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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Ian David Clark.  I am a Director of Flow Transportation 

Specialists Limited, 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 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 as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.   

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

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

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

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

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

detract from the opinions I express. 
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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 matters relating to the 

requirements for Integrated Transport Assessments (“ITA”s) and the High 

Trip Generator (“HTG”) rule.  I am also advising the Transport Agency on a 

number of site specific issues relating to other Proposals of the 

Replacement Plan (including access off State Highway 75, to serve the 

North Halswell Key Activity Centre, and the effects of the Memorial Avenue 

Investments Ltd development).  

4. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

4.1 In this evidence, I assess matters relating to the HTG rule in 7.2.3.10 and 

the matters of discretion in 7.3.19. These matters include: 

(a) the need for ITAs; 

(b) when an ITA should be required; and   

(c) the scope of ITAs.  

4.2 In preparing this statement, I have read the evidence of Mr Falconer, Mr 

Roberts, Mr Osborne and Mr Nunns, for the Council; and Mr Richards, 

Ms McLeod, Ms Barker and Mr Bargh for the Crown.  

4.3 While I have received the ‘submitter’s version’ of the HTG rule appended to 

the mediation statement dated 9 June 2015, it has not been possible to 

review or comment on this version of the provisions prior to filing this 

statement. I will consider the ‘submitter’s version’ of the HTG rule in my 

rebuttal evidence. 

4.4 The relationship of my evidence with other evidence provided by the Crown 

is as follows: 

(a) Mr Richards sets out the strategic context on the role of the 

Transport Agency, and the nature of the Crown’s submissions on 

Proposal 7. 
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(b) I set out the matters relating to the HTG rule that are agreed, those 

that are not yet agreed and the reasons for my views on the 

outstanding matters. 

(c) Ms McLeod sets out the Crown’s proposed specific amendments to 

Proposal 7, including to the objectives and policies, and to the HTG 

rule. 

5. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

5.1 My evidence largely supports the contents of the revised version of 

Proposal 7 distributed by the Christchurch City Council ("Council") on 14 

May 2015 (“Revised Proposal”), for the following reasons: 

(a) The list of assessment matters now proposed in 7.3.19 is required to 

support the transport objectives of Proposal 7 and to minimise the 

risk of adverse resource management outcomes.  I consider that the 

list of assessment matters has been simplified from Proposal 7 as 

notified without compromising the intention, such that appropriate 

outcomes can still be achieved. 

(b) I consider that the scale of the ITA should be proportional to the 

likely scale of the impact of an activity, and should take into account 

whether an activity is anticipated or not anticipated in the zone.    

(c) I consider that the scope of ITAs now proposed generally provides 

an appropriate framework for managing transport effects. In 

particular, I consider a suitable balance has been achieved between 

regulation necessary to enable the safe, efficient and effective 

operation of the transport network (in particular the strategic 

transport network) and the need to reduce transaction costs and 

reliance on the resource consent process.  

5.2 However, I consider that Proposal 7 would be further improved by: 

(a) further refinement of Policy 2; 

(b) amendment of the activity status for HTG activities that are 

anticipated within the zone and only require a basic ITA; 

(c) clarification of the relationship between the specific parking 

standards in 7.2.3.1 and the assessment matters for ITAs; 
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(d) further refinement of the drafting of the assessment matters for 

ITAs; and 

(e) the adoption of the thresholds for basic and full ITAs that have now 

been agreed with most of the traffic experts.    

5.3 The specific amendments that I support are shown in the evidence of Ms 

McLeod.  

6. THE CROWN'S SUBMISSION 

6.1 A summary of the matters of interest to the Transport Agency in the 

Crown's submissions on Proposal 7 is appended to the evidence of Ms 

McLeod.  The Crown's submission notes that the Transport Agency 

supports the concept of the HTG rule, although it seeks a number of 

changes to the assessment matters required for basic and full ITAs.  

