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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Ian David Clark and I live in Auckland.  I am a Director of 

Flow Transportation Specialists Limited (“Flow”), which was established in 

February 2005.  Prior to October 2005 I was the Manager of the 

Transportation Planning Section at the Auckland office of Opus 

International Consultants Ltd.  I was employed by Opus for eight years. 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Arts in Geography from the University of Wales (1986) 

and a Master of Science in Transportation from the University of London 

(1987).  I am a member of the Chartered Institute of Logistics and 

Transport, the Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation and the 

Australian Institute of Traffic Planning and Management.  I am also an 

affiliate member of the Institution of Professional Engineers of New Zealand 

("IPENZ") Transportation Group, and I am the chairman of the New Zealand 

Transport Modelling User Group, a sub group of the IPENZ Transportation 

Group.   

1.3 Further details of my relevant experience are set out in Appendix IDC1 to 

this evidence. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the ‘Code of Conduct' for expert witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  My written 

statement of evidence has been prepared in compliance with that Code and 

I will comply with the Code when I give evidence before the hearings panel.  

In particular, unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of 

expertise and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions I express.  

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

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

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow.   
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3. BACKGROUND AND ROLE 

3.1 I was instructed by the NZ Transport Agency ("Transport Agency") in 2014 

to provide assistance in its consideration of the Replacement Christchurch 

District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  This assistance primarily relates to 

aspects of Proposal 7: Transport, particularly on matters relating to the 

requirements for Integrated Transport Assessments and the High Trip 

Generating rule.  I am also involved in a number of site specific issues, 

including one matter relating to Proposal 15: Commercial.  

4. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

4.1 In this evidence, I assess matters relating to the proposed accesses off 

State Highway ("SH") 75 in the vicinity of the Halswell Key Activity Centre 

("KAC") as shown in the Outline Development Plan at Appendix 15.9.4 of 

the Replacement Plan (“ODP”).1 

5. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

5.1 The Transport Agency does not oppose the development of a KAC at 

Halswell, subject to certain development ceilings being retained,2 and the 

ODP being amended in respect of one access point.   

5.2 The ODP shows three access points to the KAC, including one directly 

opposite Aidanfield Drive.  I consider that a third access point directly 

opposite Aidanfield Drive that is signalised and provides for all movements 

will have some positive effects for local access but some negative effects 

for SH75.  I further consider that the need for, and effects of, a third full 

movement intersection in this location should be determined at a later date.  

I therefore consider that the ODP relating to this KAC should be amended 

to include a “flexible” third access point to the KAC.  The access point 

should be flexible both as to location (i.e. it need not be located directly 

opposite Aidanfield Drive) and the range of movements (i.e. whether the 

access point needs to provide for all movements or only limited 

movements). 

  

                                                
1
 Now Appendix 15.10.4 of the revised Proposal 15 dated 8 April 2015.   

2
 As identified in the Crown's submission on 15.2.6 Rules - Commercial Core Zone (North Halswell) at page 263 of 

the submission. 
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6. THE CROWN'S SUBMISSION 

6.1 The Crown's submission noted that the Transport Agency does not oppose 

the commercial area in Halswell, and it supports the limits on the scale of 

the proposed retail and office floor areas.  However, the Transport Agency 

notes that the ODP shows three intersections on SH75 providing access to 

the KAC.  The Transport Agency agrees that three access points to the 

KAC are appropriate, but does not support the location of an access 

opposite Aidanfield Drive.  The Transport Agency is concerned that a 4-leg 

intersection with Aidanfield Drive would make the SH75 corridor difficult to 

manage and operate efficiently.  The Crown's submission stated that the 

Transport Agency would accept a third intersection, off-set either to the 

north or south of Aidanfield Drive.  This concept is shown indicatively to the 

south of Aidanfield Drive in Figure 1 below.   

