
Queenstown Lakes District Council  

Plan Change 6 – Access Widths 

Planning Officer’s Report 

 

Executive Summary 

 

This Report has been commissioned by the Queenstown Lakes District Council (QLDC) 
in accordance with Section 42A of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) to 
consider all submissions received following the public notification of Plan Change 6 
and to make recommendations on those submissions.  

The background information to this Plan Change is contained within the Section 32 
evaluation prepared for the QLDC at the time this plan change was notified. For 
reference purposes, this evaluation is attached to this report as Appendix One.   

In essence, Plan Change 6 seeks to ensure that the width of accessways to residential 
properties is appropriately designed for current and future use.  This is sought through 
providing new rules relating to widths of accessways according to the number of 
residential units located on the accessway, both at the time of subdivision and at the 
time land is developed. 

This report:  

• outlines the statutory provisions relevant to the plan change process;  

• discusses general issues  

• discusses both the original and further submissions received following the 
public notification of this plan change;  

• makes recommendations as to whether or not those submissions should be 
accepted or rejected; and  

• concludes with an overall recommendation based on the preceding discussion 
in the report.   

A total of 70 submissions and 56 further submissions were received on Plan Change 6.   
Submissions received seek a range of outcomes; from the adoption of the proposed 
change through to its withdrawal.  Many submissions seek amendments to the 
content of the provisions within the District Plan. 

In general it is concluded that there is a need to retain within the District Plan a 
provision for access widths for residential properties at the time of subdivision and 
development.  Some changes are recommended to the provisions as notified, and these 
are contained within Part 5 of this report.  A summary of all recommendations on 
submissions and further submissions is attached to this report as Appendix Four. 
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Introduction 

 

This report deals with Plan Change 6 to the Partially Operative Queenstown Lakes 
District Plan.   

This report has been prepared by Stephanie Styles.  I hold a Bachelor of Planning degree 
with Honours, from the University of Auckland.  I have been employed as a Senior 
Planner at Boffa Miskell Ltd since August 2004.  I am a member of the New Zealand 
Planning Institute. 

I have ten years experience in the resource management field, with a range of practice 
throughout the South Island.  This work has included resource consent processing, 
transportation policy, district plan development, and preparation of resource consent 
applications.   

The purpose of this report is to bring to the attention of the Hearings Panel the 
relevant information and issues regarding this plan change, along with 
recommendations on the submissions and further submissions.  It must be 
emphasised that the conclusions and recommendations made in this report are my 
own, based on the information to hand at the time of writing this report, and are not 
binding upon the Council.  It should not therefore be assumed that the Hearings Panel 
will make the same conclusion as myself having considered all the evidence brought 
before it at the hearing.   

Plan Change 6 seeks to ensure that the width of accessways to residential properties is 
appropriately designed for current and future use.  This is sought through providing 
new rules relating to widths of accessways according to the number of residential units 
located on the accessway, both at the time of subdivision and at the time land is 
developed. 

The Plan Change was notified on 12 October 2005 with submissions closing on 9 
December 2005 and further submissions closing on 26 June 2006.  A copy of the Plan 
Change is attached as Appendix One.   

A meeting for those who had lodged submissions and further submissions was held at 
the Queenstown Lakes District Council on 13 November 2006 and the matters 
discussed at that meeting have been considered in the preparation of this report. 

A total of 70 submissions and 56 further submissions were received on Plan Change 6.   
Submissions received seek a range of outcomes; from the adoption of the proposed 
change through to its withdrawal.  Many submissions seek amendments to the 
content of the provisions within the District Plan. 

Reference is made throughout this report to the technical report prepared by Mr Paul 
Burden of Streets in Sync, which can be found in Appendix Three. 

 

This report is structured as follows: 

Part 1:  Statutory Considerations 

Part 2:  Background 

Part 3:  General Issues 

Part 4:  Submission Discussion and Recommendations 

Part 5:  Overall Recommendation (recommended amendments to the rule) 
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Appendices attached to this report include: 

Appendix One: Copy of Plan Change 6 as Notified 

Appendix Two: Statutory Considerations summary 

Appendix Three:  Technical Report on Transportation Matters related to Access 
Widths 

Appendix Four: Summary of all Recommendations on Submissions and Further 
Submissions 
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Part 1:  Statutory Considerations 

 

1.1 The following is a brief summary of the key statutory considerations, which must 
be noted as part of considering this plan change.  Appendix Two contains the 
associated text from the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 

1.2 Section 74 of the Act sets out the matters that must be considered in preparing a 
change to the District Plan.  Among other things, section 74 requires a local 
authority to comply with its functions under sections 31, 32, 75(2) and Part 2 of 
the Act in preparing a change to a district plan. 

1.3 Section 31 of the Act sets out the functions of territorial authorities in giving 
effect to the purpose of the RMA and the provisions of Part 2 of the Act include:  

• the purpose of the Act as contained in Section 5;  

• Section 6  - Matters of National Importance;  

• Section 7 Other Matters that require particular regard in achieving the purpose 
of the Act; and  

• Section 8 Treaty of Waitangi.   

1.4 In accordance with Section 32 of the Act, the Council has a duty to consider 
alternatives, benefits and costs of the proposed change.  Section 32 was amended 
on 1 August 2003.  This Plan Change was publicly notified since the amendment 
and thus the amended provisions of the Act are relevant.   

1.5 In addition, Section 75(2) also requires the District Plan not to be inconsistent 
with the Regional Policy Statement or Regional Plan.   

1.6 For completeness, it is noted that in making a decision on the plan change, the 
Council is guided by Clause 10 of the First Schedule to the RMA. 
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Part 2:  Background 

 

2.1 Plan Change 6 relates to the width of accessways serving residential units.   

2.2 Access to residential units is usually provided for either directly from the public 
road or by way of a private accessway.  Over time, as the main towns within the 
Queenstown Lakes District have developed and increased in density, increasing 
demand has been placed on these private accesses. 

2.3 The District Plan (prior to Plan Change 6) required: 

iv Parking Area and Access Design 

All vehicular access to fee simple title lots, cross lease, unit title or leased premises shall be in 
accordance with the standards contained in NZS4404: 1981.  Off street parking spaces shall 
be separated from footpaths or adjoining roads by a physical barrier. 

2.4 This requirement applied at the time of subdivision of all land, not at the time of 
residential development.  Thus any subsequent development of land following 
the subdivision process did not lead to any re-evaluation or adjustment of the 
appropriate width of the access.  The potential for development is controlled by 
the district plan provisions which in some zones provide for up to six residential 
units on a site without subdivision. 

2.5 The Section 32 report prepared prior to notification of the plan change explains 
the key issues the Council has identified leading to the preparation of the plan 
change.  These included:  

• concerns over the redevelopment of land in a manner that has led to 
inadequate access width for the use of the full development.   Where an 
existing access is used to service a redevelopment leading to an access that is 
inadequate for the needs of the larger number of units. 

• concerns over accessways being too narrow for vehicles passing and 
sometimes parking requirements demanded by an increase in resident 
numbers.  

• consideration of ownership of accessways, including matters relating to 
maintenance of accesses and the collection of rubbish from residential units 
served by a private access. 

2.6 From these concerns, the plan change was developed with the goal of ensuring 
that the plan include provisions relating to minimum widths both at the time of 
subdivision and at the time of development of land, to ensure that accessways 
would have adequate width.  This led to the proposed plan change which 
amended the plan as follows: 

Add the following implementation method to 14.1.3, objective 1 – Efficiency, under 
Implementation methods, 

Implementation Methods 

(ii) Other methods 

(c)  Encourage vestment of accesses to multiple properties in the Council 
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Add the following to rule 14.2.4.1 iv: 

iv Parking area and Access Design: 

All vehicular access to fee simple title lots, cross lease, unit title or leased premises shall be in 
accordance with standards contained in NZS4404: 1981, including amendments adopted by 
Council and subsequent amendments and updates of this standard. 

In addition the minimum requirements for the widths of any vehicular access to residential 
units will be in accordance with the following: 

 

The greater of 

• the actual number of units serviced; or 

• the maximum number of units possible as a 
permitted or controlled activity 

Minimum 
street width 

(m) 

Carriageway 
width (m) 

2-4 units Cul de Sac 4.5 3 

5-20 units Cul de Sac 12 6 

21-150 units Cul de Sac 

Note: The access shall be formed in accordance with 
Council standards for public streets to vest 

18 6 

0-50 units Through Road 

Traffic volume up to 400 vehicles (Annual Average Daily 
Traffic per day) 

Note: The access shall be formed in accordance with 
Council standards for public streets to vest 

18 6 

Any number of residential units 

Traffic volume 400-900 vehicles (Annual Average Daily 
Traffic per day) 

Note: The access shall be formed in accordance with 
Council standards for public streets to vest 

18 6 

Any number of residential units 

Greater than 900 vehicles (Annual Average Daily Traffic 
per day) 

Note: The access shall be formed in accordance with 
Council standards for public streets to vest 

20 7 

Off-street parking spaces shall be separated from footpaths or adjoining roads by a physical 
barrier unless aligned with an approved vehicle crossing. 

 

Add the following Assessment Matter to 14.3.2v 

(m) The extent to which the limited width of an access is mitigated by sufficient on site 
manoeuvring and parking space 

(n) The likelihood of a further site(s) being created and/or the likelihood of the 
redevelopment of a site(s), where as a result, the site(s) is accessed to such an extent as to 
generate increased traffic. 

2.7 The plan change also sought to encourage private accesses to be vested in the 
Council as public roads. 
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Part 3: General Issues 

 

3.1 The plan change has raised a number of general issues, which are dealt with 
initially here as they relate to many of the submissions and further submissions. 

 

Planning and Traffic Engineering Best Practice 
3.2 It is essential that any district plan provisions are in accordance with the Resource 

Management Act provisions and demonstrate planning best practice.  In the case 
of the access width provisions it is also essential that traffic engineering best 
practice is also demonstrated. 

3.3 Planning best practice in the preparation of district plan provisions relates to 
providing certainty, clarity, and ease of use and administration.  At present the 
notified access width rule could benefit from some improvement in relation 
particularly to these matters as it is not clear or certain and will lead to increased 
resources in its administration. 

3.4 Mr Burden has considered best practice from a traffic engineering perspective in 
his assessment of the plan change and the submissions.  Traffic engineering best 
practice involves ensuring safety and efficiency for the transportation network 
and its users.  Mr Burden has concluded that the present rule does not 
demonstrate best practice and could benefit from some improvements as set out 
in his recommendations.   

 

Scope of the Plan Change 
3.5 The section 32 report states (in section 1.2) that:  

“This plan change concerns the provisions for private access roads servicing residential 
properties in the Queenstown Lakes District in the Low and High Density Residential zones.  
In scope it is limited to considering ways of achieving appropriately dimensioned access for 
the property or properties to be serviced.  Some consideration is also given to the issue of 
private versus public ownership of access ways to multiple properties.” 

3.6 Thus the scope of the plan change is related to three issues: 

• zones to which the plan change applies 

• scope of consideration of access dimensions 

• ownership of accesses. 