6.2 Related to this, the Crown's submission noted that the Transport Agency 

sought amendments to objective 7.1.1(a) to secure greater clarity in relation 

to the role of the network in relation to freight and economic activity.  The 

submission stated that it is important to stress the economic role of the 

network and the economic benefits that an integrated transport system can 

bring to the city, region and beyond. I support this submission and I 

consider it is consistent with Objective 3.3.12(a) of the Strategic Directions 

decision, which refers to providing for the safe and efficient operation of the 

strategic infrastructure (which includes the strategic transport network).  

6.3 I consider that the situation has evolved significantly since the preparation 

of the Crown’s submission, since: 

(a) The Council provided the Revised Proposal 7 on 14 May 2015.  This 

included significant modifications to the assessment matters relating 

to the HTG rule. 

(b) Further modifications to the HTG rule have been recommended as a 

result of the expert witness conferencing, referred to below, and as 

a result of the subsequent mediation on 3 June 2015. 

7. JOINT EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENTS 

7.1 The matter of ITAs was addressed in expert witness conferencing, and the 

hearings panel has been provided with the three resulting joint statements.  
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7.2 I consider that that the important points arising from these joint statements 

are as follows: 

(a) The first statement noted agreement of the experts on the following 

matters: 

(i) that a new approach to the HTG rule should be explored, to 

take into account the zone and anticipated land use activity;1  

(ii) that these modified thresholds should be applied to 

expansion of existing developments;2 and 

(iii) that in terms of developments with existing ITAs, the consent 

authority could consider these as necessary and a specific 

rule is not required.3 

(b) The second statement noted agreement of the experts on the 

following matters: 

(i) that the thresholds for the HTG rule should be based on 

vehicles per peak hour, rather than vehicles per day, and 

that these should be converted to floor area thresholds 

unless this conversion led to an anomalous outcome;4 

(ii) that there should be two levels of ITAs depending on the 

scale of development, termed a 'basic' and a 'full' ITA;5 

(iii) the thresholds for requiring 'basic' and 'full' ITAs (noting that 

these thresholds were only tentatively agreed, in that they 

were suggested but not finalised);6 

(iv) that the thresholds for activities within Key Activity Centres 

("KACs") could be higher than those elsewhere;7 and 

(v) that the matters of assessment for ITAs set out in the 

Revised Proposal were generally appropriate (subject to 

some exceptions, noted below) as they provide for different 

matters of assessment according to whether a basic or full 

                                                
1
 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 29 April 2015, sections 3.1 and 3.3. 

2
 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 29 April 2015, section 3.3. 

3
 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 29 April 2015, section 3.3. 

4
 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 18 and 21 May 2015, section 4.3. 

5
 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 18 and 21 May 2015, section 4.3. 

6
 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 18 and 21 May 2015, section 4.4. 

7
 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 18 and 21 May 2015, section 4.4. 
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ITA is required and whether the activity would otherwise be 

permitted (in zone) or not permitted (out of zone).8 

7.3 The second statement noted the experts’ disagreement about whether HTG 

activities should be dealt with as controlled or restricted discretionary 

activities.9   

7.4 This matter of controlled or restricted discretionary status was discussed 

further in the third joint statement following mediation on 3 June 2015 (see 

paragraphs 11.5 to 11.8 below).  That statement also set out agreement on 

the thresholds for basic and full ITAs (see paragraph 11.3 below)   

8. EVIDENCE OF CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL 

8.1 The evidence of Mr Roberts and Mr Falconer provide the Council’s view on 

the need for ITAs.   

8.2 The evidence of Mr Roberts summarises current and emerging practice in 

other cities around New Zealand.  I have experience in the emerging 

proposals in Auckland, noting that these are still evolving through the 

hearing process relating to the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan.   

