
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

COUNCIL 
WORKSHOP AGENDA 

 
 

WEDNESDAY 9 NOVEMBER 2011  
 

AT 5 PM  
 

IN THE BOARDROOM, BECKENHAM SERVICE CENTRE 
 

(Note:  This forum has no decision making powers and is purely for the purpose of information sharing.) 
 

 

 

General 
Manager 

Committee 
Adviser 

Peter Mitchell Megan Roberts 
Tel:  941-8462 Tel:  941-8635 

 
1. APOLOGIES  
 
2. LIVING G YALDHURST  

 
The purpose of this workshop is to discuss the Environment Court decision establishing the Living G 
Yaldhurst Zone and subsequent resource consents which sought to carry out a development different to 
those rules, particularly relating to the reduction of minimum size of some lots, reduction in the width of 
the spine road, and the relocation of cycleways.  
 
The format of the workshop shall run as follows:  
 
(a) Background to the processing of the subdivision consent. 
  Presenter: John Higgins 
 
(b) Opportunity for residents to raise concerns 
 
The following documents are attached:  
 
1.  Residential G Zone – Noble Subdivision Memorandum from John Gibson 
 
2.  CCC Legal Services Opinion 
 
3.  Letter from Opus International dated 15 September 2011 
 
4.  Rear Lane Manoeuvre Plan 
 
5.  Letter from Opus International dated 2 June 2011 
 
6.  Submission of Mr Colin Stokes to Council on 11 August 2011 
 
 

 



Residential G Zone – Noble Subdivision 
 
 
The purpose of these notes is to clarify a number of matters which arose during the 
processing of the variation for the Noble Investments Limited ( NIL ) land at Yaldhurst.  The 
notes also address some issues raised with the Council about the commissioner decision on 
the application.   
 
 
1. The fact that some parts of the subdivision were constructed without consent did not 

make the subdivision as a whole illegal.  NIL had an existing resource consent ( 
granted in 2009 ) and much of the work which took place was in accord with that 
consent.  It was only the unconsented elements of the work which were illegal.  It is 
also important to understand that construction of the unconsented work did not 
strengthen the applicant’s case for the application for variation to be considered on a 
non-notified basis or for the application to be granted.  There are a number of cases 
where Councils (and the Environmental Court) have declined consent for work 
undertaken prior to a resource consent and granted.   

 
2. The rules applying to the Living G Zone at Yaldhurst do not have special status 

because they were determined by the Environment Court.  Once those rules  were 
incorporated in the City Plan, they had the same status as all the other rules in the City 
Plan and it was the NIL’s right to apply for an application which did not comply with 
those rules. 

 
3. Once a resource consent is granted, it is the conditions of the resource consent which 

an application must comply with.  The rules in the City Plan no longer apply. 
 
4. The Council received criticism that it denied persons who were opposed to or who had 

an interest in the application the right to be heard.  On this matter, it is important to 
understand that the decision for the NIL application to be processed on a non-notified 
basis, was made by a Commissioner, David Kirkpatrick, not Council staff.  It is also 
important to note that residents who had an interest in the application were given the 
opportunity to persuade the Commissioner why they should be identified as effected 
parties and why the application ought to be notified.  Residents who had an interest in 
the application were able to make written submissions and these were attached to the 
Planner’s report for consideration by the Commissioner.  In addition, the Commissioner 
provided the opportunity for people to speak to their written submissions at the meeting 
on 4 July.  This process enabled the Commissioner to get an understanding of the 
concerns held by residents who had an interest in the application. 

 
5. One of the areas of concern  raised by residents before and after the commissioners 

decision was made was about traffic safety issues arising from the proposed narrowing 
of the spine road, relocation of the cycle lanes and other traffic non-compliances.  In 
relation to these concerns, the Council obtained two traffic engineering reports from an 
independent traffic engineer.  Both these reports indicate that the traffic non-
compliances will not compromise traffic safety. The reports are attached. 

