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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Oliver Greig Kilford Brown. I hold the position of Senior Traffic 

Engineer at MWH New Zealand Limited, who I have been with since 2004. 

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Civil Engineering (Honours) from the University of 

Canterbury. I am a graduate member of the Institute of Professional Engineers 

New Zealand. 

 

1.3 I have fifteen years’ experience in traffic engineering, including four years with 

Napier City Council undertaking road design and construction and one year as 

a project manager for Sinclair Knight Merz involved with urban design and 

construction projects. 

 

1.4 I have experience in road safety, traffic modelling and assessing plan changes 

from a traffic compliance and impact perspective. I have assessed sixteen plan 

changes. 

 

1.5 I have been asked by Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide evidence 

on specific relief sought by submitters on transport aspects of the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP) Chapter 8 Subdivision, Development and 

Earthwork and to comment on practical traffic aspects associated with 

assessment of Outline Development Plans (ODPs). 

 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

 
2.1 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person. 
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3. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 
3.1 My evidence responds to issues raised in the submissions regarding 

traffic/transportation issues.  In particular, I have addressed submissions that 

seek to amend: 

 

(a) The minimum prescribed width for cycleways and pedestrian access 

ways (public); 

 

(b) The prescribed widths of Local Residential Roads, and the reduction 

of the number of footpaths from two to one for Local Residential, 

Collector, and Local Industrial Roads; 

 

(c) Appendix 8.6.3 so that New Roads shall be designed and 

constructed in accordance with the Council’s Infrastructure Design 

Standard (IDS); 

 

(d) The prescribed road classifications to include classifications for Edge 

Lanes, Living Streets and Courtyards; 

 

(e) The requirement to provide for Right of Ways or Access lots where 

road frontage is not available; and 

 

(f) Provisions regarding access way setbacks with respect to Kiwi Rail 

assets. 

 

3.2 More generally, I have also provided comment on the following matters to the 

extent that they relate to traffic/transportation matters: 

 

(a) Practical traffic aspects associated with assessment of ODP; 

 

(b) Compliance with ODP; 

 

3.3 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this evidence are the following: 

 

(a) New Zealand Standard NZS4404:2010 – Land Development and 

Subdivision Infrastructure Incorporating Amendment No.1; 
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(b) Austroads Guide to Road Design Part 6A: Pedestrian and Cyclist 

Paths, 2009; 

 

(c) Austroads – Cycling Aspects of Austroads Guides, 2011 

 

(d) NZ Transport Agency - Pedestrian planning and design guide 

 

(e) The Council IDS – 2015 

 

4. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

 

4.1 Submissions were received seeking to reduce the Minimum Legal Width of 

cycleways and pedestrian access ways (public) from the pRDP 8 metre width 

to 6 metres.  I evaluated the width requirements based on first principles for 

path width, clearances to obstacles, horizontal geometry and sight distance 

requirements and am supportive of a 7.0 metre wide reserve, based solely on 

traffic considerations. However, it should be noted that there are other 

requirements, such as landscaping and Crime Prevention Through 

Environmental Design (CPTED) that may require a wider road reserve. 

 

4.2 A number of submitters seek amendment to Appendix 8.6.3 – New Road 

Standards, to reduce the minimum local residential road width from 16 metres 

to 12 metres, and the number of footpaths required reduced from two to one.  I 

support provision of a 14 metre road width and one footpath where a road only 

provides access to less than 20 dwellings and is less than 100 metres in 

length.  This is effectively on low volume roads (< 250 vehicles per day (vpd)) 

where vehicle speeds are likely to be low.  The determination of this was 

based on consideration of typical roadway and combined berm / footpath 

requirements that identified the current City Plan 12.0 metre requirement is 

narrow. 

 

4.3 A submission sought to reduce the number of footpaths from two to one on 

roads classified Collector Industrial and Local Industrial.  With consideration of 

requirements in the NZS4404:2010 and safety of pedestrians, I recommend 

that two footpaths are required, and therefore do not support the submission. 

 

4.4 A submission sought to require that New Roads be designed and constructed 

in accordance with the IDS rather than the City Plan/pRDP. I do not support 
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the submission.  The City Plan/pRDP is a statutory document that sets out the 

overarching requirements to be complied with, and the IDS identifies how to 

achieve this by providing technical detailed design information. 