8.3 I consider that there is merit in seeking to maximise consistency in the 

approach to ITAs in New Zealand’s largest cities.  However, there are some 

significant differences that indicate that different approaches to ITAs are 

justifiable in the Christchurch context:  

(a) In Auckland, ITAs are not required for developments within centres.  

However, the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan is proposing 

maximum, not minimum parking standards within centres, which 

should limit the adverse traffic effects in and around centres, and 

support increases in walking, cycling and public transport.  This is 

different to the approach being taken in Christchurch, where 

minimum parking standards are still being pursued.10   

(b) Also, Auckland Transport is committed to a series of “centre based 

studies”, which will allow it to understand the cumulative effects of 

planned developments within the centres.  Such an approach is not 

                                                
8
 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 18 and 21 May 2015, section 4.5.  I note 

that note this was only an agreement 'in principle', subject to some refinements in the wording. 
9
 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 18 and 21 May 2015, section 4.1. 

10
 I note that Expert Witness Conference on Parking, on 29 April 2015, supported the continued use of minimum 

parking standards.  I did not take part in that Conference. 
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proposed within Christchurch, meaning that ITAs are required for 

development within centres.   

(c) Congestion in Auckland is significantly worse than in Christchurch, 

and traffic flows are consistently higher.  This suggests that, other 

things being equal, the thresholds for ITAs should be higher in 

Auckland if, for example, an increase of 50 vehicles per hour 

equates with an increase of 5% in traffic flows on a particular road in 

Auckland, but 10% in Christchurch.   

8.4 Discussions have continued with the Council since the circulation of 

evidence: 

(a) There is now agreement between the Council and the Crown on the 

thresholds over which an ITA is required. 

(b) There is agreement on most assessment matters that are to be 

covered within basic and full ITAs.   

(c) There is limited disagreement on the treatment of parking within an 

ITA.  I address this issue at paragraphs 12.11 to 12.18 below.  

9. HOW INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS WILL ASSIST THE 

TRANSPORT AGENCY 

9.1 The role of the Transport Agency is set out in the evidence of Mr 

Richards.11  Mr Richards explains that the Transport Agency’s interests 

extend beyond the operation of the State highway network, due to the 

Agency’s funding role, which extends over the entire transport network; and 

the need to consider the transport network as an integrated whole. 

9.2 The Transport Agency’s primary interest in Proposal 7 is to ensure that the 

impacts of proposed developments on the surrounding transport networks 

are minimised12 and to ensure that suitable regard is given to the 

classification of the roads adjacent to proposed developments (particularly, 

whether the adjacent road forms part of the strategic transport network or is 

part of a key freight or public transport route).  

                                                
11

 Evidence of Jonathan Richards on Proposal 3 (dated 24 November 2014) and Proposal 7 (dated 10 June 2015). 
12

 This includes seeking to minimise the need to travel by private vehicles, by encouraging public and active 
transport use, as this will generally reduce the adverse effects on the road network. 
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9.3 As a result, I consider that the requirement for ITAs for certain 

developments is important both for the Transport Agency and the Council 

as it enables both authorities to influence the form and location of 

development, and to ensure that developments appropriately avoid, remedy 

or mitigate adverse transport effects.   

10. INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS 

10.1 I have approached the issue of the need for and scope of ITAs by giving 

due regard to the Strategic Directions decision.  Objectives within that 

decision include the following: 

(a) to enable recovery and facilitate the future enhancement of the 

district;13 

(b) to maintain and enhance the Central City, KACs, and 

Neighbourhood Centres;14 

(c) to provide for the safe and efficient operation of the strategic 

infrastructure (which includes the strategic transport network);15 and 

(d) to reduce consenting requirements.16  

10.2 In considering the HTG rule, the main questions to emerge during expert 

conferencing were: 

(a) What are the appropriate thresholds for an ITA (basic or full)? 

(b) Are the assessment matters appropriate? 

