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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Nicholas Fuller.  I am a Transportation Engineer with 

Novo Group Limited. 

2 My qualifications include a Bachelor of Engineering (Honours) in Civil 

Engineering.  I have worked on resource management traffic 

planning and engineering projects for 14 years.  My experience 

during this time includes development planning, preparing Traffic and 

Transport Assessments for resource consents and plan changes and 

the preparation of Project Feasibility and Scheme Assessment 

Reports for local authorities and the New Zealand Transport Agency. 

3 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in 

the Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in 

preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting 

evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area 

of expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in 

reliance on another person’s evidence. I have considered all material 

facts that are known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions that I express in this evidence. 

Scope of Evidence 

4 My evidence is presented on behalf of Carter Group Limited. 

Although a number of matters have been resolved by way of the 

Council’s response to submissions, conferencing and mediation, there 

remain some outstanding transport matters with respect to the 

Central City provisions which this evidence addresses, namely: 

(a) Sites with car parking greater than 50% of the GLFA; 

(b) Permanent Car Park Buildings; 

(c) Queue Space; 

(d) High Trip Generator Assessment Matters; 

(e) High Trip Generator NZTA Notification; 

(f) Maximum crossing widths. 
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7.2.2.4  Sites with Car Parking Greater than 50% of GLFA 

5 The Replacement Plan Central City transport rules identify that 

activities within the Core that propose a car parking area that is 

greater than 50% of the Gross Leasable Floor Area (GLFA) will be 

non-complying activities.  I note that this is largely consistent with 

the Operative District Plan rule.  The proposed rule is as follows: 

NC1: Any activity within the Central City Business Zone (Core) 

that does not comply with 7.2.3.1 d. 

7.2.3.1 d: Applicable to any activity – Any parking area shall be no 

greater than 50% of the gross leasable floor area of the 

buildings on the site. 

6 I understand that the rationale behind this being a non-complying 

activity is the following policy from An Accessible City: 

7.9.8  Policy: Central City Core 

Establish a people focussed and slow vehicle Core in the 

heart of the Central City which provides safe and effective 

access and movement for all forms of transport. 

7 I have several concerns regarding the implementation of the above 

rule regarding the definition of parking areas.  I also consider that 

the specific transport matters associated with the non-compliance 

could be specifically targeted and addressed as a Restricted 

Discretionary matter from a purely transport perspective.  I address 

these concerns in turn below. 

Parking Area Definition 

8 My first concern relates to the definition of Parking Areas, which in 

turn affects whether the rule is triggered by an appropriate measure 

and whether the transport issues associated with the non-compliance 

are so significant they warrant a non-complying status.   

9 I have included the definition of parking areas (as set out in the City 

Plan) within Attachment 1.  As can been seen parking area includes 

areas of landscaping.  
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10 Assuming the intention of the rule is derived from the policy set out 

in paragraph 6 above, Council’s concern with providing too much 

parking is that it would generate adverse transport effects through 

traffic generation over and above that anticipated in the area.  Given 

this, including the amount of landscaping proposed within a car park 

in the trigger for assessment seems counter-intuitive.  A large 

amount of landscaping will not result in additional traffic generation.  

Furthermore, I understand that landscaping is a requirement of the 

City Plan, so the ability to provide car parking is to some extent 

impeded by landscape requirements rather than the anticipated 

transport goals sought. 

11 The term “parking area” also refers to “vehicle parking”, which is not 

defined in the City Plan, nor is “vehicle”.  As such, I have taken the 

definition of “vehicle” from the Land Transport Act (see also 

Attachment 1).  Notably, the definition of vehicle would include 

cycles, so vehicle parking would naturally include cycle parking.  

Determining that an activity is non-compliant within the Core 

because it provides too large an area for cycle parking is not 

consistent with the Objective 1 of the Chapter 7 that seeks a 

transport system that “reduces dependency of private motor vehicles 

and promotes the use of public and active transport”.  I note that the 

dimensions of cycle parking and the manoeuvring requirements are 

also prescribed in the City Plan. 

12 The Replacement City Plan sets out loading requirements, including 

dimensions of spaces and on-site manoeuvring.  These are required 

to adequately accommodate the site’s loading requirements such 

that adverse effects do not occur on-street.  However, the inclusion 

of loading areas within the parking area calculation reduces the 

ability to provide car parking on-site without adding notably to the 

traffic generation that is understood to be the primary concern with 

large parking areas. 

13 Given the above, I consider there would be merit in refining the rule 

to refer to car parking (including car parking spaces and required 

manoeuvring) in order to address the primarily traffic related 

concerns and not matters such as cycle parking and too large an 

area of landscaping. 
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Transport Related Assessment Matters 

14 From a transport perspective, I consider that the Replacement City 

Plan already includes appropriate assessment matters for the 

potential transport effects associated with establishing a car parking 

area of greater than 50% of the GLFA.  The assessment matters 

associated with car parking areas within the Central City would 

remain applicable (7.3.27).  These assessment matters require 

consideration of the transport effects.  

15 The above assessment matters are sufficient to give consideration to 

any transport effect on the adjacent road network.  This would need 

to account for establishing a people focussed slow vehicle core as 

sought by the associated policy.   

16 I also note that the High Trip Generator rule (7.2.3.10) would also 

apply to larger activities that are not permitted.  I consider that the 

assessment matters outlined under this rule would continue to be 

appropriate to consider the relevant transport related effects. 

Relief Sought 

17 From a transport perspective, I consider that this rule could be 

retained as a Restricted Discretionary activity, although altered to 

reference car parking and manoeuvre areas to be targeted as the 

relevant concern.  This could be worded as follows: 

NC1 RD4: Any activity within the Central City Business Zone 

(Core) that does not comply with 7.2.3.1 d. 

7.2.3.1 d: Applicable to any activity – Any car parking and 

associated manoeuvre area shall be no greater 

than 50% of the gross leasable floor area of the 

buildings on the site. 

18 The associated assessment matters are already set out in 7.3.27 and 

I consider these are sufficient to address any potential transport 

concerns that may arise. 
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7.2.2.3  Permanent Car Park Buildings 

19 The proposed Central City transport rules identify that permanent car 

park buildings or sites where car parking is the primary activity on 

that site are Discretionary activities.  The matters of discretion are 

then specified as relating to the assessment matters listed in 7.3.26.   