Figure 1: Transport Agency proposal for access to Halswell Key 

Activity Centre off SH75 

 

7. JOINT STATEMENT 

7.1 The matter of accesses off SH75 was discussed at the traffic expert witness 

conferencing on 2 April 2015.  Various matters of agreement were noted in 

the resulting expert conferencing statement, including that: 

(a) there is a balance to be achieved between maintaining the 

functioning of SH75 and the functioning of the local network; 
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(b) there is the possibility for the location of the third access off SH75 to 

be shown on the ODP as “flexible” rather than “fixed”, and therefore 

it could be determined at a later date; 

(c) the need for a third full movement intersection onto SH75, and the 

effects of that intersection, could be determined at a later date. 

7.2 However, while four participants in the conferencing anticipated that 

Aidanfield Drive should be extended to the south-east, and the resultant 

cross-roads with SH75 should be signalised, Mr Calvert and I stated that we 

were not in a position to agree with the view of those participants, on the 

basis that we would wish to assess the effects (on the functioning of the 

State Highway and local movement) at the time a third access onto SH75 is 

required.        

7.3 I did not participate in the other topics that were the subject of expert 

conferencing and do not have an opinion on those topics. 

8. EVIDENCE OF CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL 

8.1 The Crown's submission on the issue of access to the Halswell KAC is 

addressed at paragraphs 5.16 to 5.26 of the evidence of Mr Calvert on 

behalf of the Christchurch City Council ("Council")3.  I note that, consistent 

with the position reached in the Joint Statement of the 2 April 2015 

conferencing, Mr Calvert recommends that the ODP should show the third 

access onto SH75 as “flexible”.  He further recommends that this third 

access should be a restricted discretionary activity, with the Transport 

Agency being an affected party.  I support this approach for the reasons set 

out below.    

9. MY ASSESSMENT 

9.1 I consider that SH75 serves an important strategic function as one of the 

key routes into the Christchurch city centre from the southwest, and I 

acknowledge that the Transport Agency is keen to ensure that this function 

is not compromised by the form of intersections along the route. 

9.2 The effects of the third access at Aidanfield Drive were assessed for the 

Council by consultants Quality Transport Planning Ltd ("QTP").  The QTP 

                                                
3
 Evidence of Mr Calvert on behalf of the Council dated 13 April 2015: Transport  Planning – North Halswell. 
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assessment considered the progression of traffic along SH75, with either 

two or three signalised crossroads.   

9.3 The two access alternatives tested by QTP are shown conceptually at 

Figures 2 and 3.  The concept in Figure 2 reflects the access currently 

shown in the ODP, with three signalised crossroads along SH75.  The 

concept in Figure 3 shows the alternative tested by QTP, with two 

signalised crossroads, plus an unsignalised T intersection at Aidanfield 

Drive, including only left in, left out movements to/from Aidanfield Drive.  

Both these concepts differ from the proposal sought by the Transport 

Agency, as described in paragraph 6.1 and shown at Figure 1 above.   

Figure 2: Proposed access to Halswell Key Activity Centre off SH75, as 

shown in ODP 
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Figure 3: Alternative proposal for access to Halswell Key Activity 

Centre off SH75, tested by QTP 

 

9.4 The traffic modelling by QTP indicated that: 

(a) good progression could be achieved along SH75, with three 

signalised crossroads, but in one direction only (northbound in the 

morning peak and southbound in the evening peak); 

(b) there would be delays along SH75 as a result of the third signalised 

crossroads.  However, these delays would be modest; 

(c) if the intersection at Aidanfield Drive is not signalised, there would 

be no delay at this intersection for through traffic on the State 

Highway, but this situation would be largely off-set by increased 

delays at the other intersections4. 

9.5 I agree that delays along SH75 resulting from the provision of a signalised 

crossroads at Aidanfield Drive are likely to be modest, as long as that 

crossroads operates within capacity.   

  

                                                
4
 Quality Transport Planning (December 2013), “Plan Change 68 Transport Assessment: Traffic Modelling 

Addendum Report”. 
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9.6 However, it is important to consider the long term effects on the State 

Highway.  In order to explore this matter, I have run some SIDRA models 

for the SH75/Aidanfield Drive intersection, using the forecast flows from the 

traffic model used by QTP.5  The results are summarised at Table 1 below 

and indicate that, as expected, the maximum degree of saturation in the 

2041 evening peak is predicted to increase from 46% with a signalised T 

intersection to 90% with a signalised crossroads6, even though average 

delays are predicted to increase during that period by around 25 seconds 

(from 27 seconds to 52 seconds).  In other words, the signalised crossroads 

will reduce the design life of that intersection, such that it can be expected 

to be operating at practical capacity by 2041.  Given that I have assumed 

widening of SH75 consistent with that assumed by QTP7, this represents a 

fairly short time period.   

