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

Name Representing 

Paul Roberts  
 

Christchurch City Council #310 

Steve Abley  Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited 

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

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

Andrew Metherell  
 

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

Ian Clark  
 

Crown #495 & FS#1347 

Axel Wilke  
 

Generation Zero #1149 

Tony Penny  
 

AMP Capital Investors #1187 



Ann-Marie Head 
 

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

Nick Fuller  
 

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

Ray Edwards  
 

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

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



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

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

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, which requires Integrated Transport 

Assessments for substantial developments? 

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

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

an Integrated Transport Assessment appropriate, including: 

 

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

developments? 

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

provide an Integrated Transport Assessment? 

(c) How are developments with existing Integrated Transport 

Assessments to be approached?  

 

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



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

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

and fully Integrated Transport Assessments are required and what should each 

type of assessment consider?  

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

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

Generators and Integrated Transport Assessments appropriate and clearly 

expressed? 

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

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



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

Appendix 7.15 ITA Requirements Checklist 
 
The experts agree that with amended and appropriate matters for assessment Appendix 7.15 ITA 
Requirements Checklist should be deleted. 
 
 
 
 
Policy 2 High Generating Trip Activities  
 

The experts agree that Policy 2 needs to be modified to more appropriately align with the outcomes 
discussed above, taking into consideration, for example an acknowledgement of the zone and 
location of the activity and the removal of the references to car parking. Mr Roberts undertook to 
prepare a draft for a revised Policy 2 for comment by the experts. 
 
 

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

  



 