 

4.5 A submission proposed new road classifications be added for Edge Lanes, 

Living Streets and Courtyards.  NZS4404:2010 details a similar classification 

to that presented in the submission, and this is based on the number of 

residential units. I also note the pRDP provides mechanisms for the road 

classifications identified by the submitter to be achieved under, which I believe 

is appropriate for the outcomes sought and therefore do not support the relief 

sought. 

 

4.6 A submission sought amendment to Rule 8.3.2.1 to provide for Right of Ways 

to Access lots where road frontage is not available.  This is already provided 

for in Chapter 7 Transport, Table 7.10: Minimum requirements for private ways 

and vehicle access in Appendix 7.7 – Access design and gradient.  Therefore, 

I do not support the relief sought. 

 

4.7 Kiwi Rail sought a new rule requiring all new vehicle access to properties to be 

a minimum of 30 metres from a railway level crossing and that all existing 

access ways within 30 metres of a crossing meet specific sight distance 

requirements. This situation is currently addressed in the pRDP Transport 

Chapter 7.2.3.9 Rule 9 - Location of building and access in relation to road/rail 

level crossings.  I understand that provision will be considered in the hearing 

regarding the Transport Chapter. 

 

4.8 The Council requested I consider the practical traffic aspects with assessment 

of ODPs.  My assessment confirmed, from a practical traffic aspect, that there 

are benefits of retaining flexibility with the internal road layout of ODPs and 

scenarios where impacts on the road network, or the sum of impacts, are such 

that the Council may need to consider declining an application. 

 

4.9 The Council also requested that I comment on whether developments should 

be in “accordance with” rather than in “general accordance with” ODPs.  ODPs 

identify items that are “fixed” and items that are “indicative” or "flexible”, and 

the location of transport items identified as fixed typically have more 

assessment of them and must be located as shown on the ODP for safety, 

efficiency and planning reasons.  The exact location of indicative items is not 
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so critical to the successful implementation of an ODP, and generally are 

assessed at a high level, and therefore some flexibility in the location of 

features is permitted. 

 

4.10 From a traffic perspective, it is my experience that some items are better to be 

indicative and are more appropriately addressed during a subdivision consent 

application when more detailed traffic analysis has been undertaken by the 

applicant, those items should be shown as "flexible" on the ODP.  As the 

transportation items on an ODP for which the exact location is not critical 

should already be identified as 'flexible', from a traffic perspective I consider 

that subdivisions should be in accordance with ODPs.   

 

5. CYCLEWAYS AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS WAYS (PUBLIC) 

 

5.1 Submissions have been received seeking amendment to Policy 8.3.2.1 

Table 1 to reduce the Minimum Legal Width of cycleways and pedestrian 

access ways (public) from the pRDP 8 metre width to 6 metres.
1
 

 

5.2 Submissions #575 NZ Institute of Surveyors (submission 4 on page 5) and 

#969 Davie Lovell-Smith (submission 4 on page 5) state that the current 

Council requirement for public cycleways and pedestrian access ways is 6.0 

metres, and that this width allows for 1.5 metres of planting on either side of 

that path.  The submitters contend that 8.0 metres is excessive considering the 

minimum formed width is 2.5 metres. The submissions also identify that no 

valid reason has been put forward as to why such a wide legal width is 

necessary for these shared paths. 

 
5.3 I note the current City Plan Rule 5.2.5 details that for cycle and accessways 

the Legal Width required is 4.0 metres and the Formed Width as 2.0 metres.  

As I will shortly discuss, in part the change in width between the City Plan and 

the pRDP is because 4.0 metres is too narrow from a traffic perspective, and 

for improved urban design and CPTED outcomes. 

 
5.4 I have considered the above submissions and further submissions and outline 

below technical analysis of the required shared path reserve width from a 

traffic perspective. However, I note that traffic requirements are only one 

consideration when evaluating reserve widths.  Other relevant matters include 

                                                                                                                                                              
1  Refer to the following submissions #575 Institute of Surveyors (page 5), #969 Davie Lovell-Smith (page 5),  FS#1240 

Calder Stewart Industries Limited, FS#1451 Halswell Trust, FS#1247 Residential Construction, FS#1248 Tyalla Ltd, 
FS#1398 Holistic Education Trust and FS#1353 Quaifes Road Developments Ltd. 