3.7 A number of submissions have raised issues over the scope of the plan change, 
particularly in relation to which zones the rule should apply to and the 
implications for vesting of land. 

Zones 

3.8 In relation to the zones in which the plan change applies, unfortunately the 
statement made in the section 32 on the scope being limited to the Low and High 
Density Residential zones (outlined above) was not translated to the wording of 
the change to the plan.  The wording of the change as it stands relates to 
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residential units without any limitation as to zone.  Accordingly, the plan change 
applies to all residential units in all zones, including rural zones.   

3.9 It is understood from reading the section 32 report and from discussion with 
Council staff that this was not intended, but that it was only intended that the 
rule apply to residential units in the Low and High Density Residential zones. 

3.10 In order to resolve this inconsistency and to ensure that any plan change wording 
be in line with the intent of the plan change, it is recommended that all 
submissions seeking that the scope of the plan change be limited to the low and 
high density residential zones be accepted and the wording of the rule amended 
to state the zones applicable. 

Consideration of access dimensions 

3.11 The section 32 report specifically limited the scope of the plan change to 
considering ways of achieving appropriately dimensioned access.  It is my 
understanding that the plan change was not intended to consider further issues 
related to management or maintenance of accesses or the private use of these 
spaces, except as a consequential effect of the vesting of land. 

Ownership 

3.12 While the section 32 report stated that the plan change would give some 
consideration to ownership of the land over which the access way is located, this 
matter has not been given effect to or encompassed in any rule.  It has only been 
addressed through the introduction of an implementation method under 
Objective 1 which states “Encourage vestment of accesses to multiple properties in 
the Council”.   

3.13 Implementation methods have no power to require a change in ownership of 
land or to influence the process of vesting of land.  While this implementation 
method can act as a signal for Council’s preference it does not impose any legal 
requirement. 

3.14 It is understood that the Council has a preference for accesses serving multiple 
residential properties to be vested in the Council, to avoid ongoing issues relating 
to management and maintenance of these accesses.  This preference is further 
signalled by the Council recently adopting a policy of accepting responsibility for 
maintenance of all legal width access ways serving more than four houses.  I am 
uncertain as to the status and enforceability of this policy under the Local 
Government Act.  I understand that Council has received legal advice that while 
there could be an inconsistency between the plan rules and Council policy, there 
would not be any legal implications if the policy seeks to encourage a higher 
standard than that required by the rules of the plan. 

3.15 The introduction of an implementation method however has very limited ability 
to influence this situation, but would act as some limited form of 
encouragement.  Vesting of an access as a legal road is commonly carried out 
through the subdivision process and at the time of subdivision the Council is in a 
position to negotiate with a developer over the extent of any vesting of land.  I 
understand that the Council is able to impose a condition requiring vesting on 
subdivisions, or if offered by an applicant on developments, or with respect to 
compliance with the Council’s subdivision and development standards. 

3.16 The provisions introduced through the plan change as notified require access 
widths at or around the level anticipated for public roads, even when few 
residential units are served by that access.  The rule may encourage these 
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accesses to be vested as it requires such an extensive area of land to be set aside 
that developers and landowners are unlikely to want to retain private ownership.  
As Mr Burden discusses in his report, the access widths required are excessive and 
it is recommended that these widths be reduced for accesses serving up to 12 
residential units.  This reduction in width will in turn reduce the encouragement 
to vest these smaller accesses as public road. 

3.17 Clarification of the situation in relation to vesting of accesses will also resolve the 
concerns raised in submissions in relation to the ability to implement vesting for 
existing unit title or cross lease situations. 

3.18 On this basis I consider that to avoid any confusion in relation to this matter, any 
reference to encouragement of vesting of access should be avoided within the 
District Plan, and that all submissions seeking the deletion of the implementation 
method should be accepted. 

 

The New Zealand Standard 
3.19 The section 32 report discusses the changes that have occurred over time to the 

New Zealand Standard (NZS4404).   

3.20 In 1994, the Council adopted NZS4404: 1981, together with some district specific 
amendments for use in consideration of subdivisions.  That version of the 
standard was referred to in the previous rule within the district plan (prior to the 
plan change).  In 2004 the standard was updated and in 2005 the Council 
adopted NZS4404: 2004 (with some amendments) as the subdivision standard 
for the district.   

3.21 It would appear from the text of the section 32 report that the intention was that 
any new rule within the district plan be updated to relate to the new standard 
NZS4404: 2004, including the amendments adopted by the Council in 2005.  
However, this amendment was not incorporated into the plan change.  Instead 
the reference continues to be:  

“NZS4404: 1981, including amendments adopted by Council and subsequent amendments 
and updates of this Standard” 

3.22 This raises a number of issues: 

1. what standard should be referred to? 

2. can the amendments to the NZS adopted by Council be legally included as a 
rule in the District Plan? 

3. can any subsequent amendments and updates of this standard be included? 

What standard? 

3.23 It would appear that the intention of the section 32 report was that the most up 
to date standard (NZS4404: 2004) be referred to in the rule.  This would be a 
logical conclusion as the plan change is an appropriate opportunity to update the 
plan to refer to changes in the national standard.  It would also be appropriate to 
keep the district plan consistent with the more relevant national standard and to 
be aligned with a standard that has been developed by a technical committee 
with a wide range of highly qualified members. 

3.24 Mr Burden has provided a consideration of the 2004 standard in his report (see 
Appendix Three) and concludes that the standard is reliable and practical.  For 
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this reason it is appropriate that the rule should be updated to refer to the 2004 
standard. 

3.25 On this basis, it is recommended that all submissions, which seek that, the rule 
refer to NZS4404: 2004 be accepted. 

Amendments? 

3.26 It is understood that the Council amendments to NZS4404: 2004 went through a 
limited form of public consultation as a part of Council’s Subdivision Standards 
Working Party consideration of changes to NZS4404: 2004.  This involved the 
opportunity for local developers, surveyors, engineers and project managers to 
comment on the proposed local changes to the standard.  These comments were 
considered by the Working Party prior to Council adopting the amendments. 

3.27 This process was not however a public process and was not informed by the 
wider public.  I also understand that the general public would not have been 
aware that this process occurred or that it would ultimately have the potential to 
influence the provisions within the District Plan.  Therefore I consider that it is 
inappropriate for these amendments to be simply transferred to the district plan 
without the benefit of public consideration.   

3.28 While public consideration of these amendments could be possible through the 
current plan change, the wording of these was not attached to the plan change 
making it more difficult for the public to obtain these.  It would appear from the 
submissions received that many submitters did not obtain or have knowledge of 
these amendments.  On this basis, I consider it would be unreasonable to 
introduce amendments to the standard within the rule that have not been 
adequately considered by the public. 

3.29 I also note that the current wording would apply to any other amendments 
adopted by Council in the future, whether or not these proceed through a public 
consultation process .   This too I consider to be inappropriate. 

3.30 Mr Burden has considered the amendments made to the standard by the Council 
and has concluded that it would be unnecessary for these to apply to the district 
plan standards, with the un-amended standard being more appropriate. 

3.31 On this basis, it is recommended that all submissions, which seek the removal of 
the wording “including amendments adopted by Council” be accepted.  Should any 
future amendments by Council be made, these would need to undergo a further 
Plan Change in order to be incorporated into the District Plan and would need to 
be clearly referenced (e.g. date). 

Updates? 

3.32 Schedule 1, Part 3 of the RMA provides for the incorporation of documents by 
reference in a plan, including national standards.  Clause 31 requires that an 
amendment to, or replacement of, material incorporated by reference in a plan 
has legal effect only if a variation or plan change has been carried out to 
accommodate the change.   

3.33 Therefore, the plan must be formally varied or changed to accommodate future 
changes to any standard or external document referred to in a plan.  This includes 
any changes to NZS4404 in the future. 

3.34 On this basis, it is not appropriate to continue to include the wording “and 
subsequent amendments and updates of this Standard” within the rule, and this 
should not continue to be included within the plan.  On this basis, it is 
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recommended that all submissions, which seek the removal of this wording, be 
accepted. 

 

Other methods of Council involvement 
3.35 Throughout a number of submissions the concept of provision of information 

and other methods of Council involvement has arisen.  I agree that it would be a 
good idea for the Council to be more proactive in assisting developers, 
landowners and property purchasers in understanding the difference between 
private and public access to land.   

3.36 There are a range of methods through which information could be provided: 

• Provision of information through brochures or information packs. 

• Provision of information through notices at the time of subdivision consent. 

• Provision of information to real estate agents. 

• New media and publications. 

3.37 Unfortunately non-statutory methods of information provision are outside the 
scope of this plan change, however I recommend that the Council consider these 
further. 
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Part 4:  Submission Discussion and Recommendations 

 

4.1 Part 4 will discuss the issues raised in the submissions and further submissions, 
make recommendations on whether those submissions / further submissions 
should be accepted or rejected, and give reasons for such recommendations.  

4.2 The issues contained within the submissions and further submissions are divided 
into a number of groups below, with each group covering one or more 
submissions / further submissions.  Due to the sheer number of submission / 
further submission points, this discussion does not contain specific 
recommendations on each submission point but instead discusses the issues.  
Specific recommendations on each submission / further submission point are 
contained in Appendix Four. 

Section 32 analysis 
4.3 Many of the submissions received express concern over the adequacy of the 

section 32 report prepared prior to the notification of the plan change and the 
extent of identification of a problem, research undertaken, and analysis provided. 

4.4 Section 32 of the RMA sets out a process for Councils to test the appropriateness 
of any proposed provisions for district plans.  The application of section 32 applies 
throughout plan preparation, from issue identification to decision release.  
Section 32 follows an iterative process that requires a regular review of earlier 
steps and conclusions when necessary.  In this way it is important to note that 
the section 32 process did not end at the time the plan change was notified but 
continues through this planning report and through the decision making process. 

4.5 A submitter can only challenge the section 32 process specifically under section 
32A(1) by submission.  None of the submissions received specifically make a 
challenge under Section 32A(1) but it is acknowledged that these submissions 
have the effect of calling into question the adequacy of the section 32 report 
produced prior to notification. 

4.6 Since notification of the plan change, additional work has been undertaken to 
clarify: 

• Identification of a problem. 

• Research into national standards and other district plan provisions. 

• Analysis of the plan change, the alternatives, the suggestions within the 
submissions and other best practice. 

This additional information has enabled both myself and Mr Burden to be better 
informed in writing our reports and assessing the submissions and further 
submissions received. 

Identification of a problem 

4.7 Having queried Queenstown Lakes District Council further on the identification of 
the problem, I have been informed of the following: 

• Council staff have clearly identified a problem arising from the previous 
District Plan rule wording in relation to residential development resulting in 
inadequate access widths.  This has arisen both through public enquiries and 
through resource consent applications received.  Some of the resource 
consent applications received have required legal advice to clarify the 



Queenstown Lakes District Council – Plan Change 6 
Planning Officer’s Report 

13

situation regarding the access widths and have been costly and time 
consuming.  This is a problem identified through experience, which is 
repeated, and which has been passed on verbally but unfortunately is not 
documented.  The absence of documentation does not mean that a 
legitimate problem does not exist. 

