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

Name Representing 

Paul Roberts  
 

Christchurch City Council #310 

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

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

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

Andrew Metherell  
 

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

Axel Wilke  
 

Generation Zero #1149 

Anne-Marie Head 
 

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

Nick Fuller  
 

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



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

Ray Edwards  
 

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

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

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

maximum or no car parking requirements? 

 

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

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

required to provide more or less car parking? 

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

 



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

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

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

parking spaces for people with disabilities? 

 
 

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

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

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

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

should permeable surfacing be permitted? 

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

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

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

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



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

  



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