 

26230165_1.doc  8 

(but are not limited to) landscaping, service requirements such as lighting, and 

CPTED.  Mr Andrew Long discusses these other matters in his evidence.2   

 

5.5 I also note that recent residential subdivisions, such as the Longhurst 

development in Halswell, have provided 8.0 to 10.0 metre wide shared 

pedestrian and cyclist access ways.  I understand the greater widths have 

been negotiated with Council to provide better CPTED and urban design 

outcomes and were not traffic based. 

 
5.6 Based on Austroads Guide to Road Design Part 6A: Pedestrian and Cyclist 

Paths the minimum recommended shared path width is 2.5 metres and the 

minimum recommended clearance from the edge of a path to solid objects that 

may cause harm to a cyclist if struck is 1.0 metre.  The combination of the 

above minimum width requirements is 4.5 metres. 

 
5.7 It is noted that the clearance from solid objects presented in the Council IDS 

Part 8: Roading Figure 3 (provided below as Figure 1) details clearance from 

solid objects at 0.3 metres.  Austroads identifies this is the absolute minimum 

clearance adjacent a smooth surface, and identifies 0.5 metres as the absolute 

minimum clearance where surfaces are not smooth. 

 

  Figure 1 Pedestrian / shared path widths
3
 

                                                                                                                                                              
2  Refer to the Accept/Reject Table. 
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5.8 The adoption of multiple minimum requirements is not considered good 

practice and can result with unintended safety and operational issues.  Good 

practice involves the adoption of a minimum standard for one component, say 

path width, with adoption of a recommended or desirable adjacent width, such 

as clearance from paths. 

 
5.9 Austroads Section 7.5.3 Shared Path Widths indicates a typical maximum 

Local Access Path width is 3.0 metres and a minimum of 2.5 metres.  

Section 7.7.1 identifies a minimum recommended lateral clearance of at least 

1.0 metre, and states a clearance considerably greater than 1.0 metre is 

provided on high-speed paths (speed around 30 km/h).  The Local Access 

Path function is analogous to the IDS regular use path in that it provides 

connectivity in general to local facilities. 

 
5.10 I would not expect the paths being considered in the pRDP in Table 1 to 

include high speed paths; however due to the varied nature of developments 

this cannot be ruled out. 

 
5.11 I have therefore taken the position that if the proposed access ways provide 

links to high speed paths, such as on downgrades with prevalent tail winds, 

then specific design would be required to reduce the expected speed of 

cyclists.  I have adopted a likely cyclist speed of 20 km/h, which is consistent 

with recreational paths in Austroads Section 7.7.1 and with IDS Part 8:Roading 

Figure 3.  Based on the cyclist speed, a minimum recommended lateral 

clearance of 1.0 metre is considered appropriate for local access paths. 

 

5.12 The combination of the typical maximum path width of 3.0 metres and 

minimum recommended lateral path clearance of 1.0 metre results in a total 

reserve width of 5.0 metres from a traffic perspective.  This is broadly 

consistent with NZS4404:2010 Land Development and Subdivision 

Infrastructure which recommends 5.5 metres, and greater than the existing 

Council width requirement of 4.0 metres.  I note the NZS4404:2010 Section 

3.3.11.2 - cycle paths requires cycle facilities to be designed as set out in 

Austroads guides. 

 
5.13 However, my calculated reserve width of 5.0 metres does not allow for the 

horizontal path geometry where the lateral path clearance is determined by 

                                                                                                                                                              
3  Reproduced from the IDS, Part 8 (Figure 3). 



 

26230165_1.doc  10 

calculation of cyclist Stopping Sight Distance (SSD) as detailed in Austroads 

Section 7.8. 

 
5.14 Based on my adopted likely cyclist speed of 20 km/h, the required SSD on a 

flat grade is 22 metres (Figure 7.7), which equates to a lateral inside path 

clearance of 3.0 metres for the minimum recommended horizontal curve 

radius of 20 metres.  Thus, the reserve width of 5.0 metres increases to 7.0 

metres due to horizontal geometry. 

 
5.15 The above has demonstrated that a minimum reserve width of 4.5 metres, and 

desirable width of 5.0 metres, is required to cater for a shared use path with no 

horizontal curves.  A 20 metre radius horizontal curve requires 3.0 metres 

inside path clearance, thereby increasing the minimum reserve width to 7.0 

metres. 

 
5.16 Based on the above, from a purely technical perspective, the submitters' 

suggested amendment to reduce the reserve width from 8.0 metres to 6.0 

metres can be supported for straight paths.  Where there is potential for 

horizontal curves, the minimum reserve width requirement increases to 7.0 

metres.  