Table 1: Predicted operation of SH75/Aidanfield Drive intersection 

(2041) 

 Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour 

Signalised Crossroads   

Average Delay 39 seconds 52 seconds 

Maximum degree of 

saturation8 

84% 90% 

Signalised T   

Average Delay 28 seconds 27 seconds 

Maximum degree of 

saturation 

76% 46% 

 

  

                                                
5
 SIDRA is standard industry software used for the assessment of the performance of isolated intersections. 

6
 A degree of saturation of 100% means that the volume of traffic equals the capacity, and an intersection is said 

to be operating “at theoretical capacity” at this level.  However, in reality, conditions tend to deteriorate at values 
less than 100%, and values of 85-90% represent “practical capacity”. 
7
 See paragraph 9.11(a) below on the status of the potential widening along SH75. 

8
 See footnote 6 above. 
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9.7 I note that if the third access intersection is a T intersection with only left in, 

left out movements to/from the KAC, then increases in right turns will be 

expected at the adjacent intersections and this may have adverse effects 

on those intersections. 

9.8 The effects on adjacent intersections are summarised in Figures 4 and 5 

below, for the two options tested by QTP.  In these diagrams, I show only 

those movements with degrees of saturation greater than 75%.  It can be 

seen in Figure 5 that the intersections of SH75 with Augustine Drive and 

Dunbars Road are predicted to operate with a greater number of 

movements at practical capacity (85%-90% saturation or above) if a limited 

movement intersection is provided at Aidanfield Drive, and with no third 

access to/from the KAC.  

Figure 4: Movements with predicted degrees of saturation over 75%, 

with ODP Concept (2041, evening peak)9 

 

 

                                                
9
 This diagram shows that the traffic model used by QTP predicts the maximum degree of saturation at the 

SH75/Aidanfield Drive intersection to be 88%.  This figure correlates well with the figure of 90% given in Table 1, 
based on SIDRA modelling. 
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Figure 5: Movements with predicted degrees of saturation over 75%, 

with Access Concept with left in, left out at Aidanfield Drive (2041, 

evening peak) 

 

9.9 As noted in paragraph 9.3 above, neither of the two options above reflect 

the solution sought by the Transport Agency.  In particular, a limited 

movement T intersection at Aidanfield Drive (ie the concept as shown in 

Figures 3 and 5) provides reduced access from the KAC to SH75, and will 

therefore aggravate the effects on the State Highway, relative to the 

Transport Agency's preferred solution described in paragraph 6.1 and 

shown in Figure 1 above (ie a signalised T intersection).   

9.10 Nevertheless, I consider that the above information demonstrates that the 

benefits in terms of the longevity of the satisfactory operation of the State 

Highway offered by a signalised T intersection at Aidanfield Drive may be 

offset by potential detriments at the adjacent intersections. 

9.11 Moreover, there are two key considerations that should be borne in mind in 

interpreting the QTP traffic modelling:  
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(a) The QTP traffic modelling assumed that SH75 would be widened to 

provide two lanes in each direction.  While there is a designation in 

place to widen SH75 on Halswell Road, the nature of this upgrading 

project and funding is yet to be confirmed.  I am advised that the 

Council and the Transport Agency are currently undertaking an 

evaluation of the south-western corridor and options for improving 

the transport network to cater for the planned residential and 

business growth in this area generally.  In addition, the Transport 

Agency is to undertake a detailed study on Halswell Road upgrades 

during 2016/17 and has a “funding bid” for this work to be 

implemented between 2018 and 2020.  I am advised that it is quite 

probable that the project will seek to establish bus priority between 

the Halswell KAC and the city centre, and this could then reduce the 

number of traffic movements to/from the KAC, relative to a scenario 

with a simple “four laning” of SH75. 

(b) Generic assumptions have had to be made in the QTP modelling 

regarding the volume of trips heading to/from the KAC and the 

distribution of these trips10.  It will be possible to refine these 

assumptions as initial stages of the KAC come on line.   