• Council’s customer services department and other Council staff have verbally 
expressed that public complaints are regularly received in relation to 
maintenance, refuse collection, etc on private land.  These complaints are not 
actioned by Council staff as they relate to private land and are therefore not 
recorded.  Again this is a problem identified through repeated experience but 
again not documented as Council’s records only relate to work actually 
undertaken. 

4.8 While these sources of information are not documented they are clear and have 
been repeated sufficiently to satisfy Council’s planning policy staff that there is 
an identifiable problem and a plan change was required. 

Research 

4.9 Since the plan change was notified, Mr Burden has undertaken research into 
factors surrounding the plan change and the issue of access widths.  This 
research has included: 

• Research into access width provisions used by a range of other local 
authorities. 

• Research into road function and the factors influencing road and roadway 
width. 

• Research into the national standard NZS4404:2004. 

• Research into Queenstown Lakes District Council’s subdivision policy and 
other related documentation. 

The findings of this research are outlined in Mr Burden’s report, which is attached 
as Appendix Three. 

4.10 This research has enabled Mr Burden to better understand the alignment of the 
provisions contained within plan change 6 against the national standard and 
other District Plans.   Mr Burden has found that the provisions within the plan 
change are more severe when compared to other standards, being stricter than 
most other District Plan provisions reviewed and more stringent than the 
national standard. 

Analysis 

4.11 Mr Burden’s report goes on to analyse the findings of his research, the aspects of 
the submissions that relate to technical transportation matters and other 
associated matters.  This process of research and analysis forms part of the 
ongoing section 32 process in relation to the plan change. 

 

4.12 On this basis it is considered that the process envisaged under section 32 of the 
RMA is continuing and that the levels of research and analysis have been 
progressed since the time of notification of the plan change.  Therefore it is 
hoped that submitters who raised this matter will now have access to sufficient 
information in this regard. 
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The plan change is unduly onerous and will lead to inefficient use of land 
4.13 A number of the submissions received consider that the result of the 

amendments to the district plan rules, caused by the plan change, is unduly 
onerous on developers and will lead to inefficient use of land and will hinder 
development.  It has also been questioned whether the topography of the 
Queenstown Lakes area should lead to a different range of access provisions. 

4.14 The reasoning for these concerns is that the increased width required through 
the plan change will increase development costs and does not take into account 
factors including topography, as well as increasing the area of land necessary to 
be set aside for access.  This in turn will reduce the development potential of 
some sites. 

4.15 Consideration of whether a provision is unduly onerous must relate to more than 
just consequential cost.  Rules within a district plan that incur a cost on 
developers may be appropriate if that rule is necessary to ultimately avoid, 
remedy or mitigate adverse effects on the environment.  However, if a rule 
cannot be adequately linked to avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects 
then it may be unduly onerous. 

4.16 In this case, Mr Burden has considered the effect of the amended rule and has 
concluded that it is both onerous and inefficient because it requires excessive 
legal widths for accesses serving few residential properties.  Mr Burden does not 
consider that topography alone causes the plan change to be onerous. 

4.17 I agree with Mr Burden’s conclusions and consider that it would appear that the 
access widths imposed by the plan change are greater than is necessary to avoid, 
remedy or mitigate any adverse effects and that they will unnecessarily hinder 
development potential and potentially lead to some land being rendered 
unusable.  This is both inefficient and ineffective and therefore should not 
continue. 

4.18 I do not however consider that it is unduly onerous to require consideration of 
development potential rather than actual development proposed.  Accordingly, I 
support applying the provision both at the time of development of land as well as 
at subdivision.  This process will ensure protection for the future by ensuring 
provision is made for adequate access for future development.  This is efficient 
and effective and will avoid the potential for adverse effects on the environment, 
as well as meeting the needs of users.  

4.19 It is the nature of District Plan rules that there will always be circumstances 
where application of a rule may not be justified to its full extent eg due to 
unusual topography or comprehensive design.  In situations where there is a 
good reason for the minimum access widths not to be provided, this can be dealt 
with through the resource consent process.     

4.20 This is an appropriate process as it is not possible to design rules that meet every 
circumstance.  The resource consent process can deal with situations that are less 
common.  Applications under this rule are a restricted discretionary activity, 
which is an appropriate level of control as it may be necessary for the Council to 
decline a resource consent application if the access width proposed is going to 
cause significant adverse effects on the environment. 

4.21 I also note that clause 14.2.3 provides for a resource consent under the access 
width rule to be “considered without the need to obtain a written approval of 
affected persons and need not be notified in accordance with Section 93 of the 
Resource Management Act 1991, unless the Council considers special circumstances 
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exist in relation to any such application”.  This provision would assist to simplify 
the processing of any resource consent necessary under the access with rule. 

4.22 On this basis I consider that the submissions that raise concerns over the 
provisions being unduly onerous, leading to inefficient use of land and hindering 
development, should be accepted in part.  This support is reflected through 
recommending that the plan provisions be amended to reduce the required 
minimum access widths for private accesses serving less than 12 residential 
units. 

 

The plan change will not provide certainty 
4.23 The submissions received raise a number of concerns over uncertainty caused by 

the plan change. 

4.24 One of the reasons for uncertainty is the use of terminology not defined within 
the district plan, including:  

• “street”,  

• “carriageway”, 

• “cul de sac”, and  

• “annual average daily traffic”.   

4.25 Mr Burden has considered these issues and notes that commonly used terms 
relating to roads are “legal width” or “road reserve” rather than “street”, and 
“formed width” or “roadway” rather than “carriageway”.  Mr Burden considers 
that these terms are both commonly used and commonly understood and the 
use of these would not cause uncertainty or ambiguity.  Mr Burden has used the 
terms “legal width” and “formed width” throughout his report and has 
recommended that these be used in a revised rule in the district plan. 

4.26 I agree with this approach and support Mr Burden’s recommendation that these 
terms should be used within an amended rule.  I consider that these terms are 
easily understandable by the general public, are commonly used in other District 
Plans and are consistent with the New Zealand Standard. 

4.27 Mr Burden’s revised rule package does not involve the use of either “cul de sac” or 
“annual average daily traffic”, thus removing these from use in the rule and 
avoiding confusion for the public. 

4.28 Other submissions raise uncertainty over the use of the terms “residential unit” 
and “unit”.  Both terms are defined within the district plan with “residential unit” 
meaning “a residential activity which consists of a single self contained household 
unit, whether of one or more persons …” and “unit” meaning “any residential unit, 
residential flat, or visitor accommodation unit of any type”. 

4.29 The plan change as notified discussed the need to control access widths for 
residential units but the wording used in the rule refers only to units, having the 
effect of applying the rule to residential units as well as visitor accommodation.  
It is understood from the text of the plan change that this rule was only intended 
to apply to residential units and it would be impracticable for activities such as 
motels or hotels to meet the access requirements where they contain multiple 
units comprehensively developed on a site.  For example a 21 unit motel would 
require an 18 metre wide road reserve for access, taking up a large portion of the 
site. 
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4.30 The recommended changes to the rule remove this confusion by only using the 
term “residential unit” which is defined in the plan and does not relate to visitor 
accommodation. 

4.31 On this basis, I recommend that all submissions that seek clarification of terms 
and definitions should be accepted in part based on the proposed changes to the 
terminology within the rule. 

 

The plan change is not practical 
4.32 Some of the submissions received outline concerns over the practicality of access 

widths being revisited at the time of redevelopment.  The concern is that it may 
be impractical or even impossible to increase the width of the access way to that 
required for the redevelopment of the land. 

4.33 I acknowledge that there may be some historical situations where there is 
potential for redevelopment or further development of land but it is not possible 
to increase the access width.  However I consider that these situations would be 
best dealt with through the resource consent process rather than by making 
them permitted under the rule.  If the rule were changed to allow these situations 
to occur, then it is perpetuating the potential for adverse effects due to 
inadequate access situations.  This is not an acceptable result for the 
environment. 

4.34 Through a resource consent process any potential for improvement could be 
considered eg limited widening, or possibly a development may be declined or 
limited if it is shown that an inadequate access width would cause adverse 
effects.  This protection for the residential environment is appropriate.  

4.35 On this basis, I recommend that any submissions that seek that the plan change 
be amended or withdrawn because it is impractical be rejected. 

 

Legal issues 
4.36 Some of the submissions address legal issues related to the use of the national 

standard and subsequent amendments to this document.  This issue has been 
discussed above in Part 3 of this report. 

4.37 In summary, clause 31 of Schedule 1 to the RMA requires that updates to material 
and external documents referred to within a plan go through a formal variation 
or plan change process prior to having effect within a plan.  Thus reference to 
“and subsequent amendments and updates to this Standard” is inappropriate 
wording to retain within the rule.  On this basis, it is my recommendation that all 
submissions that seek this wording be removed be accepted. 

 

Interaction with other plan changes 
4.38 A number of submissions have raised concerns over the interaction of plan 

change 6 with other plan changes (namely plan changes 7, 8 and 10) and the 
potential for conflict with other plan changes. 

4.39 One matter raised is the combination of requirements under plan change 6 with 
the requirements imposed by plan change 8 on carparking standards and plan 
change 10 on residential development.  There is a view that the combination of 
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new provisions will mean a significant degree of impact on development 
potential.   

4.40 This matter has been considered through the computer modelling undertaken 
primarily for plan change 10 (attached to the planning officer’s report for plan 
change 10).  That computer modelling has considered the combination of 
provisions from plan changes 6, 8 and 10 (as these plan changes are all being 
heard together) and concludes that in some areas there is a significant constraint 
to development.  Of these provisions, the access width requirement has been 
acknowledged as having an identifiable impact in its own right. 

4.41 From this computer modelling it can be seen that the constraint to development 
caused by the access widths will have an adverse effect on development potential 
and may lead to inefficient use of land (where areas are set aside for access but 
not used productively) and poor urban amenity.  These matters are covered 
further in the officer’s report for Plan Change 10.   

4.42 Another matter identified that connects plan change 6 with plan change 8, is 
consideration of the appropriate location of carparking.  While historically access 
ways have been used to a greater or lesser extent for overflow carparking, they 
are not primarily intended for this purpose.  Plan change 8 seeks to ensure that all 
sites provide for their usual carparking needs to ensure that there is not 
inappropriate overflow carparking on streets and accesses. 

4.43 Mr Burden considers that it is impracticable to increase the width of private 
accesses to provide for carparking demand that is not adequately provided for on 
private sites.  He therefore supports submissions that seek that the plan change 
not provide additional width for carparking. 

4.44 Issues related to carparking demand and provisions are being dealt with 
separately under plan change 8. 

4.45 On this basis, I consider that submissions that raise concerns over the interaction 
of plan change 6 with other plan changes should be accepted in part. 