20 There are nine assessment matters identified in 7.3.26, which 

broadly includes the need for the car park, its design and the impact 

this may have on the viability of public transport.  I consider that 

these assessment matters are appropriate.  An assessment as a High 

Trip Generator would be required if the car park is predicted to 

generate notable traffic volume, as I understand that this activity is 

not listed as a permitted activity in this zone.    

21 Given the well-defined issues already set out in the Replacement City 

Plan, I consider permanent car parking facilities could be Restricted 

Discretionary activities from a transport perspective. 

7.2.3.7  Access Design – Queue Space 

22 Table 7.12 in Appendix 7.8 of the Proposed Replacement City Plan 

sets out the queue space requirements at accesses within the City.  A 

revised proposal was discussed at expert conferencing, but the final 

form was not agreed at that point and nor has agreement been 

reached subsequent to the conferencing.  As indicated in the 

conferencing statement1, I consider that there should not be a 

distinction between the queue space required in the Outer Zone, 

compared to the remainder of the City.  For ease of reference, the 

Council’s proposed table is replicated below. 

Table 1:  Council’s Proposed Queue Space Requirement 

  Minimum queuing space (m), if the access serves 

 Number of 

parking spaces 

(For 

residential 

activities, the 

Outside the Central City, car 

parks accessed from local and 

collector roads. 

Within the Central City, 

Outside the 

Central City, 

car parks 

accessed from 

arterial roads. 

                                       
1 Refer to topic 3.1 of the Transport Expert Conferencing Statement  
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number of 

residential 

units) 

residential activities in the 

Residential Zone (not taking site 

access from an Arterial Road) 

and/or all sites accessed from 

Local and Local Distributor 

Streets within the Core and 

Inner Zone. 

Within the 

Central; City, 

all other cases 

not provided 

for in the other 

column. 

i. 4 – 10 0 6.0 

ii. 11 – 20 6.0 12.0 

iii. 21 – 50 12.0 

iv. 51 – 100 18.0 

v. 101 – 150 18.0 

v. 151 or over 24.0 

23 The Proposed Replacement City Plan includes a queue space rule that 

requires a given amount of internal passing area to protect the 

function of the adjacent transport network, including footpaths, 

cycleways and traffic movements.  The passing space required varies 

depending on the adjacent road hierarchy.  The Council has also 

proposed that it varies by transport zone and whether the activity is 

a residential activity in the Central City Residential Zone.   

24 The Council’s proposed queue space rule requires the same amount 

of queuing for the Core, the Inner Zone, residential activities in the 

Central City Residential Zone and Outside of the Central City.  A 

different and more onerous queue space is required for the non-

residential land in the Outer Zone that has access to Local and Local 

Distributor Streets.  These areas are illustrated broadly in 

Attachment 2, which also identifies the locations with the more 

onerous queue space rules once the Central City Residential Zone 

dispensation is accounted for.  As can be seen, the remaining areas 

are predominantly Open Space (Hagley Park) and the Central City 

Mixed Use Zone (to the south and south-east of the Central City) 

with other pockets remaining surrounded by Central City Residential 

zone (to the north and north-east of the Central City). 
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25 In my opinion, the queue space requirement should be consistent 

throughout the City and in particular I see no reason that non-

residential activities in the Outer Zone warrant their own unique 

requirement compared to the remainder of the City.  Specifically, the 

Outer Zone does not provide the walking / cycling focus that may 

otherwise warrant protection of the footpath that the Core or Inner 

Zone has.  The function of roads with a traffic carrying focus (i.e. the 

Arterials) is protected by the right hand column (of Table 1), which 

applies to all zones. 

26 The Council’s queue space requirement would specifically affect the 

Local Street and Local Distributor Streets in the Outer Zone, which 

are the lowest order of road in the Central City.  I note that these are 

comparable to the Local Road and Collector Road category outside 

the Central City.  Given the low traffic function of these roads, I 

consider that a lesser queue space requirement that is 

commensurate with the vast majority of the City is acceptable. 

27 In my opinion, the Council’s inclusion of the reduced queue space for 

residential activities in the Central City Residential zone further 

reinforces that a consistent approach should be taken to queue space 

requirements across the City.  The recent decision on Chapter 7 did 

not seek to distinguish between residential activities and other 

activities, so it is unclear why this is required within the Outer Zone 

of the Central City.  Furthermore, the effects of queuing on the 

transport network will be similar regardless of the activity that is 

generating the effects.   

28 Given the above, I consider that the queue space requirements 

should be simplified and made consistent throughout the City, as per 

the following table (that covers the whole City). 

Table 2:  Submitters’ Proposed Queue Space Requirements 

  Minimum queuing space (m), if the access 

serves 

 Number of parking 

spaces (For residential 

activities, the number 

of residential units) 

Car parks access from 

local streets, local roads, 

collector roads and local 

distributors. 

All other cases 

(i.e. Main 

Distributors and 

all Arterial 
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roads) 

i. 4 – 10 0 6.0 

ii. 11 – 20 6.0 12.0 

iii. 21 – 50 12.0 

iv. 51 – 150 18.0 

v. 151 or over 24.0 

29 The above table will provide consistency across the City with regard 

to the queue space requirement.  It will also provide a consistent 

approach to queue space within the Central City, noting that Main 

Distributors are afforded less protection to through traffic within the 

Inner Zone and the Core with the Council’s proposal.  Compared to 

the Council’s proposal, the Table 2 requirement will benefit non-

residential activities in the Outer Zone that take access to Local and 

Local Distributor Streets.   

30 The Table 2 proposal will disadvantage residential activities in the 

Outer Zone that take access from Main Distributor Streets, but this 

would only be making the requirements consistent with the 

remainder of the City (i.e. the Core, the Inner Zone and outside of 

the Central City).  However, this will be offering the same protection 

to the traffic function of the Main Distributors as provided within the 

Core and Inner Zone and outside of the Central City.  