9.12 For these reasons, and in order to ensure that the long-term function of 

SH75 is maintained, I consider it preferable for the ODP to identify a 

“flexible” third access point to the KAC so that its effects can be considered 

in more detail when a third access point is actually required.  The access 

point should be flexible not only as to the location of the access, but also as 

to whether the access point provides for all movements or only a limited 

range of movements.  I also consider it desirable that the activity be treated 

as a restricted discretionary activity, with the Transport Agency being 

treated as an affected party, as proposed in Mr Calvert’s evidence. 

9.13 I note that Objective 3.3.1 in the Hearings Panel's decision on the Strategic 

Directions Proposal is focused on expediting the recovery and future 

enhancement of Christchurch. I am also mindful of Objective 3.3.12(a) of 

the decision, which states: 

  

                                                
10

 Quality Transport Planning (March 2013), “Plan Change 68 Transport Assessment: Traffic Modelling Report” 
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“The social, economic, environmental and cultural benefits of 

infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure, are recognised and 

provided for, and its safe, efficient and effective development, upgrade, 

maintenance and operation is enabled”. 

9.14 As a result, I consider that an appropriate balance needs to be drawn 

between enabling the safe, efficient and effective operation of the State 

Highway in the long term and the need to provide appropriate local access 

for this KAC.  

 

 

Ian David Clark 

24 April 2015 
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APPENDIX IDC1:  RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 

1. My work experience includes 27 years in transport planning, working in both 

New Zealand and the U.K.  My experience over 17 years in New Zealand 

includes responsibility for the transportation planning, traffic modelling and 

economic evaluation of numerous major schemes, including the Manukau 

Harbour Crossing, the Eastern Transport Corridor, the Upper Harbour 

Motorway, the SH1 Esmonde Interchange, the SH1 to Waiouru Peninsula 

connection, elements of the Northern Busway, and studies relating to an 

Additional Waitemata Harbour Crossing, all in Auckland.  More recently, I 

was responsible for providing transport planning evidence to the hearing in 

2013 relating to the Notices of Requirement for the Auckland City Rail Link, 

and during 2014 I was responsible for the Transport Assessment supporting 

the Notices of Requirement relating to the proposed widening of Auckland’s 

Southern Motorway (between Manukau and Papakura). 

2. My experience of relevance to this case includes the following: 

(a) In 2006 I was significantly involved in the development of the Integrated 

Transport Assessment Guidelines prepared by the former Auckland 

Regional Transport Authority.   

(b) In 2014 I was involved in the development of the Integrated Transport 

Assessment Guidelines that were finalised by Auckland Transport in 

early 2015. 

3. My local experience includes the following: 

(a) I was responsible for the transport planning of the Christchurch 

Southern Motorway extension at the Scheme Assessment stage, in 

2001. 

(b) I presented evidence for Transit New Zealand, Environment Canterbury 

and the Council, and subsequently for the Transport Agency at the 

Environment Court hearings relating to the proposed section 293 

development at Belfast, in 2006, 2008 and 2011. 

(c) I presented evidence for the Transport Agency, at the Council hearings 

relating to Plan Change 22, the proposed Styx Centre; Plan Change 

30, the Prestons Road development; and Plan Change 67, 

development at Highfields, between 2009 and 2012. 
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(d) I also assisted the Transport Agency in assessing the effects of other 

proposed developments within the Christchurch area and I prepared 

evidence for the Environment Court Hearings relating to Change 1 to 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement.  

(e) During 2012, I was responsible for peer reviews of the Council’s draft 

Central City Recovery Plan (December 2011) and the Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery Authority’s draft Christchurch Central Recovery 

Plan, Accessible City chapter (November 2012). 

(f) I was involved in the State Highway 1 (Russley Road) Harewood Road 

to Avonhead Park project between 2010 and early 2015, and prepared 

evidence for the Council and Environment Court Hearings in 2014-15. 

4. I have also undertaken many peer reviews and have presented evidence at 

various council and Environment Court hearings, either relating to major 

transportation proposals or proposed developments.   

 

 

 

  