 

5.17 I am therefore supportive of a 7.0 metre wide reserve, based solely on traffic 

considerations, to ensure a consistent reserve width along corridors and within 

the greater network. However, it should be noted that there are other 

requirements, such as landscaping and CPTED that may require a wider 

reserve.  These matters are discussed by Mr Long in his evidence.   

 
6. LOCAL RESIDENTIAL ROAD WIDTH AND NUMBER OF FOOTPATHS – LOCAL 

 

6.1 A number of submitters seek amendment to Appendix 8.6.3 – New Road 

Standards to reduce the minimum local residential road width from 16 metres 

to 12 metres, and the number of footpaths required reduced from two to one.
4
 

 

6.2 Common matters raised in the submissions are: 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
4  #575 NZ Institute of Surveyors (page 5-7), #788 K Bush Road (page 15), #900 Luneys Buchanans Road (page 10), #907 

Freyberg Developments (page 14), #931 Milns Road Farm (page 12), #969 Dave Lovell-Smith (page 5) and #985 
Calder Stewart (page 3). 
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(a) The proposed 16 metre road width is excessive in a residential area 

that currently permits a 12 metre road width for traffic volumes < 250 

vpd. 

 

(b) The proposed two footpaths is excessive in a residential area that 

currently permits one footpath for traffic volumes < 250 vpd. 

 

(c) Local residential streets with < 250 vpd are typically short and often 

have a very pedestrian orientated nature. 

 

6.3 My understanding is that these submissions are recommending that the 

existing City Plan rules for Local Residential Roads catering for less than 250 

vpd are applied to all Local Residential Roads regardless of expected traffic 

volumes.  The submissions do not recognise that currently Local Residential 

Roads catering for more than 250 vpd require a 14 metre minimum road width 

and two footpaths
5
.  I note that local residential road traffic volumes are 

typically up to 1,000 vpd, though it is not uncommon to be up to 2,000 vpd
6
. 

 

6.4 I cannot support the proposed amendments in their current form for the 

following reasons: 

 

(a) The 12 metre road width will not safely cater for all road users at the 

higher potential traffic volumes expected on local residential streets. 

 

(b) One footpath on a local residential street, with an expected traffic 

volume of up to 2,000 vpd is likely to create safety concerns with a 

high number of pedestrian crossing movements. 

 
6.5 However, I do support the ability for one footpath to be provided and a reduced 

road width on lower volume roads as detailed below. 

 

6.6 The Local Residential road classification in Appendix 8.6.3 in fact will cater for 

two road types presented in the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan, being 

the Typical Street and the Slow Street. 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
5  City Plan Volume 3: Part 8: Special Purpose Zones: Appendix 2 – Roading Hierarchy Standards 
6  NZS4404:2010 Land Development and Subdivision Infrastructure Table 3.2 Figure E22 
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6.7 Typical and Slow streets both cater for local access, however Slow Streets 

typically provide a higher priority to pedestrians over vehicles and have low 

traffic volumes (< 250 vpd) and low speeds.  

 
6.8 The following considerations of road cross sections for Typical and Slow 

Streets identify the required road width to safely and efficiently cater for road 

users from a traffic perspective.  It includes consideration of services and 

street trees, but not the overall urban design.  

 

6.9 In general, typical streets provide an 8.0 metre roadway between kerbs to 

cater for moving vehicles, cyclists and on-street parking on both sides of the 

roadway.  A 10.0 metre width is generally adopted where on-street parking 

demand is high and on bus routes.  Outside of the roadway are footpaths and 

berms that cater for street trees and services, with a typical combined width of 

3.6 metres on each side of the roadway catering for a 1.8 metre wide berm 

with street trees, 1.5 metre wide footpath and a 0.3 metre wide service strip 

between the footpath and road boundary.  

 

6.10 I note that the NZ Transport Agency Pedestrian Planning Guide Table 14.3 

presents the minimum combined footpath and berm width as 2.7 metres, and 

identify that the typical section above is 0.9 metres greater.  The additional 

width is within the service strip (plus 0.15 metres) and the berm to cater for 

street trees (plus 0.75 metres).  The typical minimum road width is therefore 

15.2 metres, which is largely consistent with the 16 metre width proposed in 

the pRDP.  This is also consistent with the NZS4404:2010 that requires 15 

metres for an urban road (Table 3.2 Figure E22). 