 
6. The decision  Council has also received a number of criticisms levelled at the decision 

of the Commissioner.  In particular that: 
 
 (a)     The decision does not cover all the matters of non-compliance triggered by the 

variation. 
 
 (b) The decision is flawed and should be reviewed by the Council. 
 
 In relation to the first matter, when the Council grants a consent to an application it 

does not grant consent for a breach of specific rules in the City Plan.  Rather, when the 
Council grants consent, it is for an activity as a whole and most decisions are written to 
deal with the main issues and look at the overall effect the proposal may generate and 
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whether those effects are acceptable in the round.  A decision maker is not required to 
deal with each specific matter of non-compliance an application generates.  This is the 
way Commissioner Kirkpatrick wrote the decision for the Noble application. 

 
 In relation to the second matter, the decision has been reviewed by the Council’s 

resource management lawyer and it is his opinion that the decision is legally sound and 
robust.  It is also the lawyer’s advice that there are no grounds for the Council to 
consider judicial review of the decision and that such a review would be unsuccessful. 
A copy of the opinion is attached 

 
 
 
 
John Gibson 
Planning Administration Manager 
Environmental Policy & Approvals Unit 
Christchurch City Council 



Christchurch City Council 
Legal Services Unit 

LEGAL OPINION 

Date: 27 SEPTEMBER 2011 

From: BRENT PIZZEY (Solicitor, Legal Services) 

To: JOHN HIGGINS (Resource Consents Manager) 

 
Assessment of Queue Space Effects for RMA92009135: Legal Assessment of 

Concerns Raised by Mr Stokes 
 

The Issue 

You requested a legal opinion regarding concerns raised by Mr Stokes in emails of 26 
August 2011 to CCC officers and 23 September 2011 to councillors. In particular: 

1. That the queue space rule is relevant, and that as the Decision did not refer to that rule, 
there is no consent to breach the rule and/or the resource consent is invalid; and 

2. Council has not implemented the City Plan, as it should not grant consent for activity 
that is in breach of the City Plan. 

I do not respond to allegations by Mr Stokes concerning statements and actions by Council 
officers.  

 
Summary of Legal Opinion 
 
1. The Commissioner considered and decided on the concerns raised by Mr Stokes 

regarding the spine road.  

2. There is no material inaccuracy in the application regarding the queue space rule. 

3. The Decision has granted consent to the activity shown in the plans attached to the 
application. These show the layout which Mr Stokes considers breaches a rule in the 
City Plan.  

4. There is no legal requirement that the decision refer to all rules breached by a 
proposed activity.  

5. The Decision is complete. The Council cannot reassess that Decision.  
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6. The Decision clearly states the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act) context with 
regard to the appropriateness of breaching rules in the City Plan, and regarding 
whether the activity is consistent with the objectives and policies of the City Plan.  

7. The relevance of the queue space rule was considered by the Commissioner in the 
decision making process.  

8. The expert advice to the Council is that if the roads function in the manner described in 
the Variation, then the adverse effects of the access and queuing design are minimal 
and are more than offset by the positive effects of the improved functioning of the spine 
road; and 

9. There is no reasonable justification for the Council to seek judicial review of its 
decision. 

 
1. The Decision  

The consent authority delegated the decision making function regarding these applications 
for variation of resource consents to Commissioner David Kirkpatrick. The Commissioner 
issued his decisions on notification of the applications, and the substantive decision granting 
the Variations, on 29 July 2011 (the Decision).  

Mr Stokes seeks a change to the Decision, and/or a determination by the consent authority 
that a further application must be sought for breach of the queue space rule.  

Mr Stokes’ email dated 26 September 2011 attached letters from Abley Consultants dated 11 
May and 9 June 2011 concerning the operation of the spine road. Those letters do not raise 
new matters. The Commissioner referred to those letters in the Decision.  