 

Application of the plan change to zones 
4.46 Some submissions raise concern that the plan change applies to all residential 

units in all zones but should only apply to the Low and High Density Residential 
zones.  This matter has been discussed above in Part 3 of this report. 

4.47 In summary, the conclusion is that the plan change is only intended to apply to 
Low and High Density Residential zones and that the rule should be amended 
accordingly to state this specifically.  Therefore, it is my recommendation that all 
the submissions that seek this clarification should be accepted. 

 

Vesting of accesses 
4.48 A number of submissions raise concern over the references within the plan 

change to vesting of accessways in the Council as legal road, and raise issues with 
the coordination of the vesting process with the subdivision consent process.  
This issue has been discussed above in Part 3 of this report. 

4.49 In summary, the conclusion is that vesting can occur through the subdivision 
consent process irrespective of the ineffective implementation method proposed 
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in the plan change.   Therefore, it is my recommendation that all the submissions 
that seek the removal of this implementation method should be accepted. 

4.50 Mr Burden has reassessed the threshold for when a private accessway should 
become a public road and has recommended changes to the rules accordingly.  
Should these recommendations be accepted, they would clarify the situation in 
relation to vesting of accesses as roads. 

 

Reference to the New Zealand Standard 
4.51 Some submissions consider that the rule should refer to NZS4404: 2004 rather 

than NZS4404: 1981.  Other submissions raise concern over whether the 
amendments to the standard adopted by the Council should be referenced within 
the rule.  These matters have been discussed above in Part 3 of this report. 

4.52 In summary, it is concluded that the plan change intended to update the 
reference to the national standard to refer to NZS4404: 2004 and that this should 
occur.  Therefore it is recommended that all submissions that sought this change 
to the rule should be accepted. 

4.53 It is also concluded that the amendments to the standard adopted by the Council 
should not be referenced within the rule and thus it is recommended that all 
submissions that sought that this be removed from the rule should be accepted. 

 

The plan change will encourage car use 
4.54 Some of the submissions received consider that the increase in access widths 

provided for by the plan change would encourage greater use of private cars.   I 
sympathise with the concerns express and agree that there is a general need to 
support the use of sustainable transportation modes. 

4.55 Mr Burden has assessed this issue and considers that the effect of the plan 
change would neither dissuade private car use nor encourage it.  Mr Burden notes 
there needs to be a balance between safety and efficiency and recommends a 
revised rule, which provides this balance.   

4.56 On this basis, I recommend that submissions raising this issue be accepted in 
part. 

 

Relationship to objectives and policies 
4.57 A number of the submissions received express concern that the plan change is 

contrary to the objectives and policies of the district plan, particularly those in 
Section 14.  Some of the submissions received are concerned that the plan 
change is contrary to objectives and policies relating to consolidation, safety and 
efficiency, intended function, and good design.   

4.58 Section 14 (Transport) contains Issues, eight Objectives and a range of supporting 
policies.  The key issues that this section seeks to address are:  

• the efficient use of roads, transport infrastructure and fossil fuels, 

• safety and accessibility for all road users, and 

• control of the environmental effects of transport. 



Queenstown Lakes District Council – Plan Change 6 
Planning Officer’s Report 

19

4.59 Under these issues, the objectives deal specifically with: 

1. Efficiency 

2. Safety and Accessibility 

3. Environmental Effects of Transportation 

4. Town Centre Accessibility and Car Parking 

5. Parking and Loading – General  

6. Pedestrian and Cycle Transport 

7. Public and Visitor Transport 

8. Air Transport 

4.60 The matter of access widths to private properties falls under Objective 1, Policies 
1.2 and 1.10, Objective 2, Policy 2.1, and Objective 4, Policy 4.6 which state: 

“1.2 To promote the efficient use of all roads by adopting and applying a road 
hierarchy with associated access standards based on intended function.” 

“1.10 To require access to property to be of a size, location and type to ensure safety 
and efficiency of road functioning.” 

“2.1 To maintain and improve safety and accessibility by adopting and applying a 
road hierarchy with associated design, parking and access standards based on the 
intended function.” 

“4.6 To require all vehicle accesses to properties and developments to be designed in 
accordance with a set of specified standards, which ensure vehicle manoeuvring has 
minimal impact on the safety and efficiency of roads and footpaths and the 
amenity of any particular area.” 

4.61 I agree with the submissions that it would appear that the plan change as 
notified would not support urban consolidation as it requires large areas of land 
to be set aside for access, reducing the area available for development.  This 
matter is further discussed in sections 4.13 to 4.22, and 4.38 to 4.45. 

4.62 I also agree that the plan change as notified does not appear to be closely linked 
to road/access function.  This matter is discussed further in Mr Burden’s report. 

4.63 I do not however agree that the plan change would require access that does not 
contribute to safety and efficiency or is well designed.  If anything the plan 
change as notified is excessive in it’s requirements leading to more than 
adequate space for access, manoeuvring, etc.  The recommended revised rule 
provides a balance between less access space for accesses serving fewer 
residential units and more space for those serving greater numbers.  This links the 
rule more closely to road/access function.  In this way it will ensure that there is 
still adequate space for access, manoeuvring and safety, while also being more 
closely aligned to supporting consolidation.   

4.64 There are also a range of objectives and policies that look at support for transport 
modes away from the private car.  I consider that there is the potential for a 
conflict between the objectives and policies that seek safety and efficiency of 
access, with those that seek to support and encourage use of public transport, 
walking, cycling, etc.  It would be inappropriate for the objectives/policies/rules to 
discourage private car use at the cost of safety for those living on a private access.  
There is a need for balance, and I consider that the recommended revised rule 
provides this balance. 
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4.65 Overall I consider that the plan change as notified is not wholly consistent with 
some of the objectives and policies but I would not consider it to be contrary1 to 
the objectives and policies as a whole.  I consider that the recommended revised 
rule is more closely aligned to the objectives and policies. 

 

Limited Access roads / State Highways 
4.66 Two submissions were received that deal with concerns over the interaction of 

private accesses with limited access roads / state highways.  The concerns 
expressed relate particularly to maintenance, the provision of carparking and the 
appropriate design of intersections on these key roads. 

4.67 Mr Burden has considered these submissions and has recommended that the rule 
be amended to ensure that where an accessway intersects with a limited access 
road or state highway, it is wider to accommodate passing and mitigate the 
chances of vehicles queuing.  Issues related to provision of carparking are 
discussed in section 4.42 above. 

4.68 I agree with Mr Burden’s approach to this issue and consider that it is appropriate 
to ensure adequate accessway width at key intersections.  On this basis, I 
recommend that the submissions relating to limited access roads / state 
highways be accepted in part. 

 

Access widths 
4.69 Submitters both in opposition to the plan change and in support of it raised the 

issue of appropriate access widths.  A range of suggestions for appropriate widths 
are provided through the submissions received, particularly focussing on 
thresholds at which widths should increase.  Mr Burden has considered these 
suggestions in his analysis, along with the national standard and provisions in 
other district plans.   

4.70 It is suggested in some submissions that the access width rule should not provide 
any minimum standard.  Instead it is noted that where a development requires 
resource consent under the district plan, consideration can be given to imposing a 
condition requiring adequate access width.  It is suggested that the one rule for 
all approach is crude and unsuitable.   

4.71 However this is not efficient or effective where a development would otherwise 
be permitted (not needing a resource consent for any other reason) and so the 
access width could not be considered.  I do not consider that it would be 
appropriate that the rule should require all applications for development to be 
considered through the resource consent process to enable conditions to be 
imposed requiring appropriate access widths.  I also disagree with the absence of 
a minimum standard, as this would lead to high levels of uncertainty for 
developers and users of the plan, meaning that no person would be able to judge 
what minimum is generally considered acceptable.  I do however agree that the 
resource consent process is appropriate to consider unusual situations where it 
may be appropriate to move away from the minimum standard set out in the 
Plan. 

                                                             
1 “Contrary” has been defined by the Environment Court as meaning opposed to in nature, different, 
opposite to, or repugnant. 
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4.72 A matter of opposition to the minimum widths was raised by the New Zealand 
Fire Service who is seeking that access widths be increased to a 4 metre minimum 
carriageway.  The reason for this is to ensure adequate space for emergency 
vehicle access and for fire fighters to work around the vehicle. 

4.73 Mr Burden has assessed this matter and considers that it would be inappropriate 
to greatly increase the width of accessways to accommodate emergency vehicles 
in circumstances where persons are parking on an access, where parking is not 
provided for.  Mr Burden notes that the conflict between parking and access is an 
issue best dealt with through ensuring onsite carparking is provided rather than 
increasing access widths.  It is also noted that the Council can control on-street 
car parking on public roads to ensure adequate clearance for emergency vehicles.  
Mr Burden concludes that the widths proposed are sufficient to accommodate 
emergency vehicles. 

4.74 I also note that were this submission to be accepted it would result in an increase 
in access widths, raising similar issues to those raised in other submissions (eg 
inefficient use of land, reducing development potential, etc).   

4.75 On this basis, it is recommended that this submission be rejected. 

4.76 A view raised by many submitters in support of the plan change is that many 
recently developed subdivisions do not provide accessways that are wide enough 
to cater for both access and car parking.  Mr Burden notes that this is not the 
intention of the access standards and that carparking requirements are dealt 
with elsewhere through on-site parking standards (see also section 4.42). 

 

Accessways serving more than 5 dwellings 
4.77 Some of the submissions in support seek that access ways serving more than 5 

dwellings should be dedicated as public streets on the basis that if an access 
looks like a street it should be a street.  It is also thought that this would avoid 
confusion over maintenance and management. 

4.78 Mr Burden has considered this issue as part of his consideration of where the 
threshold between a private access and a public street should lie.  While Mr 
Burden is of the opinion that there needs to be a clear distinction between 
private accesses and public roads, he is of the view that a threshold of 5 
residential units would be too low and that the rule should make the threshold 
12 residential units. 

4.79 I agree with Mr Burden’s conclusion and consider that setting the threshold that 
rests between 4 and 5 residential units would be inefficient and ineffective at 
providing a balance between private and public and avoiding effects.  On this 
basis I recommend that submissions seeking the threshold lie at 5 residential 
units should be accepted in part.  Further discussion of these matters is also 
covered under sections dealing with ownership and thresholds above. 

 

Support for the plan change 
4.80 Submissions in support of the plan change range from those in qualified support 

with some changes sought to those in total support.  Some submissions in 
support state that it is important to plan ahead and consider the suitability of 
access width based on potential future development and that there needs to be 
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clarity to ensure a reduction in confusion over matters of ownership, 
management, maintenance, etc. 

4.81 In general I agree that it is important to plan for the future and the intention of 
District Plan rules should be to provide certainty for development while providing 
allowance for future activities to continue without causing adverse effects on the 
environment.  Therefore I consider that it is important that future development is 
provided for by ensuring that potential is anticipated when development occurs.  
In this way I agree that the intent of the plan change is important. 

4.82 I do not consider that it is possible for District Plan rules to entirely avoid 
confusion and conflict over matters of ownership, management and 
maintenance, as this will inevitably occur where areas of private access occur.  
However if this is carefully controlled through the rules and is made known to 
purchasers of properties accessed from a private accessway, then the potential 
for confusion and conflict should be reduced. 