7.3.19 High Trip Generators Assessment Matters 

31 The High Trip Generator assessment matters were discussed at some 

length during the Stage 1 conferencing for Chapter 7 (Transport  - 

outside the Central City).  The assessment matters approved during 

Stage 1 provide sufficient scope to consider all the relevant transport 

effects of a proposal that is within the Central City.  As such, I 

consider there is no need for the 14 additional assessment matters 

set out in the Council’s proposal – many of which duplicate the six 

matters already referred to and settled on in the Stage 1 transport 

decision.  
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32 It was agreed with the other experts at the conferencing that the 14 

“additional” assessment matters can be removed and the main six 

referred to throughout the City (i.e. both outside and inside the 

Central City).  I note that these matters have been deleted in the 

Revised Proposal (Appendix A of David Falconer’s Evidence in Chief) 

and I support this deletion. 

7.2.3.10  High Trip Generators – NZTA Notification 

33 Proposed note 8.b of the High Trip Generator rule (7.2.3.10) 

indicated that where a consent application is not publically or limited 

notified, consultation with the New Zealand Transport Agency will be 

required where significant transport effects are identified.  I note that 

the Central City is not close to a State highway and so a 

development that has the potential to affect the State highway 

operation would likely need to be notified anyway.  In my opinion 

there is no need for this rule. 

34 Removing this requirement was discussed and agreed at expert 

conferencing.  In particular, it is noted that the Crown’s Transport 

Expert (Mr Ian Clark) agreed that the requirement can be removed. 

35 I note that this matter has been removed from the Revised Proposal 

(Appendix A of David Falconer’s Evidence in Chief) and I support this 

deletion. 

7.2.3.8  Vehicle Crossings – Maximum Crossing Width 

36 The proposed Central City Transport rules did not include a maximum 

vehicle crossing width.  For context, there is a maximum width 

outside of the Central City that is set out in Table 7.10 of Appendix 

7.7.  There is also a maximum vehicle crossing width provided in the 

Operative City Plan within the Central City and that crossing width is 

consistent with the requirement outside of the Central City.   

37 Council has proposed maximum crossing widths within the Central 

City that are generally consistent with those outside of the Central 

City2.  The exception is that Council seeks a maximum width of 7.0m 

for activities that provide more than 15 car parks, compared to a 

maximum of 9.0m outside the Central City. 

                                       
2 Reference Table 7.10 of the Revised Proposal (Attachment A to David Falconer’s Evidence in 
Chief). 
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38 I understand that a 7.0m width was initially proposed by Council for 

outside the Central City, but this was increased to 9.0m at expert 

conferencing to accommodate the swept path of larger design 

vehicles.  At paragraph 6.26 of Mark Gregory’s (Council’s Traffic 

Engineer) Evidence in Chief, a cross-reference is provided to a 

District Plan Review Access Management Rules report.  I have 

reviewed the aspects of that report that relate to access widths and I 

note the recommendation provided is for a maximum width of 9.0m 

where a site provides access to more than 15 car parks (see section 

3.38 of the extract provided in Attachment 3).  This is consistent 

with the advice they provided to Council in March 2015 (see Issue B 

in Attachment 4). 

39 I consider that a maximum crossing of 9.0m within the Central City 

would provide consistency across the City Plan.  In addition, I note 

that the Australian Standard for Off-Street Commercial Vehicle 

Facilities (AS2890.2 – 2002) identifies that a medium rigid vehicle 

requires a width of 9m at the boundary to enable a truck to turn left 

into a site without crossing into the opposing traffic lane (see 

Attachment 5).  For information, the medium rigid vehicle is 

identical to the Council’s required design vehicle for commercial sites 

with internal waste collection.  Furthermore, compliance with this 

design standard is recommended by Council. 

40 Whilst I am seeking a wider maximum crossing width than Council’s 

traffic expert has suggested, I note that we agree that the minimum 

crossing width for sites with greater than 15 car parks should be 

5.5m.  I do not anticipate that developers will needlessly seek to 

provide crossing widths that are greater than their design 

requirements, especially within a constrained area such as the 

Central City.  This is because space is more likely to be at a premium 

and would be utilised for other purposes (such as developable area) 

if that were an option. 

41 Given the practical requirements of the crossing width and the low 

likelihood that large crossings will be proposed without good reason 

in the Central City, I consider that a maximum crossing width of 

9.0m is appropriate.  I note that this would provide consistency 

between the Central City and the remainder of the City. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Sites with car parking greater than 50% of the GLFA 

42 The definition of parking area needs to be refined to refer to car 

parking and exclude landscaping, cycle parking and loading areas.  

This will focus the trigger of the rule at the key issues to be 

assessed.  In addition, this matter could be assessed as a Restricted 

Discretionary matter from a transport perspective, as the key issues 

have been already well identified within the City Plan. 

Permanent Car Park Buildings 

43 Permanent car park buildings are proposed to be a Discretionary 

activity.  The City Plan already states what the matters of discretion 

are, so this activity could also be a Restricted Discretionary activity 

from a transport perspective. 

Queue Space Requirements 

44 The Council’s proposal includes a queue space requirement for non-

residential activities in the Outer Zone that access Local and 

Distributor Streets, which is inconsistent with the remainder of the 

City.  I have not identified any particular attributes of the Outer Zone 

that require this additional protection, particularly with regards to 

Local Streets and Local Distributor Streets. 

45 I have included a revised proposal at Table 2 that I consider provides 

a consistent approach to queue space provision throughout the City. 

Vehicle Crossing Requirements 

46 I consider that the vehicle crossing requirements should be 

consistent across the City.  The 9.0m crossing width I have proposed 

is consistent with the swept path requirements set out in the 

Australian Standard that Council recommends for design guidance.  

The access will allow access for the design vehicle Council are 

recommending for servicing of sites. 

47 I also consider that large vehicle crossings will only be used where 

necessary within the Central City.  This is because land would be 
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better put to other uses than for vehicle crossings that are overly 

large. 

 

Nick Fuller 

14 January 2016 

 

 



 

Attachment 1:  Definitions Relied Upon 

  



 

Proposed Replacement Plan Definitions 

Land Transport Act 1998 Definitions 

 

  

Parking 

area 

means that part of a site or building within which vehicle 

parking spaces are accommodated, and includes all parking 

spaces, manoeuvring areas and landscaping areas associated 

with vehicle parking on a site. 