 
 
2. No Material Inaccuracy in the Application 
 
The application did not expressly refer to the queuing space rule. However, the Act does not 
require applicants to specify the rules breached by a proposed activity. Applications for 
resource consent are for activities. The application must describe the activity for which 
consent is sought (sections 87 and 88 and the Fourth Schedule of the Act). The plans that 
formed part of the application for Variation under section 127 of the Act showed the layout of 
street, built environment, right-of-way and carparks. If the queuing space rule applies, the 
circumstances are on all fours with those assessed by the Environment Court in Waimakariri 
District Council v Addie.1 If there was a mistaken interpretation by Council officers or 
consultants of information supplied by the applicant, this does not amount to a material 
inaccuracy in the application for which the Council can seek an enforcement order2.  
 
 

                                                 
1 (2006) 6 ELRNZ 391 

2 Sections 315(1)(e) and 315(2) of the Act 
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3. Resource Consent is for Activities Rather Than for Breach of Rules  

As noted above, the Act requires that applications be for activities. It also provides that 
decisions are on the activities applied for, rather than on breach of specific rules (section 
87A(4) and 104B of the Act for discretionary activities).  

The decision granted consent for the activity shown in the plans. That activity includes the 
right-of-way and car park arrangement which Mr Stokes considers breaches a rule in the 
City Plan.  

Regardless of whether Mr Stokes is correct that the queuing space rule is breached, the 
Decision has granted consent for the layout shown in the application.   

 

4. Decisions Need Not Refer to All Rules Breached 

The content of written decisions on non-notified resource consent applications is prescribed 
by section 113(4) of the Act: 

Every decision on an application for a resource consent that is not notified must be in 
writing and state the reasons for the decision. 
 

There is no legal requirement that the Decision expressly refer to all rules breached by the 
consented activity.  
 

5. Decisions are Complete When Made 

Once an authority has made its decision it has exhausted its jurisdiction. It has no power to 
act further in the matter. The principle has been stated by the Court of Appeal that the 
authority is functus officio – without function in the matter – at the point at which its decision 
is perfected by communication in the final form.3    

Section 13 of the Interpretation Act 1999 provides a limited exception to that principle: 
 

Power to correct errors 

The power to make an appointment or do any other act or thing may be exercised to 
correct an error or omission in a previous exercise of the power even though the power 
is not generally capable of being exercised more than once. 

 
But that exception is subject to section 4(1) of the Interpretation Act 1999: 
 

Application 

(1) This Act applies to an enactment that is part of the law of New Zealand and that is 
passed either before or after the commencement of this Act unless— 
(a) the enactment provides otherwise; or 
(b) the context of the enactment requires a different interpretation. 

 
                                                 
3 Goulding v Chief Executive, Ministry of Fisheries [2004] 3 NZLR 173 (CA). 
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The High Court has held that the power to revisit decisions to rectify errors is sufficiently 
broad to encompass something which is done inadvertently as well as something which is 
done intentionally and deliberately However, that power to correct “errors” does not apply if 
the context of the enactment requires a different interpretation.4 
 
The context of Part 6 of the RMA requires a different interpretation than one that would 
enable the consent authority to revisit notification and substantive decisions to correct “errors 
or omissions”. Part 6 of the Act is unworkable unless there is finality to the notification and 
substantive decisions. The legislature has shown that intent by giving no right of appeal 
against notification decisions, and limiting the right of appeal against non-notified consents to 
the applicant.  
 
According, the Council's notification and substantive decisions were perfected on 29 July 
2011. The exercise of the statutory power is complete. The consent authority is now functus 
officio with regard to the notification decision. It has exhausted its jurisdiction and has no 
power to act further.  
 

6. Implementation of the City Plan   

Mr Stokes has expressed concerns that the consent authority is granting resource consent 
for an activity that is in breach of rules in the City Plan, and that it has ignored principles in 
the City Plan.  