4.83 Based on the advice received from Mr Burden and the matters discussed 
elsewhere in this report, I do not consider that the plan change as notified should 
proceed and I consider that there are necessary changes that should be made to 
the Plan rules. 

4.84 On this basis I recommend that the submissions in support of the plan change 
should be accepted in part, and that those that seek that the plan change be 
adopted immediately in its entirety be also accepted in part. 

 

Conclusions  
4.85 Overall I consider that the plan change has identified an issue which is 

appropriately dealt with through the provision of controls within the district plan, 
however the wording promoted through the plan change does not entirely bring 
about what the plan change sought to achieve.  Therefore I consider there is a 
need to modify the changes to the district plan by way of a range of positive 
actions sought through the submissions as discussed above. 
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Part 5:  Overall Recommendation 

Based on the advice received from Mr Burden and following consideration of the 
requirements of section 32, submissions, further submissions, and recommendations 
outlined above, I recommend that the following changes be made to the District Plan: 

 

Amend rule 14.2.4.1 iv to read as follows: 

iv Parking area and Access Design: 

All vehicular access to fee simple title lots, cross lease, unit title or leased premises shall be 
in accordance with standards contained in NZS4404:2004, and 

All shared vehicular access serving residential dwelling units in the High and Low Density 
Residential Zones shall be in accordance with the standards set out in the table below: 

The Greater of the Actual Number of Dwelling Units Serviced or; 
the Potential Number of Dwelling Units Possible as a Permitted or 

Controlled Activity 

Formed 
Width 

(m) 

Legal 
Width 

(m) 

1 to 6 2.75 3.6 

7-12 5 6 

Where the shared vehicle access adjoins a local distributor or higher road in the hierarchy, 
including a State Highway, it shall have a 5m formed width and a 6m legal width for a 
minimum of 6m measured from the legal road boundary. 

No private way or private vehicle access or shared access shall serve sites with a potential 
to accommodate more than 12 dwelling units. 

 

Add the following Assessment Matters to 14.3.2 v: 

• (m) The extent to which the limited width of an access is mitigated by sufficient on 
site manoeuvring. 

• (n) The likelihood of future development which could result in increased traffic 
generation. 

• (o) The extent to which the reduced width of an access is mitigated by the provision 
of passing areas and/or turning heads. 

 

Delete implementation method 14.1.3 (ii) (c) “encourage vestment of accesses to 
multiple properties in the Council”. 

 

 

 

Report Prepared by Stephanie Styles 

Resource Management Planner 

Boffa Miskell Ltd 

November 2006 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Currently the Queenstown Lakes Partially Operative District Plan includes requirements for 
the widths of access ways at the time of subdivision. It does not contain any provisions 
determining the widths of private access to sites after subdivision has taken place.  
 
At the time of subdivision the width required for a private access is determined by a 
combination of the length of the access and the number of units on the site.  
 
However, any time after subdivision has taken place the use of the site may change, i.e. the 
number of units may be increased. At this time it would be logical for the rules that governed 
access widths at the time of subdivision to be revisited and reapplied based on the change 
of land use.  
 
Given these issues, the purpose of this Plan Change is to ensure the width of access ways 
are appropriately designed for current and future use. 
 
Through an analysis of alternatives for ensuring that adequate width is required for land use 
it has been recognised that a plan change is needed. The plan change proposed here will 
partially align the situations at the time of subdivision and at the time of development by 
enabling the widths of accesses to be reconsidered together with a development proposal.  
 
The new rules will allow potential future development of the sites to be taken into account 
and they will also ensure the width of private roads accessing more than 5 dwellings is 
brought in line with the width of public roads. This ensures sufficient road reserve is 
maintained to allow the road to potentially be vested in the Council at a future stage.  
 
Access ways servicing less than 5 dwellings are less likely to act like public roads, and for 
these situations it is considered reasonable to consider the efficient use of land as a priority, 
over and above attempting to maintain a maximum road reserve. Therefore, for these 
situations the only carriageway width is set. However if the sites being accessed have the 
potential for more intensive development, then the Council can require a larger road reserve 
to be established and maintained.  
 
As a result of this Section 32 analysis, it has been found that the most efficient and effective 
mechanism is to require the following access widths as part of a zone standard for any 
resource consent application: 

 
The greater of  
• the actual number of existing units serviced 

or  
• the maximum number of units possible as a 

permitted or controlled activity 
 

Minimum street 
width (m) 

Carriage way 
width (m) 

2-4  unitsCul de sac 4.5 3 
5-20 units Cul de sac 12 6 
21-50 units Cul de sac 
note: The access shall be formed in accordance 
with Council standards for public streets to vest 

18 6 

0-50 units Through Road  
Traffic volume up to 400 vehicles (Annual 
Average Daily Traffic per day) 

18 6 
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note: The access shall be formed in accordance 
with Council standards for public streets to vest 
Any number of residential units 
Traffic volume 400-900 vehicles (Annual 
Average Daily Traffic per Day) 
note: The access shall be formed in accordance 
with Council standards for public streets to vest 

18 6 

Any number of residential units 
Greater than 900 vehicles (Annual Average 
Daily Traffic per Day) 
note: The access shall be formed in accordance 
with Council standards for public streets to vest 

20 7 
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1.0 BACKGROUND 

1.1 Introduction 
 
The proposed Plan Change has resulted from a number of situations where multi unit 
developments have taken place on sites where the access width was designed for a single 
dwelling. The result is a narrow privately owned road, which is insufficient and inappropriate 
for the purpose of servicing the properties. 
 

1.2 Scope of the Plan Change 
 
This plan change concerns the provisions for private access roads servicing residential 
properties in the Queenstown Lakes District in the Low and High Density Residential zones. 
In scope it is limited to considering ways of achieving appropriately dimensioned access for 
the property or properties to be serviced. Some consideration is also given to the issue of 
private versus public ownership of access ways to multiple properties.  
 
In researching this Plan Change, it has been established that the widths currently imposed at 
time of subdivision and contained in the subdivision standard currently utilised are 
appropriate. The focus has been on the balance between the current requirements for 
private and public roads and the temporal moments at which the widths of access ways 
need to be re-considered. 
 

1.3 The issues 
 
1.3.1 Width requirements of private access ways 
 
Some sites that originally had one or a limited number of dwellings on them are being 
redeveloped to or over maximum capacity with a number of units on them. The original 
access would have been adequate for the original purpose, but is often retained and used 
for accessing a far larger number of units. The access way is then often too narrow for the 
passing and sometimes parking requirements demanded by an increase in resident 
numbers. 
 
A related issue, which overlaps the width requirements, is a consideration of ownership of 
access. On a regular basis the Council receives requests or complaints from residents of 
dwellings serviced by private access ways concerning issues such as maintenance of the 
pavement or gravel and collection of rubbish. The explanation to the person contacting the 
Council that the Council is not responsible is often met with disbelief or dissatisfaction. 
Although this report does not go into further considerations of maintenance and servicing, it 
does consider the option of transferring ownership.  
 

1.4 The purpose of the Plan Change 
 
The purpose of the Plan Change can be summarised as follows: 
 
To ensure the width of access ways is appropriately designed for current and future use. 
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1.5 The current situation 
 
1.5.1 District Plan provisions 
 
Within the District Plan the provisions for determining the appropriate width of an access to 
residential unitsare applicable only at the time of subdivision. There are no rules governing 
the widths at the development or redevelopment stage. In paragraph 2.5 of this report and in 
appendix A all the objectives, policies and rules relating to access in general have been 
collated. 
 
The only rule with direct relevance to the widths of private accesses at present is Site 
Standard 14.2.4.1: 
 

iv  Parking Area and Access Design 
All vehicular access to fee simple title lots, cross lease, unit title or leased premises 
shall be in accordance with the standards contained in NZS4404: 1981. Off-street 
parking spaces shall be separated from footpaths or adjoining roads by a physical 
barrier.  

 
NZS4404:1981 was adopted by the Queenstown Lakes District Council with some 
amendments on 1 June 1994. The issue of access widths is subject to one of these 
amendments (Part 3) that states as follows for secondary, local, residential streets: 
 
Type of street Area 

served 
Design 
speed 

Minimum 
street width 

Recommended carriageway 
width (m) 

    Parking Traffic Total 
Private way 2-3 du -  - 3 4 
Private way 4-6 du    4 5 
Short cul-de-sac <20 du 

<100 m 
20 12 2 x 2.75 5.5 

Long cul-de-sac >20 du 
>100 m 

20 15 2 x 3 6 

Minor access <100 
du 

20 15 2 x 3 6 

(du = dwelling units) 
 

2.0 THE CONTEXT AND NECESSITY OF THE PLAN CHANGE 
 

2.1 The Resource Management Act (1991) 
 
Section 32 of the Resource Management Act (the Act) states that an evaluation of the 
alternatives, benefits and costs of any plan change must be carried out before adopting any 
plan change. The evaluation should examine the extent to which each option or alternative is 
the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of this Act; and having regard to their 
efficiency and effectiveness, whether the policies, rules or other methods are the most 
appropriate for achieving the objectives. This chapter of the report sets out provisions in 
various statutory documents that are achieved through this Plan Change.  
 
32 (4) directs that for the purposes of this examination an evaluation must take into account - 
 

(a) the benefits and costs of policies, rules or other methods; and 
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(b) the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient information about 
the subject matter of the policies, rules or other methods.  

 
This plan change has been prepared as a means of achieving the purpose of the Act, which 
is expressed in Section 5 as follows: 
 

(1) The purpose of this Act is to promote the sustainable management of natural and 
physical resources.  

(2) In this Act, “sustainable management” means managing the use, development and 
protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables 
people and communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural wellbeing 
and for their health and safety while – 
(a) sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding minerals) to 

meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations; and 
(b) Safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil and ecosystems; and 
(c) Avoiding, remedying or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the 

environment.  
 
The change will ensure that people can continue to provide for their wellbeing by accessing 
their properties in an appropriate way, while ensuring access ways are wide enough to cater 
for future needs and development. In addition it avoids and mitigates adverse effects on the 
access way by ensuring sufficient width is provided for parking, passing and pedestrians. 
 
Section 7 lists “other matters” that the Council must have particular regard to. The following 
sub-sections are of particular relevance to this Plan Change. 
 
 (b) The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources: 
 (c) The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values: 

(f)  Maintenance and enhancement of quality of the environment: 
(g) Any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources: 

 
This Plan Change is instrumental in enhancing the amenity values of the residential zones 
by ensuring suitable access widths, and yet using the available land in the most efficient 
manner possible by retaining sufficient space for any future requirements.  
 
Section 31 of the Act sets out the functions of territorial authorities. This Plan Change relates 
specifically to Council’s functions under 31 (a), which reads: 
 

(a) The establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies, and 
methods to achieve integrated management of the effects of the use, 
development, or protection of land and associated natural and physical resources 
of the district: 

 
Section 74 of the Act requires that the plan change be in accordance with the Council’s 
functions under Section 31, the provisions of Part II, its duty under Section 32 and any 
regulations or bylaws.  
 