Manoeuvre 

area 

means that part of a site used by vehicles to move from the 

vehicle crossing to any parking space, garage or loading space 

and includes all driveways and aisles, and may be part of an 

access. Parking areas and loading areas may be served in 

whole or in part by a common manoeuvre area. Manoeuvring 

area has the same meaning. 

Vehicle 
(a)  means a contrivance equipped with wheels, tracks, or 

revolving runners on which it moves or is moved; and 

(b)  includes a hovercraft, a skateboard, in-line skates, and 

roller skates; but 

(c)  does not include— 

(i)  a perambulator or pushchair: 

(ii)  a shopping or sporting trundler not propelled by 

mechanical power: 

(iii)  a wheelbarrow or hand-trolley: 

(iv)  [Repealed] 

(v)  a pedestrian-controlled lawnmower: 

(vi)  a pedestrian-controlled agricultural machine not propelled 

by mechanical power: 

(vii)  an article of furniture: 

(viii)  a wheelchair not propelled by mechanical power: 

(ix)  any other contrivance specified by the rules not to be a 

vehicle for the purposes of this definition: 

(x)  any rail vehicle 



 

Attachment 2:  Transport Zones 

  



 

 



 

 

 

Central City 

Road Hierarchy 

Outside 

Central City 
Comparable 

Road 
Hierarchy 

Local Street Local Road 

Local Distributor Collector Road 

Main Distributor Minor Arterial 

Arterial Major Arterial 

 

  



 

Attachment 3:  Extract of District Plan Review 2013 – Access 

Management Rules 
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3 ACCESSWAY DESIGN 
Explanation

3.1 The design of a vehicle access and in particular it’s legal and trafficable or formed width 
is an important provision within the District Plan.  As the frequency of use of an access 
increases, the potential for vehicles meeting on the access increases and the number 
of pedestrians and cyclists using the access also increases.  The length of the access 
is also a factor in the probability of vehicles meeting when traversing it.   

3.2 Accessway design rules are provided to protect pedestrian safety and allow the road 
to operate efficiently.  A minimum width ensures vehicles using the crossing can do so 
without crossing the frontage road centreline.  Maximum widths are specified to control 
the speed at which vehicles cross the footpath, as well as assisting pedestrians by 
generally defining the smallest area possible over which vehicles cross. 

3.3 The width of an access and whether vehicles travelling in opposite directions are able 
to pass each other on the access affects the on-site manoeuvring and queuing space 
rules although these are outside the scope of this work. 

Existing Provision 

Christchurch City Plan 

3.4 This rule is currently dealt with in a number of City Plan clauses including: 

Clause 2.2.10 Parking area and access design – All Zones outside the 
Central City 
Clause 2.4.7 Access type and design – All Zones within the Central City 
Part 14, Clause 5.2.1 Access (Private ways, access legs, and vehicular 
access on cross or company leases or unit titles) 
Part 14, Appendix 4 Access Standards 
Clause 2.3.1 Vehicle crossing design
Clause 2.3.3 Length of vehicle crossing is also related as it provides 
minimum and maximum crossing lengths measured along the kerb of the 
frontage road.  

3.5 These clauses are reproduced in Appendix A.

Banks Peninsula District Plan 

3.6 The Banks Peninsula District Plan does not include accessway width requirements 
except with reference to standard diagrams for vehicle access included in Appendix 
XIV which states a 6 metre maximum formed width for accesses on rural state 
highways with traffic generation less than 30 equivalent vehicle movements per day, 
and a required 6 metre formed width for accesses on rural state highways with traffic 
generation between 30 and 60 equivalent vehicle movements per day. 
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Technical Background 
3.7 A comparison of the rules relating to access design for relevant local authorities is 

summarised in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Access Design Rules in Other District Plans 
Plan Rule

Auckland Refer Table 3.2 

Hamilton Refer Table 3.3 

Tauranga Business activities 4.0m minimum access width at site boundary, 9.0m maximum width 
Other activities 2.7m minimum access width 

Wellington Inner Residential 3.7m maximum vehicle crossing width 
Outer Residential, Suburban Centres and Central Area 6.0m maximum vehicle width 

Nelson Residential areas 3.5 – 6m  dropped kerb width 
Commercial areas 5 – 7m dropped kerb width (excluding service stations and where 
verandas are required 
Industrial areas 6 – 8m dropped kerb width 
Where B-trains will regularly use an access, a crossing width of 9m may be permitted on 
specific application to Council 

Selwyn Refer
Table 3.4 

Table 3.2 Auckland Access Width Requirements 
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Table 3.3 Hamilton Access Width Requirements 

Table 3.4 Selwyn Access Requirements 

3.8 The majority of local authorities reviewed have minimum requirements for formed and 
legal access widths based on the use of the access (by activity or zone).  Some of the 
authorities (Auckland, Tauranga and Nelson) also stipulate maximum access widths. 

Research and Testing 
3.9 This rule is concerned not only with the design of accessways to serve individual sites, 

but also the design of shared accessways, e.g. accessways that are shared between 
residential dwellings.  Shared accessways have predominantly resulted from the 
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subdivision of sites in Christchurch.  Shared access can be useful, although the 
number of users needs to be limited.  At present, the City Plan allows up to 15 potential 
units to be served via a vehicular accessway.  The provision of long vehicular 
accessways (essentially private right of ways) does not support permeability and 
connectivity of the road network for vehicle, cycle and pedestrian access.  Therefore, 
a threshold for the amount of activity that can be served by a private accessway (for 
example in a new subdivision) needs to be clear in the District Plan.  Above the 
threshold, sites should be served via local roads rather than shared vehicle 
accessways. 

3.10 When preparing the rules it was discussed internally whether to stipulate when an 
access intersection should be provided for a development.  As the provision of an 
access intersection is generally to provide increased capacity for vehicles accessing a 
development, and as the HTGR will be maintained, a rule to stipulate when the access 
should be designed as an intersection would only serve to 'double up' on the HTGR.  
Therefore, we consider it more appropriate that developments that generate more 
traffic (i.e. HTG activities) be assessed as restricted discretionary activities where 
Council has discretion over traffic matters including whether the form of the access is 
suitable for the vehicle traffic, pedestrian and cyclist flows using the frontage road and 
accessing the development.  Further, as Council wishes to maintain the efficiency of 
the road network, an access intersection may not always be appropriate for a HTG 
activity and giving Council discretion gives them the means to consider the most 
appropriate arrangement for a particular situation.  Otherwise one could have a case 
where the City Plan requires an access intersection to be provided based on the traffic 
generation but other factors mean it is not appropriate (e.g. high pedestrian flows along 
the frontage road which should be given priority). 

