Commissioner - Mediator 
9 June 2015 
 



 

 

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

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

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

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

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

 Ngai Tahu values are recognised in Policy 8; 

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

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

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

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



 

 

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



 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

threshold should be. 



 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



 

 

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

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

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



 

 

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

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

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

 
 
John Mills 
Environment Court Commissioner - Mediator 
9 June 2015 
 



  

ATTACHMENT A – ITA JOINT EXPERT STATEMENT JUNE 2015 

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

  



 

 

 
 

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

 
And  

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

 
 

JOINT STATEMENT OF EXPERT WITNESSES 
 

TRANSPORT PROPOSAL: CHAPTER 7 
 

TOPIC 1 ‐ INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS 
 

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

Name  Representing 

Paul Roberts   Christchurch City Council #310 

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

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

Andrew 
Metherell  

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

Ian Clark   Crown #495 & FS#1347 

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

Nick Fuller  

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



 

 

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

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

Activity  Trigger for Basic Transport 
Assessment 

Trigger for Full Transport 
Assessment 

Preschool  More than 50 pupils  More than 150 pupils  

School  More than 150 students  More than 450 students  

Tertiary Education  More than 250 FTE 
students 

More than 750 FTE students 

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

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

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

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

Residential  More than 60 households  More than 120 households 

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

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

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

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

Mixed use and other activities 
not listed above 

More than 50 vehicles per 
peak hour (vpph) 

More than 120 vpph 

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



 

 

4.  MATTERS NOT AGREED 
 
4.1  Activity Status 

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

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

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

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

the consent authority. 

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

thresholds.   

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 
   



 

 

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

Name  Signature 

Paul Roberts  

Melanie Muirson  

Andy Carr  

Andrew Metherell  
 

Ian Clark  
 

Ann‐Marie Head 

Nick Fuller  

 
 



  

ATTACHMENT B – SUBMITTERS VERSION OF HTG RULE 
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Amend Policy 7.1.1.2 

7.1.1.2 Policy 2 – High trip generating activities 

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

high levels of transport demand and therefore the assessment of high trip generating 

activities will be focused on managing rather than avoiding adverse effects.  

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

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

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

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

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

public and active transport use; 

c. optimise use of the existing transport system; 

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

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

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

including use of travel demand management measures; 

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

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

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

Manawhenua values. 

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

mitigated;  

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

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

infrastructure and service improvements. 

 

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

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

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

caused by the proposed expansion or extension of that activity 

 

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

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

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

circumstances: 

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

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

from the New Zealand Transport Agency (see: 

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

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

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

 

Amend Rule 7.2.3.1 by deleting a. ii 

7.2.3.1 Minimum number and dimensions of car parks required 

 Applicable to Rule Matters of discretion 

a. Any activity, unless: 

i. located within a 

commercial zone 

and/or on adjacent 

roads that is 

identified as a local 

or neighbourhood 

centre in Chapter 

15; or 

ii. it is an activity that 

requires resource 

consent under rule 

7.2.3.10 - High Trip 

Generators. 

At least the minimum 

number of car parking 

spaces in Table 7.2 in 

Appendix 7.1 shall be 

provided on the same site 

as the activity. The 

minimum number of car 

parking space required 

may be reduced by the 

relevant amount if the 

activity qualifies for any of 

the permitted reductions 

in Appendix 7.14.  

Matters specified in 7.3.1 

 

Revise Rule 7.2.3.10 as follows: 

7.2.3.10 High Trip Generators 

7.2.3.10.1 Permitted Activities 

P1 Any activities which do not exceed the thresholds contained within Columns A and B in Table 

7.1 below shall be a permitted activity for the purpose of this rule.  