Because of the current problems with inadequate access ways, it has been determined that 
this Plan Change is necessary for the Council to meet the requirements of the RMA. 

2.2 Regional Policy Statement for Otago 
 
Section 75 specifies that regard must be had to any Regional Policy Statement or Regional 
Plan. The Regional Policy Statement for Otago (14 September 1998) is of some relevance to 
this Plan Change and therefore the relevant parts of that document have been included: 
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Objective 9.4.1 
 
To promote the sustainable management of Otago’s built environment in order to: 
a) Meet the present and reasonably foreseeable needs of Otago’s people and 

communities; and 
b) Provide for amenity values; and 
c) Conserve and enhance environmental and landscape quality; and  
… 

 
Policy 9.5.4 
 
To minimise the adverse effects of urban development and settlement, including 
structures on Otago’s environment through avoiding, remedying or mitigating: 

… 
(d) Significant irreversible effects on: 

(i) Otago community values 
(vi) Amenity values 

 
Policy 9.5.5 
 
To maintain and, where practicable, enhance the quality of life for people and 
communities within Otago’s built environment through: 
a) Promoting the identification and provision of a level of amenity which is 

acceptable to the community; and 

2.3 Other relevant documents 
 
Section 75 specifies that regard must be had to any management plans and strategies 
prepared under other Acts; relevant planning documents recognised by an Iwi authority 
affected by the district plan; any relevant entry in the Historic Places register; and other 
regulations relating to fisheries resources. 
With regards to this proposed Plan Change other relevant documents are:  
- NZ Standard 4404 : 1981, 2004 and QLDC amendments and 
- Regional Land Transport Strategy for Otago 2000 – 2005 : 9 February 2000 

2.4 NZS4404:1981, NZS4404:2004 and amendments 
 
On 1 June 1994 Queenstown Lakes District Council adopted NZS4404:1981 together with 
some district specific amendments. NZS4404:1981 prescribes the engineering standards at 
time of subdivision. The relevant part is quoted in paragraph 1.5 of this report. 
 
It is noted that this standard has no bearing on any situation other than subdivision. It is also 
noted that this standard and the amendments thereto are considered to be appropriate and 
that in researching this plan change, no consideration has been given to amending them.  
 
However, the Council adopted a new version of NZS4404, namely NZS4404:2004 and some 
new amendments, on 5 October 2005. This changed some of the requirements and it is 
deemed that this new version of the standard should replace the old version. The relevant 
part of the standard is contained in tables 3.1 and 3.2 and reads as contained in appendix A. 
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2.5 Regional Land Transport Strategy for Otago 2000 – 2005 
 
This report documents the general transportation situation in Otago in the year 2000 and the 
predicted changes over the following 5 years. It establishes that car ownership and 
transportation by private vehicle will increase in Otago.  
 
However, there is no general reference to access widths and none of the issues, objectives 
or strategies relate to this matter.  
 

2.6 Partially Operative District Plan (2003) 
 
Section 14 of the Partially Operative District Plan deals with Transport. Significant attention 
is paid to the provision of access to sites that is not directly related to the width of the access 
way.  
 
Directly relating to the issue of appropriate access widths are the following: 
 
In Section 14.1.3 Objectives and Policies, on pages 14-2 through 14-3, a number of 
objectives, policies and implementation methods are of direct relevance. This Plan Change 
will particularly ensure Policy 1.10 is met by enabling property access to be considered at 
the time of development as well as at the time of subdivision. 
 

Objective 1 – Efficiency 
Efficient use of the District’s existing and future transportation resource and of 
fossil fuel. 

 
Policy 1.10  
To require access to property to be of a size, location and type to ensure safety and 
efficiency of road functioning.  

 
Implementation Methods 
(i) District Plan 

(b) Set performance standards for property access, parking and loading. 
 
Directly regulating the widths of access is Rule 14.2.4.1 as quoted in paragraph 1.5 of this 
report. 
 
Within section 15 of the Partially Operative District Plan the following are of relevance and 
will be further achieved through this Plan Change: 
 

15.1.3 Objectives and Policies 
Objective 1 – Servicing 
The provision of necessary services to subdivided lots and developments in 
anticipation of the likely effects of land use activities on those lots and within the 
developments.  
 
Policy 1.2 
To ensure safe and efficient vehicular access is provided to all lots created by 
subdivision and to all developments. 
 
Policy 1.7  
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To ensure the design and provision of any necessary infrastructure at the time of 
subdivision takes into account the requirements of future development on land in the 
vicinity.  

 
Generally a number of provisions regarding the amenity values of the residential zones 
should also be considered: 
 
At the time of subdivision the following applies: 
 

15.2.6.1 Controlled Subdivision Activities – Lot Sizes and Dimensions 
 
Except where specified as Discretionary or Non-Complying Subdivision Activities in 
Rules 15.2.3.3 and 15.2.3.4, any subdivision of land in any zone, which complies with 
all of the Site and Zone Subdivision Standards, is a Controlled Subdivision Activity, 
with the Council reserving control in respect of the following: 
 
i Lot sizes and dimensions for subdivisions of land in the Town Centre, Corner 

Shopping Centre, Remarkables Park, Resort and Visitor Zones. 
ii Sizes and dimensions of lots for access, utilities, reserves and roads 
iii There will be no minimum lot sizes or areas for hydro development activities 

and subdivision 
 

15.2.8 Property Access 
 
15.2.8.1 Controlled Subdivision Activities – Property Access 
 
Except where specified as Discretionary or Non-Complying Subdivision Activities in 
Rules 15.2.3.3 and 15.2.3.4, any subdivision of land in any zone, which complies with 
all of the Site and Zone Subdivision Standards, is a Controlled Subdivision Activity, 
with the Council reserving control in respect of the following: 
 
• The location, alignment, gradients and pattern of roading, service lanes, 

pedestrian accessways and cycle ways, their safety and efficiency. 
• The number, location, provision and gradients of access from roads to lots for 

vehicles, cycles and pedestrians, their safety and efficiency. 
• The standards of construction and formation of roads, private access, service 

lanes, pedestrian access, accessways and cycle ways. 
• The provision and vesting of corner splays or rounding at road intersections. 
• The naming of roads and private access.  
• The provision for and standard of street lighting. 
• Any provisions for tree planting within roads. 
• Any requirements for widening, formation or upgrading of existing roads. 
• Any provisions relating to access for future subdivision on adjoining land. 
• Any requirement for financial contributions in respect of property access. 
 
15.2.8.2 Site Subdivision Standards - Landscaping and Recreational Access 
 

(i) This Rule shall only apply to subdivision of land situated south of State Highway 
6 (“Ladies Mile”) and southwest of Lake Hayes which is zoned Low Density 
Residential or Rural Residential as shown on Planning Map 30. 

(ii) The landscaping of roads and public places is an important aspect of property 
access and subdivision design. No subdivision consent shall be granted without 
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consideration of appropriate landscaping of roads and public places shown on 
the plan of subdivision. 

(iii) No separate residential lot shall be created unless provision is made for 
pedestrian access from that lot to public open spaces and recreation areas within 
the land subject to the application for subdivision consent and to public open 
spaces and rural areas adjoining the land subject to the application for 
subdivision consent. 

 
 

15.2.8.3 Assessment Matters for Resource Consents  
 
In considering whether or not to grant consent or impose conditions in respect to 
property access, the Council shall have regard to, but not be limited by, the following 
assessment matters: 
 
(i) The need for and extent of any financial contributions to the provision of property 

access, as referred to in Rule 15.2.5. 

(ii) The safety and efficiency of the roading network and the proposed roading 
pattern, having regard to the roading hierarchy, standards of design, construction 
for roads and private access. 

(iii) The effect of any new intersections or accesses created by the subdivision on 
traffic safety and efficiency, including the availability of adequate, unobstructed 
sight distances from intersections and adequate spacing between intersections. 

(iv) The provisions of the Council’s Code of Practice for Subdivision in respect of the 
design and construction of roads and private access. 

(v) The account taken of safe, pleasant and efficient pedestrian movement, provision 
of space for cyclists, amenity values of the street and opportunities for tree 
planting in the open space of the road way to enhance the character and amenity 
of the neighbourhood. 

(vi) The need to provide pedestrian accessway facilities in circumstances where the 
roading network does not provide sufficient or direct access or easy walking 
access to facilities in the vicinity. 

(vii) The need to provide cycle ways in circumstances where the roading network 
does not enable sufficient or direct cycle routes through the locality. 

(viii) The need to provide alternative access for car parking and vehicle loading in the 
Business, Town Centre, Corner Shopping Centre or Industrial Zones by way of 
vested service lanes at the rear of properties. 

(ix) Any impact of roading and access on lakes and rivers, ecosystems, drainage 
patterns and the amenities of adjoining properties. 

(x) The need to provide for appropriate standards of street lighting or private access 
lighting having regard to the classification of the road or the access. 

(xi) The need to provide distinctive names for roads and private vehicular access. 
The name to be agreed by the Council. 

(xii) Any need to make provision for future roads to serve surrounding land or for road 
links that need to pass through the subdivision. 
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3.0 RELEVANT NON-STATUTORY DOCUMENTS 

3.1 Tomorrow’s Queenstown: Vision, issues and directions – July 2002 
 
The Tomorrow’s Queenstown document was prepared following a public workshop held 
between 7 and 11 July 2002, with the purpose of providing a community vision, strategic 
goals and priorities for Queenstown for the next ten to twenty years.  
 
The document does not make any specific reference to the widths of private access ways 
but does include comments on general amenity values in the built environment. It sets as a 
Strategic Goal : Creating quality urban environments. The principles of this goal include on 
page 48: 
 

3. Intensification of existing urban areas will need to be carefully managed to ensure 
that new buildings to not negatively impact on important views or on the character/ 
pleasantness of urban areas.  

 
One of the methods for achieving this is listed on page 50 as: 
 

3. Review the District Plan controls to ensure that the controls allow for and 
encourage quality intensive residential developments and prevent or discourage poor 
design. 

3.2 Wanaka 2020 report – May 2002 
 
The Wanaka 2020 document was prepared following a public workshop held between 24 
and 28 May 2002, with the purpose of providing a community vision, strategic goals and 
priorities for Wanaka for the next ten to twenty years. 
 
This report does not make any specific statements regarding access ways in the residential 
areas and does not make any general statements about amenity values in the residential 
areas that relate to the provision of access widths. 
 

3.3 Rural Roading Corridors - Corridor Management Guideline 
 
The Council adopted this policy on 19 December 2003. It is intended to provide a holistic 
approach to the management of rural roading corridors. It contains a number of statements 
with regards to access widths in the rural context that may be of relevance here: 
 
Where vehicle numbers are low, and the road has historic or aesthetic characteristics a 
narrower width shall be considered. (pg 40) 
 
9.10 Access lots and rights of way 

Common access lots and rights of way shall be permitted to service no more than 
nine lots at any one location. Where access is required to more than 9 lots it shall be 
by means of a legal public road. Where further development or subdivision is likely 
the Council may require the applicant to create a legal public road.  
 