The Commissioner has expressly commented on those concerns in the Decision.   

The Decision addressed the concern regarding allowing activity that breaches rules in the 
following terms: 

“It is important to record that the text of the district plan in relation to this zone at 
Yaldhurst clearly contemplates that any particular development proposal is likely to 
involve at least some elements that do not accord with the particular diagrams and 
provisions set out in the district plan. As anyone familiar with the resource management 
regime in this country will appreciate, this reflects the fact that in the absence of 
provisions for prohibited activities (and there are none relevant here) the Act 
contemplates that a person may apply for resource consent to do things which are not 
fully permitted by the rules in a district plan, and such an application will be assessed in 
terms of the relevant provisions of the Act. Importantly, there is no provision of the Act 
which makes compliance with particular rules in a district plan determinative of the 
outcome of an application for resource consent. “ 
 

The Decision addressed the concern regarding consistency with the “principles” of the City 
Plan in the following terms: 

 
“Looking at these applications to change conditions of consent both on an individual 
basis and in an overall way, and exercising an overall judgment in terms of the 
discretion under section 104C (subject to Part 2), I conclude that consent should be 
granted to the changes as sought in the applications. The changes maintain the 
consistency of the existing consents with the guiding principles of the Living G 
Yaldhurst zone. While the changes result in differences with the specific boundaries 
shown in the ODP and the layer plans, and create some discrepancies with the 

                                                 
4 Neil Construction Ltd v North Shore City Council [2001] 3 NZLR 533 (HC) Paragraphs 43 to 49  
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anticipated proportions in the density bands, in overall terms those differences and 
discrepancies are within the scope of the results anticipated by the Plan provisions”. 
 

Accordingly, the Commissioner, performing the delegated function of the consent authority, 
has considered the matters of integrity of the City Plan being raised again by Mr Stokes. The 
Commissioner’s Decision determined the Council’s position with regard to the consistency of 
the activity with the “principles” of the City Plan. Mr Stokes seeks a change to that 
determination. For the reasons described above, the consent authority cannot change that 
determination.  
 
 
7. Relevance of the Queue Space Rule 
 
I understand from both Mr Stokes (email of 26 August 2011) and from Mr Graham Taylor, 
the Council’s consultant planner assisting the Commissioner (pers. comm., 28/9/11) that Mr 
Stokes raised his concern regarding breach of this rule during the “notification hearing”. The 
matter was discussed with the Commissioner at that hearing. Mr Taylor’s opinion was, and 
remains, that the queuing space rule does not apply to the consented activity. Mr Stokes 
records that the Commissioner stated that he was satisfied that there was no breach of that 
rule.  
 
As noted above, the Commissioner’s decision is complete. The Council cannot reopen that 
debate once the Decision is complete.  Views expressed by Council officers regarding the 
relevance of that rule subsequent to the hearing are irrelevant in relation to the finality of the 
Decision.  
 
 
8. Officers Consider That Adverse Effects of the Queue Space Design Are Minimal 
 
The application was for Variation of the existing resource consents under section 127 of the 
Act. In assessing a Variation, it is the effects of the changes to the application that are 
relevant, not the effects of the activity as a whole.  The same or similar car park and access 
arrangement was present in the existing resource consent, but the number of right-of-ways 
increased for the proposed Variation. In considering that Variation, the consent authority was 
obliged to disregard the effects that were permitted by the existing resource consents.  
 
Moreover, subsequent to Mr Stokes again raising these concerns, officers have obtained 
further input from a transportation engineer (Ms Shelley Perfect) and from Mr Paul Burden, 
the Council’s Road Corridor Transportation Manager. Mr Burden considers that provided that 
the roads in the development function in the manner described in the application, the effects 
of this queue space arrangement will be insignificant (pers. comm., 28/9/11). Ms Perfect 
considers that the very low potential for conflict between arriving and departing vehicles is 
more than compensated for by the improved operation of the spine road.  
 