7.2.3.10.2 Controlled Activities 

C1 Any activity which exceeds the thresholds contained within Column A, but not Column B in 

Table 7.1 below, shall be a controlled activity for the purpose of this rule, where: 

1. the land use activity is listed as a permitted activity in the activity status table for the 

zone in which it is located, regardless of whether the activity exceeds an activity 

standard; and 

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

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule: 

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

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

 

 

7.2.3.10.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

RD1 Any activity which exceeds the thresholds contained within Column B in Table 7.1 below, 

shall be a restricted discretionary activity for the purpose of this rule, where: 

1. the land use activity is listed as a permitted activity in the activity status table for the 

zone in which it is located, whether or not the activity exceeds an activity standard; 

and 

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

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule: 

1. shall be subject to a Full Integrated Transport Assessment; and 

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

RD2 Any activity which exceeds the thresholds in Column A and/or B in Table 7.1 below, shall be 

a restricted discretionary activity for the purpose of this rule, where: 

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

the zone in which it is located; or 

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

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule: 

1. for activities which exceed Column A but not Column B, shall be subject to a Basic 

Transport Assessment; or  

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

Assessment. 

 

Table 7.1 

Land use   Column A   Column B 

Preschool   50 children   150 children 

School    150 students   450 students 

Tertiary Education  250 FTE Students  750 FTE Students 

Healthcare   500 m² GFA   1000 m² GFA 

Industry   5000 m² GFA   10,000 m² GFA 

Warehouse   10,000 m² GFA   20,000 m² GFA 

Office    1750 m² GFA   4000 m² GFA 

Residential   60 residential units  120 residential units 
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Retail    500 m² GFA   1000 m² GFA 

Retail Parks   1000 m2 GLFA   2000 m2 GLFA 

Mixed Use/Others not  50vpph    120vpph 

listed above    

Notes for Table 7.1 

1. Except as provided for under Condition 2 below, Table 7.1 shall only apply to any additional 

traffic generation from a site as a result of the addition of new floor space, or a change in land 

use undertaken on the site after the date that the Plan became operative, and the traffic 

generation associated with the activity that existed prior the date that the plan became 

operative shall be disregarded. 

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

from a site as a result of a development which increases the number of, children, students or 

FTE students 

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

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

Guidelines.  

 

Assessment Matters 

7.3.19 High trip generators 

The following are assessment matters for Rule 7.2.3.10  

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

situations: 

 

ITA Assessment Matters 

Activities that are 

otherwise permitted in 

the Zone's Activity 

Status Table 

Activities that are not 

permitted in the Zone's 

Activity Status Table 

  

Basic ITA Full ITA Basic ITA Full ITA 

1 Effects from Access and Manoeuvring Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2 Design and Layout Yes Yes Yes Yes 

3 

Adequate Parking supply/ Effects of Parking 

(only if there is a non-compliance with Rule 

7.2.3.1) Yes Yes Yes Yes 

4 
Transport effects of high volumes of heavy 

vehicles Yes Yes Yes Yes 

5 Accessibility of the site for all modes 
 

 

Yes Yes 

6 
Trip generation effects on the road network 

 Yes   Yes 
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in the immediate vicinity (adjoining streets) 

of the site access points 

7 
Cumulative Network Trip generation effects 

on the wider network  
 

  Yes 

8 Ngai Tahu/Manawhenua values  Yes  Yes 

9 
Consistencyt with transport policy 

framework? 
 

  Yes 

 

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

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

accessibility (including for people whose mobility is restricted) and amenity values of the 

site, and the adjacent transport network (including considering the road classification of 

the frontage road), and to what extent any adverse transport effects are mitigated. 

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

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

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

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

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

public and active transport users. 

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

7.2.3.1 - Minimum number and dimensions of car parks required. 

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

effects, whether there is an. Consideration should be given to the ability to operate 

parking in a coordinated or shared way with nearby car park(s) and whether there are 

mitigation factors for a reduced parking supply, having regard to the parking reduction 

factors in Appendix 7.14. 

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

are any transport effects from these trips on the physical transport network 

infrastructure. 