Rural subdivision 
a) Adequate levels of access, safety and convenience are provided for all road 

users while ensuring acceptable levels of amenity and protection of the 
environment from the impact of traffic. 
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c) Roads are laid out to fit in with the general roading requirements of the 
District Plan. The roading layout must provide for access to adjoining land 
where deemed necessary by the Council. The roading layout and design 
must also consider the potential future development of the land if it is 
developed to it’s maximum potential in accordance with the current zoning.  

d)  

4.0 CONSULTATION PROCESS 

4.1 Options 2020 Workshops – March/April 2004 
 
In both Queenstown and Wanaka workshops were held at the end of March and the 
beginning of April 2004. These aimed in part to inform the public of the work undertaken by 
the Council as a result of the community consultation in 2002 and to gain feedback from the 
community regarding the current issues. Feedback was predominantly obtained in the form 
of ‘post-its’ on various ‘issue boards’. One statement was directly relevant to access ways: 
 
- Aesthetic and other (access, parking, affordable staff accommodation etc) factors – 

developers should be held to a much higher standard than now. 

4.2 Panel Display and Public Meetings - 14 & 15 June 2004 
 
The outline of the proposed plan change was printed on a full colour A2 panel and displayed 
on 14 June in Wanaka and on 15 June in Queenstown from 10 am to 4 pm. During this time 
members of the consultant team working on this plan change were present to answer 
questions and gain feedback.  
 
On the same days in the evening public meetings took place, and the proposal was 
presented to the attendants.  
 
The feedback indicated the public was interested in the big picture, however, there was very 
little feedback regarding the actual dimensions proposed. 
 

4.3 Statutory Bodies 
Letters were written to the following informing them of the proposal and asking for 
comments:  
 
Otago Regional Council 
Otago Regional Council  
Ministry for the Environment 
Department of Conservation 
Kai Tahu Ki Otago 
Ngai Tahu  
 
No comments were received. 
 

4.4 Agendas, reports and minutes  
All information presented to the Strategy Committee has been in the public domain. The 
agendas, reports and minutes have been made available through the QLDC website. 

5.0 ISSUE 
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The key issue can be identified as follows: 
 
The Partially Operative District Plan contains no provisions for requiring appropriate access 
widths at the time of development. 



 

6.0 ASSESSMENT OF THE OPTIONS FOR ADDRESSING THE ISSUE 

6.1 Broad Alternatives 
Option Advantages/ 

Benefits 
Disadvantages/ 
Costs 

The effectiveness and efficiency of the 
option and the Planner’s 
Recommendation 

1. Do nothing approach 
 
The do nothing approach would mean 
removing all existing regulation imposed 
on access way provisions. 

  This option is deemed to be ineffective at 
achieving the efficient and effective 
transportation and use of land. 
 
Access way design would be left to the 
market. This would most likely result in 
unsuitable and unusable access ways being 
developed.  
 
The amenity values of the built environment 
are likely to suffer as a result. 
 
It is therefore considered inappropriate and 
would not achieve the policies in section 
14.1.3 of the District Plan. 

2.Remove all regulation and rely on non-
regulatory mechanisms 
 
As 1. Above, but rather than rely solely 
on the market, intervene in a non-
regulatory manner through the provision 
of guidelines and or education.  
 

 • Cost to Council of non-
regulatory function and 
administering 
guidelines/education,. 

This option is deemed to be ineffective at 
achieving the efficient and effective 
transportation and use of land.  
 
Access way design would be left to the 
market. This would most likely result in 
unsuitable and unusable access ways being 
developed.  
 
The amenity values of the built environment 
are likely to suffer as a result. 
 
It is therefore considered inappropriate and 
would not achieve the policies in section 
14.1.3 of the District Plan 

3.Status Quo – Retain the existing rules • Requires suitable 
access ways at the 

• No control over access 
way design, except 

This option is deemed to be ineffective as it 
has been shown to result in inappropriate 
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Option Advantages/ 
Benefits 

Disadvantages/ 
Costs 

The effectiveness and efficiency of the 
option and the Planner’s 
Recommendation 

time of subdivision 
• Relies on provisions 

drafted nationally and 
updated nationally. 
This means any 
emergency services 
requirements or other 
nation-wide 
provisions would be 
covered. 

• Not having to 
process a plan 
change would be a 
cost saving to the 
Council and 
ratepayers. 

vehicle crossings, at 
time of development. 

 

access ways when redevelopment of sites 
takes place.  
 
As a result amenity values in the built 
environment are often reduced by 
redevelopment.  
 
Because of the inability to provide for future 
development this option is not effective in 
achieving the objectives and policies of 
section 14.1.3 of the District Plan and the 
purpose the Act.  

4. Require the vestment of access ways 
in the Council if the development is 
larger than a certain number of units. 

• All vested access 
ways would need to 
be up to public road 
standards and 
widths. 

• Council would be 
able to maintain the 
access ways to an 
acceptable level 

• Services such as 
rubbish collection 
and road 
maintenance to 
community improved 

• Maintenance costs 
would transfer from 
individual property 
owners to the Council. 

• The Council would be 
required to provide 
services, this could 
impose costs on the 
ratepayers. 

 

There is no legal mechanism to enable this, 
and it is therefore not considered a viable 
option. 
 
However it could be considered as a 
guideline for residential zones. It is noted 
that the guideline Rural Roading corridors 
already contains the recommendation that 
access for more than nine lots in the Rural 
Zone should be by means of a public legal 
road.  
 
This is considered necessary in order to 
achieve the purpose of the Act and the 
objectives of the Plan to require access 
ways, serviced to meet the needs of the 
residents.  
 
This is recommended and is further 
considered in paragraph 6.2. 
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Option Advantages/ 
Benefits 

Disadvantages/ 
Costs 

The effectiveness and efficiency of the 
option and the Planner’s 
Recommendation 

5. Amend the rules to include 
requirements for access ways that 
ensure appropriate widths and standards 
both at the time of subdivision and at the 
time of development. 

• The amenity value of 
the residential area 
would be increased, 
as the access way 
would be designed 
for the development 
taking place. 

• Matching the width of 
the access way with 
the number of 
dwellings it services 
should result in an 
efficient use of land 

 

• Would increase 
development costs for 
applicants because 
access ways may 
need to be redesigned 
and widened for a new 
development.  

• There are costs for 
Council involved in 
processing a Plan 
Change. 

 

This option could result in appropriate 
widths of access ways when redevelopment 
of sites takes place, as well as at time of 
subdivision. 
 
This is considered necessary in order to 
achieve the purpose of the Act and the 
objectives and policies of the Plan to require 
appropriately dimensioned access ways.  
 
This option is recommended, and 
variations of it are considered further in 
detail in paragraph 6.2 

 Formatted: Bullets and
Numbering
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6.2 Specific Alternative Rules 
Rule Options Advantages/ 

Benefits 
Disadvantages/ 
Costs 

The effectiveness and efficiency 
of the option and the Planner’s 
Recommendation 

1. Amend the rules to include standard 
NZ 4404:2004 and amendments as a 
standard for access ways at the time 
of development, as follows: 

Area 
served 

Minimum 
street 
width (m) 

Carriage
way 
width (m) 

2-4  units 4.5 3 
5-20 units  12 6 
21-50 units 18 6 

through 
road >900  

20 7 
 

 

   

 

 

• The standard for 
private and public 
roads would be the 
same, making 
vesting roads in 
Council at a later 
stage easier. 

• There would be 
considerable 
incentive to vest 
roads in Council as 
maintenance would 
be met by Council.  

• Sufficient road 
reserve for safe 
pedestrian usage and 
occasional parking. 

• Due to more roads being vested in 
Council, the Council would be faced 
with higher maintenance costs. 

• The large amount of road reserve 
required for public roads could mean 
sites with difficult access would not be 
economically viable for development. 

• Large amounts of potential residential 
land would be under utilised, as it 
would be retained as road reserve. 

• In the case of more intensive 
development in the future there may 
be insufficient space to widen the 
access way. 

Requiring 12 metre wide private 
access to less than 20 dwellings, 
where no other traffic is likely to use 
the access, is deemed to be an 
inefficient use of land resources.  
 
However, a private access for more 
than 5 dwellings is likely to function 
in a similar fashion to a public road. 
It is therefore reasonable that this 
should comply with the width 
requirements of a public road.  
 
This option is partially recommended 
and is revisited in option 4. below.   

2. Amend the rules to include widths for 
private access ways at the time of 
development, which differ from the 
requirements for public roads: 

 Area served Minimum 
street width 
(m) 

 

 2-4  units 4.5  

 5-20 units  12  

 21-50 units 18  

 through road 
>900  

20  

 

• Minimum access 
widths would enable 
maximum 
development of sites, 
and avoid under 
utilisation of valuable 
residential land. 

 

• Access ways would be narrow 
compared to public roads. 

• Vesting of roads in the Council at a 
later date would not be an option, 
because the requirements for public 
roads could not be met. 

• In case of more intense development 
at a future stage, there is likely to be 
insufficient space to widen the access. 

• In the case of a large number of 
dwellings (>20) it is likely the access 
would be used in a similar fashion to a 
public road, including pedestrian usage 
and parking. 6  metres (and 12 for 
more than 150 dwellings) is too narrow 
to accommodate all these functions. 

 

This option provides for an efficient 
use of land, and enables maximum 
development of sites. However, it 
does not provide for appropriate 
access widths where large numbers 
of dwellings are serviced.  
 
This option is partially revisited in 
option 4 
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Rule Options Advantages/ 
Benefits 

Disadvantages/ 
Costs 

The effectiveness and efficiency 
of the option and the Planner’s 
Recommendation 

3. Amend the rules as in 2. above, but 
taking into account the potential of 
the site area being serviced  

 
 The greater of  

- the actual number of 
units serviced or  

- the maximum number of 
units possible as a 
permitted or controlled 
activity 

Carriage 
way 
width (m) 

 

 2-4  units 4  

 5-20 units  6  

 21-50 units 6  
 through road >900  12  
 

As for 2. above, but also: 
• Takes into account 

future development. 

As for 2. above, but also: 
• Requires valuable residential land to 

be set aside for access, which may 
never be needed. 

 

This option is efficient insofar as 
safeguarding the uses of the land for 
the future. However has the same 
issues regarding pedestrian usage 
and parking as 2 above.  
 
This option not recommended as it 
does not give effect to the policies of 
the Plan.  
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4. a. Amend the rules to incorporate the 

positive features of 1 and 3 above as 
follows: 

 The greater of  
- the actual 

number of units 
serviced or  

- the maximum 
number of units 
possible as a 
permitted or 
controlled 
activity 

Minimum 
street 
width (m) 

Carriage 
way 
width (m) 

 

 2-4  units  4  
 5-20 units  12 6  
 21-150 units 

 
15 6  

150-450 units 
 

20 7 

   

 

b. Add the following alternative 
method, as considered in 4. of 
paragraph 6.1: 

Encourage vestment of 
accesses to multiple properties 
in the Council. 

 
c. Add assessment matters to be 
considered if accesses cannot 
meet the requirements, as follows: 

The extent to which the limited 
width of an access is mitigated 
by sufficient on site 
manoeuvring and parking 
space. 
 