11. THRESHOLDS FOR INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS 

Matters agreed 

11.1 The thresholds for basic and full ITAs are set out respectively in Rule 

7.2.3.10 and Table 7.1 of Proposal 7 as notified. These thresholds were 

based on vehicles per day. The thresholds were amended in the Revised 

Proposal, but are still based on vehicles per day. The thresholds were 

discussed further in expert conferencing and “suggested” (but not finalised) 

thresholds based on vehicles per peak hour were set out in Tables 1 and 2 

                                                
13

 Strategic Directions decision, Objective 3.3.1. 
14

 Strategic Directions decision, Objective 3.3.7(e). 
15

 Strategic Directions decision, Objective 3.3.12(a). 
16

 Strategic Directions decision, Objective 3.3.2. 
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of the second joint statement.  The recommended thresholds set out in 

Attachment G to Mr Roberts' evidence include some further changes to 

those “suggested” (but not finalised) thresholds in the second joint 

statement. 

11.2 Mr Roberts' thresholds were subject to discussion by all traffic experts 

present at the mediation on the afternoon of 3 June 2015.   

11.3 The thresholds that were agreed in the third joint statement17 are provided 

in Table 1 below. 

Table 1: Agreed Thresholds for Basic and Full ITAs 

Activity Trigger for Basic 
Transport 
Assessment 

Trigger for Full 
Transport 
Assessment 

Preschool More than 50 pupils More than 150 pupils  

School More than 150 
students 

More than 450 
students  

Tertiary Education More than 250 FTE 
students 

More than 750 FTE 
students 

Healthcare More than 500m2 GFA  More than 1,000m2 
GFA  

Industry More than 5,000m2 
GFA  

More than 10,000m2 
GFA  

Warehouse More than 10,000m2 
GFA  

More than 20,000m2 
GFA  

Office More than 1,750m2 
GFA  

More than 4,000m2 
GFA  

Residential More than 60 
households 

More than 120 
households 

Retail (excluding 
factory shops, retail 
park zones, trade 
suppliers and food 
and beverage 
outlets) 

More than 500m2 
GLFA  

More than 1,000m2 
GLFA  

Retail (factory shops 
and retail park 
zones, but excluding 
trade suppliers and 
food and beverage 
outlets) 

More than 1,000m2 
GLFA 

More than 2,000m2 
GLFA 

Mixed use and other 
activities not listed 
above 

More than 50 vehicles 
per peak hour (vpph) 

More than 120 vpph 

 
11.4 I note that three of the experts who were signatories to the second joint 

statement were not present at the time of this discussion. Accordingly, they 

have not indicated whether or not they support these thresholds.  

                                                
17

 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 3 June 2015, section 3.1. 
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Matters not agreed 

Activity status 

11.5 The second joint statement referred to the possibility of activities triggering 

the HTG rule being considered as controlled rather than restricted 

discretionary.  The matter was also traversed in the third joint statement 

following mediation.   

11.6 The experts agreed that from a purely transportation perspective, if a 

development falls between the thresholds for a basic and full ITA, then 

there would generally be little risk to the transport network if the activity was 

addressed as a controlled activity, rather than restricted discretionary. 

However, the experts considered that further information was required from 

other disciplines (planning/legal) to clarify the implications of this change. 

All experts agreed that developments over the threshold for a full ITA 

should be treated as restricted discretionary.18 

11.7 In that statement I noted that all sites seeking direct access onto State 

highways or crossing rail lines would need to be restricted discretionary, 

regardless of size. This is in order to allow the Transport Agency and 

Kiwirail the ability to control access to the State highway or across railway 

lines to ensure that the safety and efficiency of that strategic transport 

infrastructure is not compromised. 