 
9. Judicial Review 
 
The fundamental principle that now applies is that the Decision by the consent authority has 
effect at law unless and until it is declared to be void or a nullity by a competent body or 
court.5   
 

                                                 
5 Love v Porirua City Council [1984] 2 NZLR 308 (CA) 
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The sole route for the decision to be set aside is by judicial review proceedings in the High 
Court. 
 
For the reasons described above, there is no reasonable basis for the Council to seek 
judicial review of its decision.  
 

Brent Pizzey 
SOLICITOR 
Legal Services Unit 
Extension: 5550 
Email: brent.pizzey@ccc.govt.nz 
 

28 September 2011 



15 September 2011 
 
John Higgins 
Christchurch City Council 
P O BOX 73013 
CHRISTCHURCH  

    

6DHLIG.99 
Dear John 
 
Noble Village - Yaldhurst Subdivision (RMA 92009135) 
Queue Space 
 
As requested at our meeting of 5 September I have reviewed the email from Colin Stokes 
dated 26 August 2011 which discusses queue space provision for the Noble Village 
development. 
 
Mr Stokes email refers to Part 13 of the City Plan, Section 2.2.14 Queuing spaces.  The 
rule states that “queuing space shall be provided on site for all vehicles entering or existing 
a parking or loading area.”  Mr Stokes has cited this rule in regard to a rear lane or right of 
way which serves the garages and carports for terraced homes.  The homes are in a high 
density living zone.  As the lane serves private garages and carports with no parking on 
the lane there is debate as to whether such a lane would constitute a parking area.  
Certainly any loading would be difficult to undertake from the back of the terraced homes.  
(Large items would likely be delivered through the front of the home by parking on the 
spine road).  
 
As a traffic engineer I have looked at the safety concerns Mr Stokes has raised in relation 
to vehicles entering the lane from the spine road.  With a carriageway width of 11.5m on 
the spine road most vehicles following a turning vehicle on the collector road would be 
able to pass on the inside if clear of cyclists and parked cars.  Otherwise vehicles would be 
held up briefly behind the turning vehicle which is considered reasonable as this scenario 
would occur infrequently and is a typical situation encountered on local collector routes. 
 
There are a number of rear lanes providing access to garages at the rear of properties 
within the Noble Village Development.  The intersection which has the greatest potential 
conflicts arising, are vehicles right turning into ROW 703, which provides access to 17 lots, 
shown D on drawing PS-02.  For the worst case scenario there is a safe waiting queue 
length for one large car after completion of a right turn into the right of way when a vehicle 
is reversing out of the closest garage.  Car movements are annotated on attached part 
copy of plan A04.0 B. 
 
It is agreed there is not enough queuing space for a second vehicle following the first 
through the same gap to wait and safely clear the oncoming traffic lane.  The second 
driver of the vehicle following would be able to see the predicament and stop and give way 
until the situation cleared.  (It is unlawful to proceed into an intersection until the way is 
clear.)   
 

 

Opus International Consultants Limited  20 Moorhouse Avenue Telephone:  +64 3 363 5400 
Christchurch Office PO Box 1482, Christchurch Mail Centre, Facsimile:  +64 3 365 7858 
 Christchurch 8140, New Zealand Website:  www.opus.co.nz 
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As the vehicles using the lanes are residents there is a heightened awareness for 
manoeuvres from the garages/ carports and therefore I believe the potential for conflicts in 
this situation is very low. 
 
Mr Stokes is also concerned that vehicles from the lane will need to reverse out onto the 
spine road.  The lane serves residential garages/ carports and therefore manoeuvres will 
take place into or out of the garage/ carport space which would allow a forward movement 
onto the spine route.  If a non-resident vehicle does go into the lane by mistake the 8m 
width of lane does provide space for most vehicles to manoeuvre into a forward position to 
exit the lane.  The urban design of the rear lanes as depicted on the applicant plans would 
discourage their use by non-residents therefore the scenario discussed would be rare. 
 