 

6.11 Slow Streets generally provide a narrower roadway, typically 7.0 metres wide 

to cater for on-street parking on both sides and one traffic lane.  In accordance 

with the NZ Transport Agency Pedestrian Planning Guide Table 14.1, 

footpaths are preferred on both sides of roadway with combined dimensions 

as per Typical Streets of 3.6 metres on each side of the roadway.  The 

minimum road width is therefore 14.2 metres, which is larger than the currently 

permitted minimum of 12 metres and 1.8 metres less than the width proposed 

in the pRDP. 

 

6.12 In my opinion, the above demonstrates that consideration should be given to 

permitting a reduced road width for Slow Streets, that is streets with a high 
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pedestrian function, low vehicle speeds and low traffic volumes (< 250 vpd).  

In an urban residential environment, this is likely to be cul-de-sacs. 

 

6.13 The NZS4404:2010 Table 3.2 Figure E22 permits one footpath for up to 20 

dwellings with no reduction in road width.  This is consistent with the current 

City Plan except the current City Plan permits a reduction in roadway by 2.0 

metres.  

 

6.14 It is my opinion that the provisions within the NZS4404:2010 are appropriate 

with respect to provision of one footpath.  While this is inconsistent with the NZ 

Transport Agency Pedestrian Planning Guide, the consideration of low traffic 

speeds and volumes means the likelihood of a pedestrian incident and the 

resulting severity is likely to be low. 

 
6.15 With respect to the road width where one footpath is provided on a Typical 

Street, the same road width should be retained as for provision of two 

footpaths.  This ensures the roadway section and offset to property boundaries 

remains consistent for the full length of a road.  This is consistent with the 

NZS4404:2010 that retains the same road width for one or two footpaths.  

 

6.16 For a Slow Street, it would be appropriate for a reduced road width to be 

required consistent with paragraph 6.12 above. A minimum road width of 

14 metres should be provided, and the same provision as Typical streets 

regarding one footpath provided. 

 

6.17 In summary, the following amendments and additions, which are now 

proposed to be incorporated in Chapter 8, are: 

 

Appendix 8.6.3 – New Road Standards 

 

Road 

Classification

Minimum 

lanes

Minimum 

Number of 

Footpaths

Median
Amenity 

strip

Cycle 

facilities

Min Max Min Max

Local –

Residential 
16 20 ** 12 2 2 1 No

Yes *

Road 

Widths 

(m)

Roadway 

Widths 

(m)

 
1. A 14 metre road width and one footpath is optional where a road only provides access to less 

than 20 dwellings and is less than 100 metres in length. 

 
7. NUMBER OF FOOTPATHS - INDUSTRIAL 
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7.1 Submission #985 Calder Stewart (page 3 of the submission on the subdivision 

proposal) seeks amendment to Appendix 8.6.3 – New Road Standards with 

regard to reducing the number of footpaths from two to one on roads classified 

Collector Industrial and Local Industrial.  

 

7.2 Key points from the submission are: 

 

(a) There are limited amenities within industrial zones; 

 

(b) Vast majority of movements are by vehicles; 

 

(c) Recreation walking or walking to work is seldom observed; and 

 

(d) Greenfield industrial zones are at the city periphery, quite a distance 

from where staff live, the volume of people walking to work is 

miniscule. 

 
7.3 In considering this issue, I agree with the key points presented in the 

submission and summarised above.  However it is my opinion that two 

footpaths are required in industrial areas and that no changes are made to the 

pRDP. 

 

7.4 My reasoning for this is: 

 

(a) With the location of industrial developments it is common for 

employees to travel to work by vehicle and park on-street. With shift 

work, often associated with industrial activities, employees can be 

expected to arrive during the hours of darkness. The employees 

require a safe route to walk from their vehicles to place of work. 

 

(b) The consequences of a pedestrian versus vehicle incident are often 

serious injury due to the vulnerability of people. Where heavy 

vehicles are involved, with restricted visibility from the cab for drivers, 

the likelihood of an incident occurring and extent of injury increases.  

 

7.5 Further to the above, review of the NZS4404:2010, Table 3.2 Figure E17 

details footpaths on both sides of the road for suburban industrial areas and 

the same for rural areas. I believe the provisions with the NZS4404:2010 are 
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appropriate and therefore a footpath on either side of the road should be 

provided on roads classified Collector Industrial or Local Industrial. 