11.8 In addition, Mr Roberts and I noted in the statement that if the activity status 

of activities requiring basic ITAs were to change, then our opinion is that the 

thresholds for basic ITAs should reduce.19   

11.9 I have since received the mediation statement dated 9 June 2015, which 

clarifies that the principal area of disagreement is the activity status that 

should apply to in zone/anticipated activities that fall between the basic and 

full ITA thresholds (rather than the “out of zone” activities which will remain 

restricted discretionary. I support controlled status for these activities, 

provided that all sites seeking direct access onto State highways or 

crossing railway lines remain restricted discretionary. I consider that this 

(latter) matter is more critical to maintaining the safe and efficient operation 

of the strategic transport network than retaining restricted discretionary for 

                                                
18

 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 3 June 2015, section 4.1. 
19

 This would be a reduction relative to the thresholds agreed in the third joint statement, but an increase relative to 
the figures set out in the evidence of Mr Roberts. 
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developments at the lower end of the scale that are anticipated within the 

zone. 

Key Activity Centres 

11.10 While some experts raised the possibility of an increase in the levels of the 

thresholds for development within KACs in the second joint statement,20 this 

issue was not addressed in the third joint statement and it is not clear 

whether the issue is still being pursued.  

11.11 It is my opinion that the case for higher thresholds to be applied to KACs 

has weakened now that the thresholds to be applied are considerably 

higher than in the notified Proposal. 

12. ASSESSMENT MATTERS  

Matters agreed 

12.1 The Revised Proposal includes a simplified list of assessment matters 

relating to basic and full ITAs.  This list includes different assessment 

matters for in zone and out of zone activities. 

12.2 Paragraph 7.2 b (v) above noted that there was broad agreement at expert 

witness conferencing on most of the assessment matters to be covered by 

basic and full ITAs. The two main exceptions, which I address below, are 

parking and cumulative assessments.  On the other matters, the second 

joint statement noted that while there was agreement in principle, there was 

a need for some refinement to the wording.21 

12.3 The second joint statement recorded agreement that full ITAs for out of 

zone activities should include an assessment against the transport policy 

framework.  This is consistent with the submissions of the Crown, and is 

also consistent with the ITA guidelines.22  I support assessment of such 

proposals against the transport policy framework because this will enable 

the Council to understand (at the time the consent is sought) whether the 

traffic and transport effects of a proposal are consistent with those expected 

in a location of that nature, and whether existing and future transport 

initiatives have been designed to accommodate these effects.  

                                                
20

 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 18 and 21 May 2015, section 4.4. 
21

 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 18 and 21 May 2015, section 4.5. 
22

 Abley S, Durdin P and Douglass M (2010), “Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines”, NZ Transport Agency 
Research report 422, Table 6.3. 
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12.4 This issue is particularly important in Christchurch as it undergoes its 

recovery.  In most other cities the transport environment changes 

incrementally, trends in past transport demands and patterns (by all modes) 

can help predict the future, and new transport infrastructure is generally 

planned and known about over a long time period.  In contrast, the past and 

present transport environment of Christchurch may be of less relevance in 

assisting to plan for the future.  Red-zoned properties, relocated offices and 

workplaces, and roads closed because of infrastructure repairs all mean 

that assessing the effects of a proposal on the existing transport 

environment may not be the best way of predicting future transportation 

effects.  This is particularly the case for ‘out-of-zone’ HTG activities which 

can significantly change the transport environment.  Such effects may be 

acceptable if the transport policy framework indicates that there is a suitable 

response23 to allow these activities to be accommodated.  Including 

assessment matter 8 for full ITAs for out of zone activities enables the 

Council to assess these proposals in light of where the City wants to be, 

rather than focusing on where it is now. 

Matters not agreed 

Cumulative effects 

12.5 The main area of disagreement noted in the second joint statement related 

to the assessment of cumulative effects, which is currently listed as being 

required only for full ITAs. The statement noted that while there was 

agreement that this is an appropriate assessment matter for out of zone 

activities,24 there was not agreement over the extent to which this matter 

should be considered for in zone activities.  The stated views were: 

(a) Some experts wanted the assessment of cumulative effects to be 

limited to the immediate vicinity of a site, and to matters pertaining 

to safety and efficiency. 