It is noted that the use of rear lanes and right of ways is encouraged for the Living G 
Awatea Zone where City Plan sub-clause 20.5.1.1 Design and Layout, updated 20 July 
2011 says in part: 
 
“In higher density areas to minimise the extent of vehicle crossings and/or garages that face the street 
and to maximise building frontage and on-street parking regard should be had to:  

• avoiding the extensive use of rear lots which require an additional access leg;  
• the use of rear lanes (via access lots, rights of way or legal road) particularly for narrow terrace 
housing lots. “ 

 
Although this subclause doesn’t apply to this subdivision, (Noble Village is in the Living G 
Yaldhurst Zone), the housing density provision is similar and terraced housing has been 
approved for Noble Village.  Terraced housing is also likely to become a more frequent 
housing option in Christchurch.  The provision of rear lanes to the terraced housing in 
Noble Village reduces the number of potential conflict points on the spine road, e.g. one 
right of way instead of 17 accesses.  Also the reversing manoeuvres occur on a low speed 
rear lane where these manoeuvres are expected rather than the higher volume spine road. 
Therefore although I note Mr Stokes safety concerns with the rear lanes these concerns 
are more than compensated for by reducing potential conflicts on the spine road; which 
has both safety and capacity benefits. 
 
Please contact me if you require further information or clarification. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Shelley Perfect 
Principal Transportation Engineer 
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2 June 2011 
 
John Gibson 
Christchurch City Council 
P O BOX 73013 
CHRISTCHURCH  

     

6DHLIG.99 

Dear John 
 
Noble Village - Yaldhurst Subdivision (RMA 92009135) 
Spine Road Provision 
 
As discussed I have reviewed the variation plans submitted by the Applicant for a variation 
in width of the spine road for the Noble Village subdivision.  
 
The Noble Village subdivision is part of the Yaldhurst Living G Zone of the Christchurch 
City Plan of which the Delmain and Enterprise subdivisions are also a part.  These latter 
subdivisions are partly constructed and will connect to the Noble Village Development. 
 
The road network plan from the ODP shows an indicative 25m wide road reserve for the 
spine road with a 4m wide median, 3.5m wide carriageway, 2.5m parking and a 1.5m cycle 
lane.  The key principles of the ODP are that the spine road should act as a local collector 
road and both the spine and secondary roads should be designed to accommodate 
vehicular, bus, cycle and pedestrian movements, as well as access to adjacent properties.  
Other design outcomes for the road network for the Yaldhurst Living G Zone are to reduce 
traffic speeds while still allowing for good integration between pedestrians, cyclists and 
cars and to keep the area of land enclosed by public space or streets relatively small to 
facilitate and encourage walking.  
 
The proposed variation is for an 11.5m wide carriageway along the spine and secondary 
roads with an off-road cycle path through the green corridor east of the spine road.   
 
It is noted that Abley Transportation Consultants on behalf of the Yaldhurst neighbours 
and private stakeholders in the Yaldhurst/ Noble block have recommended that the 
proposed variation be declined and that the road be design in accordance with the cross-
section shown in the Outline Development Plan (ODP) for the Yaldhurst Living G Zone or 
in a manner that will achieve the desired road network outcomes while maintaining 
consistency with adjoining sections of the already constructed routes. 
 
The additional information supplied by Traffic Design Group (TDG), for the applicant, dated 
23 April 2009 says that the Yaldhurst Living G Zone is expected to accommodate 1100 
households and generate traffic volumes of 4000 vpd at the southern end and 5200 vpd at 
the northern end.  These figures are considered appropriate based on accepted traffic 
generation rates of 8-10 trips per household and through traffic of approximately 500vpd.  
(Masham Road to the east and Pound Road to the west will provide the major through 
traffic function in the surrounding road network.)  The Abley email of 11 May 2011 
assesses a traffic volume at the north end of the spine road of 6000 vpd and 750 veh/h.  
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This assessment is also appropriate and slightly greater than the TDG report.  For the 
purpose of this letter the higher traffic assessment from the Abley email will be considered. 
 
