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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Richard John Shaw.  I am the Principal Planner for Shaw 

Planning Services, a consultancy specialising in planning project 

management and resource management. 

1.2 My qualifications and experience are set out at paragraph 1.2 of my 

statement of evidence for the Crown dated 14 January 2016 for Proposal 

13 – Central City in the Christchurch Replacement District Plan. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014 ("Code").  I have 

complied with the Code when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the Hearings Panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 My rebuttal evidence is filed in response to the statement of evidence of: 

(a) Jeremy Phillips filed by Carter Group Limited on 14 January 2016; 

(b) Nicholas Fuller filed by Carter Group Limited on 14 January 2016; 

and  

(c) Generation Zero filed on 14 January 2016. 

3.2 I address the following topics in my rebuttal evidence: 

(a) The activity status for the development of permanent car park 

buildings or sites within the Central City. 

(b) The activity status for developments within the Central City Core 

that include parking areas greater than 50 percent of the gross 
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leasable floor area (“GLFA”).  Associated with this is the definition 

of “parking area” used in applying this rule. 

(c) The access design standard for queue space. 

(d) The maximum vehicle crossing width standard within the Central 

City. 

(e) The minimum cycle parking requirements.  

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 This rebuttal evidence is focused on proposed changes to the activity status 

for parking activities and specific standards to be applied within the Central 

City.   

4.2 It would in my view be appropriate for permanent car parking buildings or 

sites in the Central City to be assessed as restricted discretionary activities 

as proposed by Mr Fuller. 

4.3 I consider that the non-complying activity status for parking areas that 

exceeds the 50 percent GLFA threshold is appropriate and should be 

retained.  

4.4 I support the refinements to Rule 7.2.3.1(d) to clarify the scope of the 

definition of "parking area" that I understand the Council will be proposing in 

its rebuttal evidence.   

4.5 I understand that amendments to the access design standard for queue 

space and the maximum crossing width standards are to be proposed in the 

Council's rebuttal evidence in response to Mr Fuller's evidence on those 

points.  I would support those amendments. 

5. PERMANENT CAR PARKING BUILDINGS 

5.1 Jeremy Phillips addresses the activity status of permanent car parking 

buildings or sites in paragraphs 38 to 43 of his evidence in chief.  His 

conclusion is that a restricted discretionary activity status limited to the 

matters of discretion in 7.3.26 is appropriate and would not be inconsistent 

with the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (“CCRP”).   

3721 Crown - Rebuttal Evidence of Shaw
Page 4 of 8



 

BF\55676603\1 Page 4 

5.2 In my evidence in chief I set out my view that discretionary activity status is 

appropriate.1  Having considered Mr Phillips' evidence, though, I generally 

agree with his position on the activity status of permanent car parking 

buildings as stated in his evidence.  The Revised Transport Proposal dated 

16 December 2015 as attached to the evidence in chief of Mr Falconer 

(“Revised Proposal”) replicates the discretionary activity status from the 

CCRP, and the matters of discretion at 3.2.26 of An Accessible City 

(“AAC”).  As covered in paragraph 7.8 my evidence in chief, I consider the 

matters of discretion cover a range of relevant issues, with some exceptions 

including specific location and network impacts.   

5.3 I agree with Mr Phillips’ conclusion that most car parking building proposals 

would also require consent under the high trip generator rule.2  This would 

ensure that consideration of any specific location or network impacts would 

also be required through the matters of discretion under the high trip 

generator rule.3  

5.4 I consider that when taken together the matters of discretion in the Revised 

Proposal for car parking buildings and high trip generators are broad and 

cover all of the relevant issues.  On this basis there would be no practical 

difference in how a proposal would be assessed, whether as a restricted 

discretionary or fully discretionary activity.  In my opinion, given the broad 

nature of the stated matters of discretion, a restricted discretionary activity 

status for permanent car parking buildings is appropriate, and is not 

inconsistent with the intent of the CCRP. 

6. SITES WITH A PARKING AREA GREATER THAN 50 PERCENT GLFA 

6.1 Nicholas Fuller addresses the non-complying status for a parking area that 

exceeds the 50 percent GLFA threshold and the definition of “parking area” 

in paragraphs 8 to 18 of his evidence in chief.   

6.2 With regard to the activity status Mr Fuller concludes that a restricted 

discretionary rather than a non-complying activity status is appropriate.  For 

the reasons set out in my evidence in chief at paragraphs 7.9 to 7.10, I do 

not agree with this conclusion.   