Assessment matter 5 is only to be considered where there is a non-compliance with Rule 

7.2.3.10.3 RD3 applicable for High Trip Generator activities that are not listed as a permitted 

activity in the relevant table of permitted activities for the zone where the activity is located 

and/or does not comply with the activities relevant built form standards for the zone where the 

activity is located. 

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

of transport modes, and whether the activity's location will minimise travel to and from 

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

modes public and active transport use. 
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6. Whether in preparing a full Integrated Transport Assessment, measures are proposed 

to mitigate the actual or potential effects arising from the anticipated trip generation 

from the proposed activity on the road network in the immediate vicinity of the site 

access point(s).  

The following aAssessment matter 7 and 8 are s (7-9) are is only to be considered 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Table 7.1 – Thresholds for full Integrated Transport Assessments 

 Activity Thresholds 

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

b. Education Activities (PreSchool) ≥ 240 children 

c. Health Care Facilities ≥ 1200m² GFA  

d. Industrial Activities (excluding Warehousing and 

Distribution Activities) 

≥ 10,000 m² GFA  

e. Industrial Activities (Warehousing and 

Distribution Activities) 

≥ 41,600 m² GFA  

f. Offices ≥ 4000 m² GFA  

g. Residential Activities ≥ 100 Residential Units  

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

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

j. 
All other activities (not covered by the 

thresholds above)  

 

≥ 1000 vehicle trips per day² 

 

1If the activity has fluctuations in daily vehicle trips, then the calculation should be based on 

an average of the days (across the week) that the activity operates. 

67. Whether measures are proposed to adequately avoid or mitigate the actual or potential 

safety and efficiency effects on the transport network from the anticipated trip 

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

infrastructure, and construction work associated with the activity. 

87. Whether the design and layout of the proposed activity provides for Ngai Tahu/ 

Manawhenua cultural values, including: 

a. the use or retention of indigenous species in landscaping; 

b. encouraging the discharge of stormwater to retention areas rather than directly to 

waterbodies; 

c. location of car parking and loading areas outside of water body setbacks; and  

d. maintaining or enhancing access to significant areas such as Mahinga kai, waahi tapu 

and waahi taonga (including waipuna).  

Note: Guidance on cultural values can be taken from the Mahaanui Iwi Management 

Plan (2013).  

Assessment matter 89 is only applicable for High Trip Generator activities, which exceed the 

thresholds in Column B Table 7.1, and that is not listed as a permitted activity in the relevant 

table of permitted activities for the zone where the activity is located and/or does not 

comply with the activities relevant built form standards for the zone where the activity is 

located.  

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

framework.  



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

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

- Bunnings Limited (#725) 

- Integrated State Schools (#676) 

- Catholic Diocese of Christchurch (#656) 

- Alpine Presbytery (#752)   

- Progressive Enterprises Limited (#790) 

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

- Christchurch International Airport Limited (#863) 

- Lyttleton Port Company (#915) 

- Waterloo Park Limited (#920) 

- Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of Technology (#756) 

- University of Canterbury (#797) 

- Papanui Properties Limited (#1188, #1189) 

- R and H Investments Limited (FS#1210) 

- Urbis TPD Limited (#1074) 

- NPT Ltd (#707) 

- Marriner Investments Limited (#378) 

- Marriner Investments No 1 Limited (#380) 

- Carter Group Limited (#386) 

- Maurice Carter Charitable Trust (#385) 

- Peebles Family Trust (#1078) 

- Scentre New Zealand Limited (#742) 

- Avonhead Mall Limited (#379) 

- Maurice R Carter Limited (#377) 

- Oakvale Farm Limited (#381) 

- 880 Main North Road Limited (#1081) 

- 7990 Limited (#7990) 

- Peebles Group Limited (#1195) 

- Peebles Family Trust (#1078) 

- Tailorspace Investments Limited (FS#1322) 

- Memorial Avenue Investments Limited (#917) 

- AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd  (submitter 814)  

- TEL Property Nominees Limited (submitter 816) 
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