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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 

 
 

EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENT 
 

TRANSPORT PROPOSAL: CHAPTER 7 
 
 

TOPIC 3-ACCESS AND MANOEUVRING STANDARDS, LOADING REQUIREMENTS, AND RAIL LEVEL 
CROSSINGS 

 
Thursday 30 April 2015 

 
1. EXPERT CONFERENCING 
 
Expert conferencing for this topic was held on Thursday 30 April 2015 at the Hearings Venue, 348 
Manchester Street, Christchurch. The session was facilitated by Environment Commissioner David 
Bunting. 
 
2. PARTICIPANTS 
 

Name Representing 

Warren Lloyd 
 

Christchurch City Council #310 

Steve Abley  
Foodstuffs SI Ltd - #705 & FS#1324) & (Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi 
Property Holdings Limited #761 

Andy Carr  The Crown #495 

Andrew Metherell  
 

Bunnings Ltd #725 

Tony Penny 
(For Issue 12 only) 

Calder Stewart #985  
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3. ISSUES DISCUSSED 
 
In this expert conferencing session, the experts agreed that there were no issues requiring 
discussion other than those issues raised in in the Statement of Issues Relating to Transport 
Proposal (Part) dated 13 March 2015.  
 

 

3.1  Statement of Issues:  Issue 12: Are the access and manoeuvring standards 

appropriate? 

  
 
Appendix 7.7, Table 7.10 - Minimum requirements for private ways and vehicle access  
 
The experts agreed that in Appendix 7.7, Table 7.10 - Minimum requirements for private ways and 
vehicle access, a new class of access (activity) should be provided that would enable service access 
for heavy vehicles greater than 8.8 metres in length. The experts agreed that:  

 the maximum width should be 9 metres.  

 the minimum legal width is 6.5 metres and for minimum formed width is 5.5 metres 

 the number of marked parking spaces is nil or not applicable.  
 
The experts agreed that row ‘v’ of Table 7.10  ‘All activities’ should be amended to refer to ‘All 
activities other than service access for heavy vehicles greater than 8.8 metres in length’.  
 
The experts agreed that Table 7.10 should have an additional ‘note 3’ above the table which reads 
‘Where a mix of activities is proposed, the largest relevant dimension is applicable. 
 
Mr Lloyd agreed to refine the table to provide for these amendments.  
 
Follow Up Note: In the post conference finalisation of this Statement Mr Carr, Mr Abley, Mr Lloyd 
and Mr Penny suggested some rewording in the descriptions of the activities in rows iv and v. Mr 
Lloyd will respond to the proposed rewording in his refinement of the table for review and 
confirmation by the other experts. 
 
Appendix 7.7 ‘Access Design and Gradient’ 
 
The experts agreed that in Appendix 7.7 ‘Access Design and Gradient’: 

 In Figure 7.8-‘Illustration showing an inside of a curved vehicle access’   the dimension to the 
inside radius should be aligned with the diagram shown in NZS 2890.1:2004 Figure 2.9 with 
the text reading inside radius’. 

  The caption to the Figure caption should be amended accordingly. 

 Note 1 before Fig 7.8 should also have the word ‘radius’ added to the end of the sentence 
with the word ‘curved’ deleted. 
 

Follow Up Note: During the post conference finalisation of this Statement Mr Lloyd advised that 
following his discussion with the Council on these proposed amendments to Fig 7.8, the Council 
advised that it was their intention to delete this figure in its entirety and instead include a reference 
to ASNZS 2890.1:2004. This was on the basis that this standard provided much more detail than the 
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information contained in the figure. The other experts were requested to provide their confirmation 
of this intended approach. 
 
The experts agreed that amendments should be made to Table 7.11: 

 to differentiate between car parks that are open to the public and those that restricted for 
private use as per standard NZS 2890.1:2004; 

 the word “public car park” should be inserted into rows ‘iv’ and ‘v’. 

 new rows should be added to refer to private car parks (more than 6 parking spaces) with 
maximum gradients of 1 in 4 for vehicle accesses of less than 20 metres length, and 1 in 5 
for vehicle accesses of more than or equal to 20 metres length. 

 
Definition 
 
The experts agreed that there should be a new definition for Private Car Park to read: ‘A car park 
which is not open to the general public or casual users.’ Mr Lloyd offered to check this proposed 
definition for consistency with other parts of the PRDP. 
 
 
Appendix 7.1 Parking Space Requirements 
 
The experts questioned the provenance of row ‘s’ in Table 7.4, “Parking Space Requirements” with  
Mr Carr requesting that it be removed. Mr Lloyd agreed to check the reasoning (if any), for the 
inclusion of this row and to provide further information on these reasons for review and 
confirmation by the other experts   
 
 

3.2  Statement of Issues Issue 13: Is the requirement to design certain 

activities to prevent vehicles reversing onto the transport network too 

onerous?  

 

 
 
The experts understand that the existing provisions in the operative plan are being carried forward. 
There were no concerns expressed about the suitability of these provisions. 
 

3.3   Statement of Issues Issue 14: Are the standards relating to rail level 

crossings appropriate?  

 
 
My Lloyd advised that these matters are being addressed with Kiwi Rail directly and they were 
therefore not discussed. 
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Loading Provisions 

 

3.4   Statement of Issues Issue 10: Are there certain activities that should be required 

to provide more or less loading spaces? 

 
 
A heading should be inserted to the first Table in Appendix 7.3 – ‘Loading Areas’.  This would seem 
to be Table 7.7.  
 
The experts agree that a new activity should be added to Appendix 7.3, Table 7.7 titled ‘Warehouse 
and Distribution’, to provide for the lower loading bay rate required for this activity with the experts 
agreeing that the rate should decrease relative to the size of the activity. The experts proposed that 
the rate of heavy vehicle bays to be provided for activities less than 2,000 square metres GFA could 
be one bay per 1,000 square metres GFA or part thereof, for activities between 2,000 square metres 
and 10,000 square metres GFA one bay per 2,000 square metres GFA or part thereof, and for 
activities greater than 10,000 square metres GFA one bay per 2,750 square metres GFA or part 
thereof. Mr Abley on behalf of Mr Durdin agreed to source further evidence on this matter for the 
experts to confirm the appropriateness of the proposed rates and thresholds. 
 
 
3.5  Statement of Issues Issue 11: Do loading spaces need to be on-site or can off-site 

/ on-street loading be used to meet the loading needs of an activity?  
 

The experts agree that provisions should be included in the PRDP to explicitly recognise that loading 
spaces could be provided off-site (subject to a suitable legal instrument), provided they are within 50 
metres of any part of the subject site and the route between the loading facility and the site does 
not require crossing any road.   
 
The experts agree that loading spaces that are already provided on-street should also be able to be 
utilised as per the provision made within the Central City parts of the operative District Plan. They 
accept that this may lead to a non-compliance with the District Plan in the event that the road 
controlling authority subsequently removed the on-street loading bay. The experts agree that this 
could disadvantage the consent holder and this potential risk is a matter that the applicant should 
carefully consider when proposing to rely on on-street loading. 
 
The experts consider that the absence of a provision specifying location of loading bays within a site 
can create imbalances in the provision between activities. The experts agree that Appendix 7.3 
‘loading areas’, Clause 1E should be amended to read, “any space required for loading other than for 
a residential activity shall be available and conveniently located in relation to the buildings for staff 
and visitors…” 
 
 
3.6  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. 
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We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record of the 

conferencing session held on 30 April 2015 and we have complied with the Code of Conduct for 

Expert Witnesses. 

 
Signed: 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 