                                                
1
 At paragraph 7.7. 

2
 Only small scale proposals which do not trigger the 50 vehicle trips per peak hour threshold would not require 

consent.  
3
 Revised Proposal:  7.3.19, page 49 

3721 Crown - Rebuttal Evidence of Shaw
Page 5 of 8



 

BF\55676603\1 Page 5 

6.3 With regard to the definition of “parking area”, Mr Fuller raises concerns 

with the definition in the Replacement Plan for a number of reasons.  The 

relevant definitions are as follows: 

“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 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.” 

6.4 The concerns identified are: 

(a) the use of the term “vehicle parking” which does not distinguish 

between car parking and cycle parking; and 

(b) the inclusion of landscaping associated with the vehicle parking and 

manoeuvring areas associated with cycle parking or loading areas 

under the definition.  

6.5 Mr Fuller proposed amended wording for Rule 7.2.3.1(d) to clarify that the 

intent of the Rule is to include car parking and manoeuvring spaces4.  

Following discussions with the Council, a refinement to the wording of Rule 

7.2.3.1(d) has been proposed as follows: 

7.2.3.1(d): No onsite car parking is required within the Central City, 

however, if car parking is provided 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. 

6.6 In my opinion, the clarification that the 50 percent GLFA threshold is 

intended to only include car parking and associated manoeuvring areas is 

appropriate and provides better clarity on the application of the Rule.   

7. ACCESS DESIGN STANDARD FOR QUEUE SPACE 

7.1 Mr Fuller addresses the access design standard for queue space in 

paragraphs 22 to 30 of his evidence in chief.  The issue raised is the 

distinction in queue space requirements between the Central City Outer 

                                                
4
 Paragraph 17 
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Zone and the Inner Zone/Core.  The solution proposed is to make the 

requirements consistent across the city dependent only on the status of the 

access road rather than the location of the activity. 

7.2 I consider that the approach proposed by Mr Fuller simplifies the Rule and 

provides better clarity.  I understand the Council’s expert witness has 

agreed with this approach and will be proposing amendments to the 

provisions in rebuttal evidence. 

8. MAXIMUM VEHICLE CROSSING WIDTH STANDARD 

8.1 Mr Fuller addresses the maximum vehicle crossing width standard in 

paragraphs 36 to 41 of his evidence in chief.  The issue raised is the 

inconsistency between the maximum vehicle crossing width standard within 

and outside the Central City for sites with more than 15 marked parking 

spaces.  All of the other standards in table 7.10 in the Revised Proposal are 

consistent across the City, with this standard set at 7 metres within and 9 

metres outside of the Central City.5 

8.2 The access width standard provides a mechanism to manage the extent of 

frontages that are utilised for access as opposed to active frontages as 

sought in AAC.  The pedestrian focussed Central City is delivered through 

key pedestrian priority routes and active frontage requirements.   

8.3 Following discussions with the Council, a consistent maximum access width 

standard of 9 metres for sites with more than 15 marked parking spaces 

was proposed throughout the city.  The exception to this is for areas 

identified in the Planning Maps as Central City Active Frontage and 

Verandas where a maximum access width standard of 7 metres would 

apply.  My understanding is that the Council's expert witness will propose 

amended wording to this effect through rebuttal evidence. 

8.4 In my opinion, the consistent approach across the city with a targeted 

exception to provide for a more stringent standard for active frontages is 

appropriate.   

                                                
5
 Revised Proposal Table 7.10, page 85 
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9. MINIMUM CYCLE PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

9.1 The Generation Zero evidence proposes changes to cycle parking 

requirements including the minimum number of parks required for some 

entertainment and healthcare facilities.   

9.2 An increase in the minimum cycle parking requirements for visitor and staff 

cycle parking is proposed for cinemas and theatres, and for visitor cycle 

parking for hospitals.  In my opinion, the changes requested to the Revised 

Proposal are inconsistent with the CCRP provisions and the conclusions of 

the expert conferencing.6  I note also the operational concerns in respect of 

the provision of additional cycle parking within close proximity to entrances 

of hospitals identified by Mr Cabell in his rebuttal evidence. 

 

 

Richard John Shaw 

26 January 2016 

                                                
6
 CCRP Table 7.5 page 68, Expert Conferencing Statement paragraph 3.3 
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