3.11 NZTA’s policy is that “Accessways that are likely to generate 100 or more ecm/day, or 
have peak hour flows of 20 or more ecm/hr, will normally be treated as intersections 
for the purposes of access safety and will be expected to comply with the intersection 
spacing policy set out in section 3.5 of the PPM” (Appendix 5B of NZTA’s Planning 
Policy Manual). 

3.12 Under the current City Plan rule, all accessways for activities other than residential 
activities must have a minimum formed width of 4.5m, i.e. two-way flow, although there 
is a note that where no more than 30 vehicle movements occur in any hour the legal 
width can be reduced to a minimum of 3.0m.  It is noted this does not seem to be 
applied to the formed width however. 

3.13 As Plan rules should only apply to areas within a site rather than in the road reserve it 
is recommended that the existing rules are merged together into one rule in tabular 
form stating minimum and maximum accessway widths measured at the site boundary. 

3.14 This is considered the most crucial access rule and to avoid duplication and 
contradictions, ideally this rule and table should only be provided once in the Plan, with 
cross-references provided in other parts.  However, it is acknowledged that insertions 
made to the Plan by the Minister for Earthquake Recovery cannot be changed and 
therefore the table in Clause 2.4.7 will need to be maintained.  Therefore, the format 
of the table should be made as similar as possible. 

3.15 Design requirements for service lanes, private pedestrian access, and cycle and 
accessways are also currently included in these tables.  These requirements are 
applicable when subdividing land and are therefore outside the scope of this work.  As 
service lanes, cycle ways and accessways will generally be vested in Council they 
could be removed from the District Plan and included as part of the road standards that 
are anticipated to be provided in the IDS. 

3.16 It is recommended that the requirement for turning areas is excluded from this rule as 
it is more appropriate as part of the on-site manoeuvring rule (existing Clause 2.2.13 
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for Zones outside the Central City and existing Clause 2.4.8 On-site manoeuvring for 
Zones within the Central City). 

3.17 Also, the last two columns, namely whether the access shall be sealed and drained 
and the clear height of the access can be better stated in a text based rule rather than 
within the table as the requirements for all accesses in these aspects is similar. 

3.18 Access requirements should vary by activity type and size, as the volume and pattern 
of traffic movements varies by activity type.  The requirements for access were 
historically based on the potential number of residential units that the access would 
serve or a standard requirement for all other activities without consideration of their 
size.  The most recent version of this table that applies to Central City zones is based 
on the number of parking spaces provided. This is considered to be an appropriate unit 
of measurement as it allows access standards to be differentiated for other activities 
rather than applying a blanket width no matter what the activity type and traffic 
generation. 

3.19 Parking provision is a strong determinant of the use of an access by vehicles and 
therefore the chance of meeting another vehicle.  Another change implemented for 
Zones in the Central City is to align access requirements for office activities with 
residential activities with the same number of parking spaces.  This is appropriate as 
residential and office activities generally exhibit tidal traffic movement patterns during 
the peak hours. 

3.20 As the number of parking spaces served by an access and the length of the access 
increases, the chance of two vehicles meeting in the access also increases.  
Residential activities tend to exhibit a tidal flow of vehicles leaving in the morning and 
arriving in the evening in line with working hours.  Conversely, office activities generally 
experience a flow of vehicles arriving in the morning at the start of the working day and 
vehicles leave in the evening at the end of the working day.

3.21 In terms of trip generation during the peak hour, 1 trip per parking space for offices is 
generally exhibited (based on parking requirement of 2.5 spaces / 100sqm and peak 
hour trip generation of 2.5 trips / 100sqm).  For residential dwellings, 1 trip per dwelling 
during the peak hour can also be anticipated. 

3.22 The minimum trafficable or formed width of a vehicular access to allow a vehicle to 
travel in one direction at a time is the width of a 99th percentile vehicle plus clearance 
space on each side.  The 99th percentile vehicle is 1.95m wide and with a minimum 
clearance of 0.3m either side, this amounts to a minimum width of 2.55m.  However, 
this provides no allowance for manoeuvring if the access is not entirely straight.  NZS 
4404:2010 (Land Development and Subdivision Infrastructure, Table 3.2) sets out the 
widths in the following table for private accesses.  It also notes that pedestrians and 
cyclists would share the movement lane and passing opportunities should be provided 
up to every 50m.  A summary of the minimum widths for private ways in NZS4404 is 
provided in 

3.23 Table 3.5.

Table 3.5 Minimum Widths for Private Ways (NZS4404:2010) 

Activity Served Minimum Legal Width Minimum Movement Lane 
(Formed Width) 

1-3 dwellings 3.6m 2.75 

4-6 dwellings 4.5m 

Side or rear service access 1-20 dwellings 6m 2.75 
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3.24 According to NZS4404, access to more than 6 dwellings would require two movement 
lanes unless it is side or rear access and it states that side or rear access should not 
be the primary access. 

3.25 From first principles, the absolute minimum formed accessway width to allow two 
vehicles to pass each other (assuming there is clear space on either side of the 
trafficable part of the accessway) is approximately 4.5m.  This allows two 99th

percentile vehicles to pass each other with 0.6m clearance between the vehicles.  In 
some situations, particularly for accesses serving a small amount of activity accesses 
also accommodate pedestrians and cyclists.  The minimum access width that would 
allow a pedestrian or cyclist to pass a vehicle is considered to be 4.0m assuming the 
physical width required for a pedestrian is 1.0m or 1.2m for a wheelchair (Pedestrian 
Planning and Design Guide (NZTA, 2009) and the design envelope for a cyclist is 1.0m 
(Cycling Aspects of Austroads Guides, Austroads, 2011).   