The Austroads ‘Guide to Traffic Management Part 3: Traffic Studies and Analysis’ sets out 
typical mid-block capacities for various types of urban road with interrupted flow, with 
unflared major intersections and with interruption from cross and turning traffic at minor 
intersections. 

 

Table 1: Typical mid block capacities for urban roads with interrupted flow 

Based on the above table, the lane type for this road would be kerb lane adjacent to 
parking lane, given the road width allows space for parked vehicles.  Allowing for on-road 
cyclists (of which the TDG report expects to be 200vpd) the one-way capacity of the spine 
road is assessed to range from 600 - 900 veh/h one-way or 1200-1800 vph two-way.  This 
compares to the assessed development traffic of 750 veh/h two-way and therefore the 
proposed road cross-section provides more than sufficient capacity. 

The Christchurch City Plan provides road standards for width, cycling provision and 
parking for various road classifications.  (Refer Appendix 2, Volume 3, Part 8 Special 
Purpose Zones).  The spine road would be classified as a “collector-urban” (typical traffic 
flow of 1,000 to 6,000 vpd), which is also consistent with Appendix 3q for the Yaldhurst 
Living G Zone which states the spine road should act a local collector road.  The standard 
for a collector-urban road requires a minimum roadway width of 12m within a road reserve 
of 18m, no median, parking and provision of cycle facilities.  The proposed cross-section 
for the spine road is a roadway width of 11.5m within a road reserve of 18.8m, no median, 
parking and a separate off-road cycleway approximately 70m to the east through the 
reserve.  The proposed road cross-section and that required by the City Plan are very 
similar.  The proposed cross-section has more width of amenity strip than the road 
standards and while the road width is 0.5m less than the minimum an off-road cycleway is 
also provided.   
 
As noted in the TDG letter the 11.5m width provides for most scenarios of traffic 
combinations.  (Generally 2m is allowed for residential parking, 2.5m for travelling cars, 
3.2m for a bus or 4 to 4.3 m for a vehicle plus cycle combination).  Where there are 
vehicles parked on both sides of the road and there is a vehicle and cycle combination 
travelling in both directions then one direction of vehicle movement will need to yield to 
oncoming traffic as required.  This is considered reasonable as this scenario would occur 
infrequently and cyclists using the route are likely to be commuters or competent cyclists.  
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Novice, child, family and recreational cyclists would be more likely to use the off-road 
cycleway. 
 
Conclusion and Recommendation 
The proposed variation to an 11.5m road width for the spine road through the Noble 
Village is considered appropriate for the function of the road as a local collector route.  
There are examples of similar roads with similar traffic function operating successfully at 
10m, i.e. Hussey Road through the Styx Mill subdivision.  An off road cycleway proposed 
through the reserve will provide a safe and efficient path for cyclists and an alternative 
cycle route to the spine road.  It is considered that the proposed road reserve width and 
off-road cycleway fulfils the key principles of the ODP for this zone in particular that the 
route accommodates vehicular, bus, cycle and pedestrian movements, as well as access 
to adjacent properties.  It also achieves the design outcomes for the zone to reduce traffic 
speeds while still allowing for good integration between pedestrians, cyclists and cars and 
to keep the area of land enclosed by public space or streets relatively small to facilitate 
and encourage walking. 
 
The proposed road reserve of 18.8m when compared to the 25m wide reserve with central 
median in the ODP also has the benefit of facilitating social interaction across the road and 
in so doing improving neighbourhood amenity. 
 
 
Please contact me if you require further information or clarification. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Shelley Perfect 
Principal Transportation Engineer 
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