 

8. NEW ROADS SHALL BE DESIGNED AND CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE 

WITH THE COUNCIL’S INFRASTRUCTURE DESIGN STANDARDS (IDS 2010) 

 

8.1 Submission #1182 Stokes (pages 3 - 4) seeks amendment to Appendix 8.6.3 – 

New Road Standards to require that New Roads shall be designed and 

constructed in accordance with the IDS (IDS 2010) 

 

8.2 For clarification, I record that the latest version of the IDS is dated February 

2015.  

 

8.3 Clause 8.2.2.2 of the pRDP identifies the IDS as the technical compliance 

manual that sets out the relevant standards.  I note that the District Plan is a 

statutory document under the Resource Management Act 1991, and the IDS is 

not. 

 

8.4 The 2015 IDS Section 2.2 states “The IDS serves as a basis of compliance for 

projects carried out by the Council as part of its capital works programme, as 

well as the subdivision and development of land, where these activities are 

subject to the Resource Management Act.” and “The provisions of the 

Infrastructure Design Standard must be read subject to the provisions of the 

City Plan or the Banks Peninsula District Plan and to any applicable statutes, 

regulations and bylaws.” 

 
 

8.5 It is my opinion that new roads shall be designed and constructed in 

accordance with the District Plan.  In particular the pRDP sets out the 

overarching requirements to be complied with, and the IDS identifies how to 

achieve this.  It is my understanding that the IDS provides more detailed 

design information than, but is not inconsistent with, the pRDP. 

 

8.6 Based on the above, I do not support the submission. 

 

9. NEW ROAD CLASSIFICATIONS FOR EDGE LANES, LIVING STREETS AND 

COURTYARDS 
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9.1 Submission #1134 Danne Mora Holdings (page 15) proposes new road 

classifications are added to Appendix 8.6.3 for Edge lanes, Living Streets and 

Courtyards. 

 

9.2 The pRDP is consistent with the operative City Plan as it does not detail the 

above requested street types nor prevent them.  It appears the proposed 

typologies can generally be achieved, and are permitted, in Chapter 7 

Appendix 7.7, via private ways.  The limiting factor in the determining the 

minimum standard is the number of residential units (for the residential 

context).  Additionally, Appendix 8.6.3 notes in Clarification of Standards 3, 

that a local residential road with a roadway less than 7 metres or greater than 

12 metres is a full discretionary activity. 

 
9.3 Reference to the NZS4404:2010 Section Table 3.2 – Road design standards 

details a similar classification in Figure E19 and E20 to the submission.  The 

minimum standard is also defined by the number of residential units, in this 

case up to 20 units. 

 
9.4 I can understand the nature of the environment that the submission is seeking 

to achieve; however I am not confident the amendment proposed will achieve 

the desired outcome. 

 
9.5 My reasoning for this is the desired outcome of a slow speed shared space 

can already be achieved via private ways for a specified number of residential 

units.  The outcome sought by the submission is a new road classification to 

permit applying these principles over a larger area with no restriction on the 

number of residential units. 

 
9.6 If the intention is to permit a greater number of residential units to obtain 

access via the proposed roads then the evaluation of this would need to be on 

a case by case basis, and not broadly, and potentially inappropriately applied.  

This could result in operational problems associated with vehicle movements, 

parking and speed and associated safety implications. 

 
9.7 From a traffic perspective, the pRDP provides mechanisms for the submitted 

road classifications to be achieved under, which I believe is appropriate for the 

outcomes sought.  I do not therefore support the relief sought. 

 

10. PROVIDE FOR RIGHT OF WAYS OR ACCESS LOTS WHERE ROAD FRONTAGE IS 

NOT AVAILABLE 
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10.1 Submission #928 Eliot Sinclair (page 11) seeks amendment to Rule 8.3.2.1 to 

provide for Right of Ways to Access lots where road frontage is not available. 

 

10.2 I note the definition of "Access" in Chapter 2 – Definitions includes right of 

ways.  That is, a right of way is considered to be an access. 

 

10.3 Chapter 7 Transport Table 7.10: Minimum requirements for private ways and 

vehicle access in Appendix 7.7 – Access design and gradient, details 

requirements for property access where road frontage is not available for 

access. Therefore, based on the definition in Chapter 2, right of way access 

where road frontage is not available is provided for. 

 
10.4 Clause 8.3.2.1 RD1 Access bullet 1 notes that the access shall be in 

accordance with the standards set out in Chapter 7. 