3.26 In summary, minimum formed / trafficable widths are: 

2.75m – a vehicle can negotiate 
4.0m – a vehicle and a pedestrian or cyclist can pass each other 
4.5m – two vehicles can pass each other 

3.27 Therefore, the current minimum requirement for a two-way one lane access of 2.7m 
corresponds with the minimum stated in NZS4404 of 2.75m. 

3.28 NZS4404 states that a ‘rear or service lane’ of 2.75m to 3m formed width can 
accommodate 200 vehicle movements per day.  For residential activities this width 
could serve 20 - 25 residential units assuming 8-10 vehicle movements per unit. 

3.29 NZS2890.1: 2004 Parking facilities Part 1: Off street parking states “as a guide, 30 or 
more movements in a peak hour (in and out combined) would usually require provision 
for two vehicles to pass on the driveway, i.e. a minimum width of 5.5m.” 

3.30 A spreadsheet analysis has been undertaken of the probability of conflict on a one lane 
access, i.e. an access that allows travel in one direction at a time and two vehicles are 
not able to pass each other.  The analysis was undertaken for a typical weekday peak 
hour for tidal flow (35% in / 65% out) and equal flow (50% in / 50% out) assuming 1 
vehicle trip is generated per hour per parking space and for accessway lengths ranging 
from 10 to 80 metres.  Tidal flow represents a situation at a residential development 
where more vehicles are travelling in one direction during the peak hour of the activity 
(e.g. in the AM peak hour more vehicles leave to travel to work).  Equal traffic flow 
represents a retail activity where vehicle movements in each direction are likely to be 
more balanced during the peak hour.  It was assumed that vehicles would travel at a 
10km/h speed with a 3 second gap required between a vehicle entering the accessway 
and one leaving the accessway. 

3.31 The results of the analysis are shown in Table 3.6.
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Table 3.6 Probability of Conflict on a One Lane Vehicle Accessway 

Access 
length 
(m)

Probability of Conflict (%) 

Tidal Flow 

Probability of Conflict (%) 

Equal Flow 

5 vph* 10 vph 15 vph 20 vph 5 vph 10 vph 15 vph 20 vph 

10 0.7 1.5 2.2 2.9 0.8 1.6 2.4 3.2 

20 1.2 2.3 3.5 4.6 1.3 2.6 3.8 5.0 

30 1.6 3.2 4.7 6.2 1.8 3.5 5.2 6.8 

40 2.1 4.0 5.9 7.8 2.3 4.4 6.5 8.5 

50 2.5 4.9 7.1 9.3 2.7 5.4 7.8 10.2 

60 2.9 5.7 8.3 10.8 3.2 6.3 9.1 11.8 

70 3.4 6.5 9.4 12.2 3.7 7.1 10.4 13.4 

80 3.8 7.3 10.5 13.5 4.2 8.0 11.6 14.9 

3.32 Using a 95% probability level (i.e. 5% of times a vehicle will need to give way) the 
analysis above indicates that at less than about 10 vehicle movements per hour it is 
reasonable to only provide for a width to allow one-way flow as the probability of 
meeting another vehicle is less than 5% up to an access length of 50m.  Beyond 50m, 
passing places should be provided as required by NZS4404.  

3.33 It is proposed to require accessways serving up to 15 parking spaces and not serving 
residential or office activities to allow for flow in one direction at a time, i.e. 3.0m (with 
passing places if the accessway exceeds 50m in length).  And an additional metre 
width, i.e. 4.0m if the access will be used by pedestrians and/or cyclists to access the 
building.  Accessways serving more than 15 parking spaces will be required to provide 
for two-way flow, i.e. a minimum width of 4.5m. 

3.34 Note that adequate queuing space is required at the interface between the frontage 
road and the accessway so that entering and exiting vehicles can pass each other, 
particularly because vehicles leaving the accessway may need to wait to find a gap in 
the frontage road traffic in order to exit the accessway.  It is noted that queuing space 
requirements are currently covered by Clause 2.2.14 for zones outside the Central City 
and Cause 2.4.9 for zones within the Central City.  These rules should be reviewed to 
ensure appropriate and consistent outcomes are being achieved.   

3.35 Maximum widths of vehicle access are proposed to be taken from current Clause 2.3.3 
which states maximum vehicle crossing lengths of 6m for residential and 9m for all 
other activities. 

3.36 The access width rule for the Central City refers to trafficable widths rather than formed 
widths.  Trafficable refers to the area that is capable of carrying traffic.  The same 
language is proposed for the remainder of the city.  The difference between the 
trafficable and legal width provides space for services as well as landscaping.  
Generally, landscaping / service strips widths should increase as the trafficable width 
increases.

3.37 With regard to height, the minimum headroom for vehicles is 2.2m with a requirement 
for warning gauges when the headroom is less than 2.3m (AS/NZS2890.1: 2004 
Parking facilities Part 1: Off street parking).  Parking spaces for people with disabilities 
and the routes from the car park entry to the spaces should have a minimum vertical 
clearance of 2.5m (NZS 4121).  Stipulating height requirements on accessways 
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through district plan rules is not considered necessary and is recommended to be 
removed from this rule. 

Conclusions
3.38 The following rules are proposed: 

Accessway Design 
Vehicle access to any site from any road or service lane shall be by way of a vehicle crossing 
constructed from the roadway to the road or service lane boundary of the site at the owner’s or 
developer’s expense.   

The design of access to State Highways shall comply with the NZTA Planning Policy Manual or its 
replacement. 

All vehicle accessways and parking areas shall be sealed and drained unless access is taken from 
an unsealed road. 

All vehicle accessways to and within a site shall be in accordance with the standards set out in 
Table A. 

Table A – Requirements for vehicle accessways 

Activity Number of 
parking spaces 
provided (1) 

Minimum Legal 
Width (m)  

Minimum
Trafficable Width 
(m) (2) 

Maximum Trafficable 
Width (m) 

Residential and 
offices

1-3 3.0 2.7 6.0 

Residential and 
offices

4-8 3.5 3.0 6.0 

Residential and 
offices

9-15 5.0 4.0 6.0 

All other activities  15 or fewer 5.0 4.0 9.0 

All activities More than 15 6.5 (3) 5.5 9.0 

Clarification of Table: 

(1) Parking spaces refer to marked or garageable car parking spaces. 