The likelihood of further or re-
development of sites accessed 
to a situation where more traffic 
is generated.  

 

• The standard for 
private and public 
roads would be the 
same for roads 
accessing a large 
number of dwellings 
(>20), making vesting 
these roads in 
Council at a later 
stage easier. 

• Minimum access 
widths for small 
numbers of dwellings 
would enable 
maximum 
development of sites, 
and avoid under 
utilisation of valuable 
residential land. 

• Access roads servicing less than 20 
dwellings would still be narrow 
compared to public roads.  

• In the case of less intensive 
development, access ways could be 
up to 2.5 m wider than necessary.  

• May encourage requests/attempts for 
vestment in the Council of unsuitable 
accesses 

 

This option is deemed to be effective 
at achieving the efficient and 
effective transportation and use of 
land, whilst providing for future 
changes and safety. 
 
Overall this option addresses the 
issues, and is an effective and 
efficient use of land.  
 
This option is recommended. 
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7.0 CONCLUSION 
 
This report has analysed the range of options for the requirements for access widths in the 
residential zones. In assessing each option, relevant statutory and non-statutory documents 
have been considered, in addition to the results of public consultation undertaken in the first 
half of 2004. 
 
In this section 32 analysis the costs and benefits of each option have been assessed. The 
most effective and efficient way of achieving the policies and objectives of the Plan, the 
purpose of the plan change and the purpose of the Act is to insert a new rule for access 
requirements. This should ensure that for any new development the width of the vehicular 
access way is appropriate for the number of properties serviced or potentially serviced and is 
the same as what is required at the time of subdivision. 
 
As a result of this analysis it has been decided to undertake a plan change as outlined in 
chapter 8.0.  
 

8.0 PLAN CHANGE 
 
(Additions are underlined) 
 
Add the following implementation method to 14.1.3, Objective 1 – Efficiency, under 
Implementation Methods 
 

Implementation Methods 
(ii) Other methods 

(c) Encourage vestment of accesses to multiple properties in the Council. 
 
Add the following to rule 14.2.4.1 iv: 
 

iv Parking area and Access Design: 
 
All vehicular access to fee simple title lots, cross lease, unit title or leased premises 
shall be in accordance with the standards contained in NZS4404: 1981, including 
amendments adopted by Council and subsequent amendments and updates of this 
Standard.  
In addition the minimum requirements for the widths of any vehicular access to 
residential units will be in accordance with the following: 
 
 

The greater of  
• the actual number of existing units serviced 

or  
• the maximum number of units possible as a 

permitted or controlled activity 
 

Minimum street 
width (m) 

Carriage way 
width (m) 

2-4  unitsCul de sac 4.5 3 
5-20 units Cul de sac 12 6 
21-50 units Cul de sac 
note: The access shall be formed in accordance 
with Council standards for public streets to vest 

18 6 
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0-50 units Through Road  
Traffic volume up to 400 vehicles (Annual 
Average Daily Traffic per day) 
note: The access shall be formed in accordance 
with Council standards for public streets to vest 

18 6 

Any number of residential units 
Traffic volume 400-900 vehicles (Annual 
Average Daily Traffic per Day) 
note: The access shall be formed in accordance 
with Council standards for public streets to vest 

18 6 

Any number of residential units 
Greater than 900 vehicles (Annual Average 
Daily Traffic per Day) 
note: The access shall be formed in accordance 
with Council standards for public streets to vest 

20 7 

 
Off-street parking spaces shall be separated from footpaths or adjoining roads by a 
physical barrier unless aligned with an approved vehicle crossing. 
 

Add the following Assessment matter to 14.3.2 v 
 

(m) The extent to which the limited width of an access is mitigated by sufficient on 
site manoeuvring and parking space. 
 
(n) The likelihood of a further site(s) being created and/or the likelihood of the re-
development of a site(s), where as a result, the site(s) is accessed to such an extent 
as to generate increased traffic. 
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Appendix Two: 

Statutory Considerations 
 

Section 74 states: 
(1) A territorial authority shall prepare and change its district plan in accordance with its 

functions under section 31, the provisions of Part 2, its duty under section 32, and any 
regulations. 

(2) In addition to the requirements of section 75(2), when preparing or changing a district 
plan, a territorial authority shall have regard to— 

(a) Any— 

(i) Proposed regional policy statement; or 

(ii) Proposed regional plan of its region in regard to any matter of regional 
significance or for which the regional council has primary responsibility 
under Part 4; and] 

(b) Any –  

(i) Management plans and strategies prepared under other Acts; and 

(ii) Repealed 

(iii) Relevant entry in the Historic Places Register; and 

(iv) Regulations relating to ensuring sustainability, or the conservation, 
management, or sustainability of fisheries resources (including 
regulations or bylaws relating to taiapure, mahinga mataitai, or other 
non-commercial Maori customary fishing), to the extent that their 
content has a bearing on resource management issues of the district; 
and 

(c) The extent to which the district plan needs to be consistent with the plans or 
proposed plans of adjacent territorial authorities. 

(2A) A territorial authority, when preparing or changing a district plan, must –  

(a) take into account any relevant planning document recognised by an iwi 
authority and lodged with the territorial authority, to the extent that its content 
has a bearing on resource management issues of the district; and 

(b) recognise and provide for the management plan for a foreshore and seabed 
reserve adjoining its district, once the management plan has been lodged with 
the territorial authority, to the extent that its contents have a bearing on the 
resource management issues of the district. 

(3) In preparing or changing any district plan, a territorial authority must not have regard to 
trade competition. 

 

Section 31 states: 
(1) Every territorial authority shall have the following functions for the purpose of giving 

effect to this Act in its district: 

(a) The establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies, and 
methods to achieve integrated management of the effects of the use, 
development, or protection of land and associated natural and physical resources 
of the district: 

(b) the control of any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or 
protection of land, including for the purpose of— 

i) the avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards; and 

ii) the prevention or mitigation of any adverse effects of the storage, use, 
disposal, or transportation of hazardous substances; and 
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iii) the maintenance of indigenous biological diversity: 

(c) Repealed 

(d) The control of the emission of noise and the mitigation of the effects of noise: 

(e) The control of any actual or potential effects of activities in relation to the 
surface of water in rivers and lakes: 

(f) Any other functions specified in this Act 

(2) The methods used to carry out any functions under subsection (1) may include the control 
of subdivision. 

 

Section 5(1) states that the purpose of the Act is to promote the sustainable 
management of natural and physical resources.   
“Natural and physical resources” are defined in Section 2 of the Act as including “land, water, air, 
soil, minerals, and energy, all forms of plants and animals (whether native to New Zealand or 
introduced), and all structures.”  

 

Under Section 5(2) “sustainable management” is interpreted to mean:  
… managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at 
a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural 
well being and for their health and safety while:  

(a) Sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding minerals) to meet the 
reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations; and  

(b) Safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil, and ecosystems; and  

(c) Avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the environment. 

 

Section 6 Matters of National Importance identifies the following matters of national 
importance in achieving the purpose of the Act: 
In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers under it, in 
relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources, shall 
recognise and provide for the following matters of national importance: 

a) The preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the coastal 
marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the protection of them 
from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development: 

b) The protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes from inappropriate 
subdivision, use, and development: 

c) The protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of 
indigenous fauna: 

d) The maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal marine area, 
lakes, and rivers: 

e) The relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, 
sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga. 

f) the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development. 

g) the protection of recognised customary activities. 

 

Section 7 Other Matters identifies the following items that shall be had particular 
regard to in achieving the purpose of the Act : 
In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers under it, in 
relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources, shall 
have particular regard to— 

(a) Kaitiakitanga; 
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(aa) The ethic of stewardship 

(b) The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources 

(ba) the efficiency of the end use of energy 

(c) The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values 

(d) Intrinsic values of ecosystems 

(e) Repealed 

(f) Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment 

(g) Any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources: 

(h) The protection of the habitat of trout and salmon 

(i) the effects of climate change 

(j) the benefits to be derived from the use and development of renewable energy. 

 

Section 8 Treaty of Waitangi states: 
In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers under it, in 
relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources, shall 
take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi). 

 

Section 32 states: 
(1) In achieving the purpose of this Act, before a proposed plan, proposed policy statement, 

change, or variation is publicly notified, a national policy statement or New Zealand 
coastal policy statement is notified under section 48, or a regulation is made, an 
evaluation must be carried out by— 

(a) the Minister, for a national policy statement or regulations made under section 
43; or 

(b) the Minister of Conservation, for the New Zealand coastal policy statement; or 

(c) the local authority, for a policy statement or a plan (except for plan changes that 
have been requested and the request accepted under clause 25(2)(b) of Part 2 of 
Schedule 1); or 

(d) the person who made the request, for plan changes that have been requested 
and the request accepted under clause 25(2)(b) of Part 2 of the Schedule 1. 

(2) A further evaluation must also be made by— 

(a) a local authority before making a decision under clause 10 or clause 29(4) of the 
Schedule 1; and 

(b) the relevant Minister before issuing a national policy statement or New Zealand 
coastal policy statement. 

(3) An evaluation must examine— 

(a) the extent to which each objective is the most appropriate way to achieve the 
purpose of this Act; and 

(b) whether, having regard to their efficiency and effectiveness, the policies, rules, or 
other methods are the most appropriate for achieving the objectives. 

(4) For the purposes of this examination, an evaluation must take into account –  

(a)  the benefits and costs of policies, rules, or other methods; and 

(b) the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient information 
about the subject matter of the policies, rules, or other methods. 

(5) The person required to carry out an evaluation under subsection (1) must prepare a report 
summarising the evaluation and giving reasons for that evaluation. 

(6) The report must be available for public inspection at the same time as the document to 
which the report relates is publicly notified or the regulation is made. 
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Clause 10 of the First Schedule to the RMA, states: 
10. Decision of local authority 

(1) Subject to clause 9, whether or not a hearing is held on a proposed policy statement or plan, 
the local authority shall give its decisions, which shall include the reasons for accepting or 
rejecting any submissions (grouped by subject-matter or individually). 

(2) The decisions of the local authority may include any consequential alterations arising out of 
submissions and any other relevant matters it considered relating to matters raised in 
submissions. 

(3) If a local authority publicly notifies a proposed policy statement or plan under clause 5, it 
must, not later that 2 years after giving that notice, make its decisions under subclause (1) 
and publicly notify that fact. 

(4) On and from the date of the public notice given under subclause (3), the proposed plan is 
amended in accordance with the decisions of the local authority given under subclause (1). 
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Appendix Three: 

Technical Report on Transportation Matters related to Access Widths 
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