 

10.5 It is my opinion that the definition of Access, which includes right of ways, is 

clear and the reference to Chapter 7 guides users to the relevant information. 

 

11. KIWI RAIL – ACCESS WAY SETBACKS 

 

11.1 Submission #897 Kiwi Rail (page 8), seeks a new rule be added to Rule 

8.3.2.1 requiring all new vehicle access to properties to be a minimum of 30 

metres from a railway level crossing. Kiwi Rail also seeks that all existing 

access ways within 30 metres of a crossing meet specific sight distance 

requirements. 

 

11.2 The Kiwi Rail proposal is consistent with the NZTA Traffic Control Devices 

Manual Part 9 Level Crossings Section 7.8 – Level Crossings in close 

proximity to driveway. 

 
11.3 I support the Kiwi Rail submission; however note there may be current 

situations where existing properties do not currently have, or require, access to 

a road, and that access could not be provided meeting the above rule.  

 

11.4 This scenario is adequately addressed in the pRDP Transport Chapter 7.2.3.9 

Rule 9 - Location of building and access in relation to road/rail level crossings. 

This considers safety and efficiency of road and rail operations in determining 
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the location of the access.  However, I understand that provision will be 

considered in the hearing regarding the Transport Chapter.   

 

12. PRACTICAL TRAFFIC ASPECTS ASSOCIATED WITH ASSESSMENT OF ODPS 

 
12.1 The extent of traffic considerations to be considered by an applicant and 

presented in an ODP are detailed in Policy 6.3.3 of the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement.  However, in general the quality and quantity of information 

provided varies significantly for developments of the same scale.  My following 

discussion is based on ODPs generally, and is limited to include the ODPs 

proposed to be in Chapter 8.  I note that I was involved in drafting of the North 

Halswell ODP having prepared the Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) for  

the Council. 

 

12.2 From a transport perspective, the key considerations relate to how all modes 

of transport connect to the external network including the associated impacts 

of this connection, and how all transport modes are catered for within the 

proposal. 

 

12.3 While I consider these holistically, I generally focus on external connections 

and impacts first, then review how the internal network responds to this. 

 

12.4 In my experience reviewing ODPs, a majority presented for consideration 

require clarifications with respect to pedestrian, cycle and bus provisions 

external to and within the ODP area and subsequent changes made to the 

ODP by the applicant.  With respect to the North Halswell ODP, a number of 

options were considered for the location of the most northern collector 

intersection with Sparks Road.  These were evaluated in the ITA, however 

during the holistic review by the Council a further option was identified, and 

subsequently adopted. 

 

12.5 At ODP preparation stage, the internal development layout is generally 

presented as flexible, that is the applicant has presented a road layout that will 

maximise efficiency of the site and be compliant with the District Plan 

provisions as far as practical.  I am comfortable with this approach and have 

observed applicants generally have undertaken extensive work informing the 

presented layouts, although generally this information is not provided to the 

Council. What I look for is confirmation a safe, efficient and connected network 

is presented that caters for all travel modes and encourages alternative modal 
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choices to the private vehicle.  For a connected network, I seek to avoid the 

predominance of cul-de-sacs and right of ways between different blocks of 

land.  The internal development network is often identified as flexible in the 

ODP as it will be determined during detailed design.   

 

12.6 Links to the external network and associated impacts are more complicated to 

assess and frequently require the exact intersection points to be fixed and a 

level of traffic analysis that demonstrates what type of intersection control is 

required to provide safe and efficient operation, however not lock the applicant 

into providing the intersection details exactly as shown. 

 

12.7 Depending on the required external intersection design and location, land 

could be required from third parties and this can cause conflict between 

applicant and Council. This can be further compounded by the number of 

proposed intersections and access points, and thereby the extent of the 

concern. 

 

12.8 With consideration of the existing network, it is not uncommon for 

improvements to be required to adjoining sections of network and intersections 

to cater for the induced demand. On occasions, the improvements have been 

identified within Road Controlling Authority (RCA) strategies and programmed 

for long term future improvements. The proposed development therefore 

brings forward the required implementation date. 

 

12.9 Situations have occurred where an application has identified network 

deficiencies known to the RCA; however improvements are not required in the 

foreseeable future based on projected demands but the application has 

nevertheless necessitated improvements be made.  This results with the RCA 

evaluating the extent and safety risk of the deficiency, based on existing 

demands, and then programming improvements based on network priorities.  