(2) For vehicle accessways that are less than 5.5m trafficable width, passing opportunities 
must be provided at least every 50m along the accessway. 

(3) Where there is no other pedestrian/(cycling) route available to the building entrances then 
a 1.5m wide footpath (pedestrian area) shall be provided and the legal width shall be 
increased by 1.5m. 

Where parking spaces are provided in separate areas, the vehicle accessway requirements shall 
be applied to the connecting accessways based on the number of parking spaces served. 
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1. Introduction 

Abley Transportation Consultants provided advice regarding the provision of access management rules in 

2013 for the District Plan Review.  This advice was taken into consideration by Christchurch City Council 

(Council) when developing the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan.  The following topics 

were included within the advice provided: 

 Access design 

 Access gradient 

 Sight distance 

 Number of accessways 

 Distance between accessways 

 Distance to intersections 

 High traffic generator rule with regard to access management 

Following notification of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan in August 2014, 

Christchurch received submissions on the proposed changes to the Stage One chapters and maps which 

includes Chapter 7 Transport.   

A number of the submissions received request the deletion, addition or amendments to proposed access 

rules notified under Chapter 7 Transport; Clause 7.2.3.7 Rule 7 – Access Design, Clause 7.2.3.8 – Rule 8 

Vehicle crossings and relevant matters of discretion and appendices to these rules.   

The table on the following pages set out the specific issues raised by submitters relating to the proposed 

access rules.  Each issue has been given an ‘Issue ID’, the submitters who have submitted regarding that 

issue are identified under the ‘Submission Number’, and the issue is summarised under ‘Submitter’s 

commentary’.  Under the ‘Discussion’ heading there is a comparison between the notified rule, the rule as 

recommended by Abley in 2013 and the technical background to the recommendations.  The ‘Abley Draft 
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Recommendations’ are provided in the final column, based on consideration of the submitters comments, 

Council’s notified rules and the assessment previously carried out for Council by Abley.  
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Issue 

ID 

Description Submission 

numbers 

Submitters’ commentary Discussion Abley Draft 

Recommendation 

A Minimum legal widths 

for access 

1075 The historic requirement for 

accesses serving 1-3 parking 

spaces is 3.0m.  As a result 

there are many rear sites 

with legal road access via a 

3.0m legal access leg or 

ROW.  Amend to require a 

3.0m minimum legal access 

width or include a note that 

excludes sites from having to 

comply where the 

boundaries of an existing site 

do not allow for compliance 

with this rule. 

The notified plan requires a 3.3m minimum legal width.  This is different 

from both the Operative Plan, which requires a 3.0m minimum legal width 

for 1-3 parking spaces (or 1-3 residential units) and the Abley 2013 report, 

which recommended retention of the 3.0m minimum legal width.   

The Section 32 report states wider minimum legal widths are required to 

provide additional landscaping along the access, i.e. a non-transport 

related issue. 

 

Maintain 3.0m minimum legal 

width as this is the most 

appropriate approach from a 

transport perspective (i.e. 

accesses of this nature 

operate effectively and 

safely).  Although this may 

reduce the available width for 

a landscaping strip it will 

have other benefits such as 

minimising the land required 

to facilitate multi-unit 

developments.  

B Maximum formed 

width for access 

742, 787, 

970, 985 

The submitters do not agree 

with the reasoning in the 

Section 32 report to put 

controls on maximum formed 

widths, particularly for 

access to industrial activities 

where large vehicles may 

need to use the access. 

Requiring a maximum formed width is a new inclusion in this table, 

although the Operative DP includes a maximum vehicle crossing length, 

which is a similar control (although it is acknowledged that the Notified Plan 

requires the formed width to apply from the property boundary until the first 

vehicle control point rather than just the vehicle crossing).   

The Abley 2013 report recommended a 9.0m maximum formed (trafficable) 

width for all activities (other than residential and office activities) and all 

activities with more than 15 parking spaces.  The notified rule permits a 

7.0m maximum formed width for these activities and a 4.5m maximum 

formed width for residential and office activities with 1 to 3 parking spaces 

or units. 

The Section 32 report states the maximum formed width is designed to 

slow vehicles down when entering or exiting the site in order to improve 

pedestrian safety.  However, an access that is too narrow (particularly at 

the property boundary) can cause other safety issues, for example large 

vehicles may have difficulty entering/egressing the access and 

consequently conflicting with other vehicles on the frontage road or the 

access itself. 

Maintain maximum formed 

width in the table but modify 

values in line with our 2013 

report, i.e. 6.0m for rows i-iii, 

and 9.0m for rows iv-v.  
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Issue 

ID 

Description Submission 

numbers 

Submitters’ commentary Discussion Abley Draft 

Recommendation 

It was Abley’s intention that the 9.0m maximum widths in rows iv and v are 

appropriate to accommodate turning swept paths of larger vehicles that 

may need to access the development. 

C Maximum number of 

units served by an 

access 

576, 970 The submitters state that the 

access rules do not limit the 

number of residential units or 

parking spaces that could be 

served from one access.  

The Operative City Plan 

limits the number of 

residential units served by 

one access to 15 and this 

should remain. 

The current maximum limit of 15 potential residential units served by one 

access is located within Part 14 Subdivision of the operative City Plan.  

When developing the requirements for vehicle access it was our intention 

that the 15 residential unit limit would be retained. 

Insert clause noting that a 

maximum of 15 potential 

residential units can be 

served by an access. 

D1 Access widths for 

emergency service 

vehicles 

496 The submitter states there 

are some circumstances 

where access for a fire 

appliance is compromised, 

where an access has a 

formed width of less than 4m 

and a clearance height of 

less than 4m.   

It is acknowledged that access for emergency vehicles (in particular fire 

appliances which are generally the largest type of emergency service 

vehicles) to sites is critically important.  However, it is not clear from the 

submission the frequency of this occurrence.  A brief review of other 

District Plans does not reveal any controls on ensuring emergency vehicle 

access. 

The New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of 

Practice (SNZ PAS 4509:2008) provides direction on sufficient supply of 

water for firefighting in urban fire districts.  Appendix E of the standard 

provides a procedure for building consent documentation and includes a 

requirement that the closest street fire hydrant to the main entry to a 

building should not exceed 135m, and to the second fire hydrant to not 

exceed 270m.  This implies that in the case of a fire, a fire appliance will 

stop on the public road and a hose used from the street fire hydrant to the 

building.   

In the majority of multi-unit residential sites, the access length will be 

sufficiently short to meet the Code of Practice requirement.  However, there 

may be some circumstances where a property meets the rules, however 

the particular layout does not meet the Firefighting Code of Practice when 

applying for building consent.  Therefore, it may be prudent to include a 

Include a note to Table 7.10 

stating that Firefighting Code 

of Practice (SNZ PAS 

4509:2008) includes 

requirements for maximum 

distances to fire hydrants 

and should be referred to 

particularly with accesses 

that are more than 100m 

long. 
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Issue 

ID 

Description Submission 

numbers 

Submitters’ commentary Discussion Abley Draft 

Recommendation 

note to the table that refers to the Code of Practice, particularly for 

accessways that are more than 100m long. 

D2 Access use for 

emergency service 

vehicles 

496 The submitter states that the 

NZ Fire Service is concerned 

that vehicle accesses can be 

inadvertently used for 

parking and requests an 

additional clause that 

requires accesses to be 

clearly identified as no 

parking areas through the 

use of appropriate markings 

and/or signs. 

Vehicle accesses that are used for parking would impact not only on 

access for emergency service vehicles but also other vehicles wishing to 

access parking spaces on-site.  However, it is unclear how often this 

occurs.  Furthermore, the use of markings and signs to identify no parking 

areas will increase development costs and may not be effective in 

preventing vehicles from parking on an access. 

No changes recommended. 

D3 Access to emergency 

service facilities 

495, 496, 

785 

The safe and efficient access 

for emergency service 

vehicles to and from their 

depot (fire station, St Johns) 

is essential to the day to day 

operations and safely 

meeting response times. The 

standards for the location 

and number of vehicles 

crossings could constrain the 

efficient design and ongoing 

operation of the emergency 

services. The submitters 

request that emergency 

service facilities be exempt 

from the vehicle crossing 

number and spacing 

standards via an exemption 

in Rule 8. 

Safe and efficient access to emergency service facilities is supported.  The 

rules relating to the location and number of vehicle crossings are designed 

to deliver safe and efficient outcomes for all users; both those on the 

network and those using the access.,  Accordingly, it is not considered 

necessary to exempt emergency service facilities from complying with Rule 

8. 

No changes recommended. 
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Issue 

ID 

Description Submission 

numbers 

Submitters’ commentary Discussion Abley Draft 

Recommendation 

D4 Matters of discretion 

for access for 

emergency service 

vehicles 

495, 785 The submitters request that 

the matters of discretion for 

vehicle access design 

(7.3.10) specifically include 

the potential effects on 

access for emergency 

service vehicles, e.g. 

whether the design will inhibit 

access for fire appliances 

where on site access is 

required.  

Access for emergency service vehicles is an important consideration.  

Therefore, if a development does not meet the vehicle access design rules, 

there may be consequences for emergency service vehicle access.  

Therefore, including a requirement (through the matters of discretion) for a 

developer and Council to consider emergency service vehicle access when 

a development does not meet the vehicle access design rules will ensure 

this aspect is properly considered. 

Amend matters of discretion 

7.3.10 to include reference to 

access for emergency 

service vehicles. 

E Vehicle access 

standards for rail 

897 The submitter seeks 

expansion of the vehicle 

access standards in 

Appendix 7.11 to extend to 

the proximity of new 

accesses to rail corridors.  

The submitter considers the 

matters of discretion in 

7.3.13 do not apply to 

proximity of access points to 

rail corridors.  

The submitter has potentially overlooked 7.2.3.9 Rule 9, which refers to the 

location of buildings and access in relation to road/rail level crossings.  The 

relevant matters for discretion for this rule are provided in 7.3.18. 

The proposed provisions 

appear to appropriately 

address the submitters 

concerns.  Perhaps a cross-

reference to 7.2.3.9 Rule 9 

within Appendix 7.11 is 

warranted. 

F Access gradients 495 The submitter asserts that 

the gradients in Table 7.11 

are less steep than are 

permitted in the current 

District Plan and also less 

steep than are permitted in 

NZS2890.1. The outcome is 

that where a ramp is 

provided within a site, it 

requires more spaces and 

thus there is less 

developable land remaining. 

Figure 7.8 is also purported 

The proposed rule generally aligns with or permits a steeper maximum 

grade (i.e. less onerous in terms of land requirements) than NZS2890.1. 

Figure 7.8 as shown may be confusing as it is not clear that the gradient 

should be measured along the thick black line. 

Recommend that Figure 7.8 

be modified to improve 

understanding of how the 

gradients should be 

measured. 
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Issue 

ID 

Description Submission 

numbers 

Submitters’ commentary Discussion Abley Draft 

Recommendation 

to be incorrect when 

compared to the Standard.  

The submitter requests that 

Table 7.11 and Figure 7.8 be 

amended to reflect 

NZS2890.1. 

G Access heights By email 

from David 

Falconer on 

23/02/2015 

A wheelchair user has a 

vehicle model that requires a 

vertical clearance of 2.5m 

The submitter requests that 

all car parking buildings allow 

for a clearance of 2.5m for 

access to car parking spaces 

for people with disabilities. 

 

NZS 4121:2001 states in Clause 5.5.3 ‘Headroom in parking buildings 

There shall be a vertical clearance of not less than 2500 mm along 

accessible routes in car park buildings and above car park spaces for 

people with disabilities.’  The associated Figure 8 in the standard shows 

the 2500 mm minimum clearance is to be maintained from the entry to the 

car park. 

The foreword to NZ 4121 states that the standard is cited in the Building 

Act as providing a means of compliance with the Building Code. However, 

it is not the only means of complying with the statutory provisions relating 

to access. 

Recommend that a minimum 

vertical clearance of 2.5m is 

applied on all accesses. 
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This document has been produced for the sole use of our client.  Any use of this document by a third party is without liability and you 

should seek independent traffic and transportation advice.  © No part of this document may be copied without the written consent of 

either our client or Abley Transportation Consultants Ltd. 
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