 

12.10 However, depending on the site, improvement works could be extensive and 

thereby not financially viable, or viable but so low on the network priority list, 

that the works cannot be undertaken within the RCAs limited budget. 

Therefore, improvements need to be either funded solely by the applicant or 

jointly with the RCA, depending on the extent of works. An example of this 

occurred in Queenstown, where the location of a proposed intersection raised 

safety concerns at a nearby curve. In this case, the applicant solely funded the 
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curve improvements, which required boundary changes within their 

development. 

 

12.11 I am also aware of a recent subdivision application on Banks Peninsula where 

a proposed road access did not achieve appropriate intersection sight lines 

and was considered unsafe. Appropriate mitigation, involving the removal of 

vegetation, improved sight lines and addressed the safety concern. 

 

12.12 However, if the vegetation had instead been a bluff, the civil works required to 

achieve sight lines and therefore mitigate safety concerns could have been 

extensive, if at all possible. I have been involved with a similar situation in 

Wellington where initial analysis by the applicant indicated a safe external link 

could be provided; however a subsequent independent road safety audit, 

which I was a team member on, identified issues of 'Serious concern'.  A 

Serious concern rating is described as a major safety concern that must be 

addressed and requires changes to avoid serious safety consequences.  In 

this case, the extent of civil works to mitigate safety concerns was likely to be 

extensive.  Safety effects were one of two reasons, the other being ecological, 

for the application being declined. 

  

12.13 What the above indicates, from a practical traffic aspect, is the benefits of 

retaining flexibility with the internal road layout of ODP's and scenarios where 

impacts on the road network, or the sum of impacts, are such that the RCA 

may need to consider declining an application. 

 
13. COMPLIANCE WITH ODP 

 
13.1 Council requested that I comment on whether developments should be in 

“accordance with” rather than in “general accordance with” ODPs. 

 

13.2 From a traffic perspective, ODPs identify items that are “fixed” and items that 

are “indicative” or "flexible". 

 

13.3 The location of items identified as fixed must be located as shown on the ODP. 

These items are typically external network connections that are required in 

these locations for safety, efficiency and planning reasons.  Therefore I 

consider that the fixed items should be provided for "in accordance with" the 

ODP.  Intersection designs, sightlines and/or other safety matters could be 

compromised if the fixed item was to be moved even small distances (i.e. even 
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where a movement of a fixed item could be considered to be "in general 

accordance with" the ODP).  For example, with the North Halswell ODP 

(Appendix 8.6.4) the proposed collector road connection location to the 

Halswell Road / Augustine Drive intersection is fixed.  If the connection was 

located further south on Halswell Road, it would create an undesirable 

intersection geometry and potential sight distance constraints associated with 

the horizontal curve on Halswell Road. 

 

13.4 The exact location of indicative items is not so critical to the successful 

implementation of the ODP, and therefore some flexibility in the location of 

features is permitted.  Considering the North Halswell ODP again, the 

locations of all collector road intersections onto Sparks Road is flexible, with 

the geometry of Sparks Road presenting no constraint to intersection location. 

The key requirement in this case is not the intersection location, but the 

provision of a collector road link between Sparks Road and key existing 

intersections on Halswell Road.  However, substantial departure from the ODP 

is not permitted, for example in the above case an indirect collector road link 

would not be supported. 

 

13.5 If the location of internal features was to become in accordance with, that is 

fixed, then the level of detail supporting the application and ODP would need 

to be such that it was clearly demonstrated that fully compliant designs can be 

achieved. 

 

13.6 For example, the intersection angles of roads would need to demonstrate sight 

distances can be achieved and the design of low speed roads would need to 

demonstrate how the lower speeds will be achieved.  The South Masham ODP 

proposed southwest local / local intersection is located about 25 metres south 

of a horizontal curve therefore sight distance approaching the intersection from 

the north, and from the intersection, is likely to restricted.  This may result in 

the inability to achieve compliant and safe intersection sight distance. The 

details of this intersection location and sight distance with respect to the curve 

are more appropriately addressed during more detailed design. 

 
13.7 From a traffic perspective, it is my experience that some items are better to be 

indicative and are more appropriately addressed during a subdivision consent 

application when more detailed traffic analysis has been undertaken by the 

applicant.  Mr Long discusses in his evidence how there is some flexibility for 
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developers in relation to the positioning of flexible elements of an ODP which 

would still be regarded as being "in accordance with" that ODP.   

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Oliver Greig Kilford Brown 
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