(b) Three experts expressed a view that for development within a KAC, 

the assessment of efficiency should be a lesser consideration, 

recognising that KACs, by their nature, will be subject to private 

motor vehicle congestion. 

                                                
23

 Such a response may include, but should not be limited to an infrastructure improvement. 
24

 I note that this matter has emerged primarily in the context of in zone or out of zone activities, but the emphasis 
of in zone activities within the joint statement is on the KACs. 
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(c) However, I stated (along with Mr Roberts and Ms Head) that while I 

agree that there will be a measure of private vehicle congestion in 

and around KACs, I consider that a balance will need to be achieved 

in each case between maintaining the functioning of strategic 

transport networks and suitable functioning of the KACs.   

12.6 This desire to seek a balance is consistent with the position recorded in the 

joint statement in relation to Chapter 15, relating to access to the North 

Halswell KAC,25 but I consider it requires further explanation: 

(a) On the one hand, there is a desire to maintain the satisfactory 

functioning of strategic transport networks as far as is reasonably 

possible.  This is for the benefit of essential movement of people 

and goods, and to avoid the need for additional investment in 

transport, where this could be necessitated by unplanned or poorly 

sited development. 

(b) On the other hand, I support a centres based approach to cities, and 

I accept that a measure of traffic congestion is a natural and 

expected consequence of the concentration of activities around 

centres.   

12.7 However, I do not consider that the latter point means that it is acceptable 

to simply accept congestion around KACs.  Nor do I consider it acceptable 

not to assess the cumulative traffic effects of developments at KACs.  

Rather, I consider that there is a tension between the two objectives of the 

Strategic Directions relating to protecting the safe and efficient operation of 

the strategic transport networks and facilitating desired development around 

the KACs.     

12.8 As a result of this tension, I consider that it will be necessary to assess the 

cumulative effects of proposed developments permitted within a zone’s 

activity status table, as well as those that are not permitted.  The resulting 

ITA will therefore allow an informed decision to be made on how to 

proceed, or in other words, where the balance should be drawn, between 

the safe and satisfactory operation of the strategic transport network and 

facilitating development.  Given the tension between these two objectives, I 

do not consider that there is a simple solution which will apply to all 

                                                
25

 Commercial and Industrial Hearing, Expert conferencing statement (Traffic and Transport), 2 April, 2015, Issue 
1. 
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locations, but support the reference in the joint statement to the need to 

determine the appropriate balance for each case.  Rather, the following are 

examples of issues that may need to be considered: 

(a) Whether the adverse effects of proposed activities are likely to be 

experienced solely by general traffic, in which case it may be 

accepted in some cases. 

(b) Whether the effects may also affect freight or public transport, in 

which case these effects are more likely to be considered 

unacceptable.  

(c) A solution could include public transport priorities and dedicated 

facilities.  However, if queues of general traffic extend beyond the 

length of these facilities, this would be an issue of significant 

concern, and this would be a valid matter for an ITA to identify.   

(d) Whether the peak periods associated with the proposed activity are 

likely to coincide with, or be different from those associated with 

public transport, freight or even general traffic. 

12.9 For these reasons, I support the assessment of cumulative effects of 

developments, as part of full ITAs, even for developments in zone and 

within KACs.  

12.10 At this stage I draw a distinction between matters of assessment and the 

conclusions to be drawn from those assessments.  I consider it essential 

that all full ITAs consider cumulative effects, however, the interpretation of 

those ITAs should differ according to the location.  For example, traffic 

engineers often refer to levels of service, being from A (good) to F (poor).  

For sites adjacent to KACs, the assessment may conclude that the level of 

service will be F, and this may or may not be acceptable depending on the 

considerations noted within paragraph 12.8 above.  However, a level of 

service of F may be considered less acceptable in other locations.  

Parking 

12.11 The second joint statement records a measure of disagreement amongst 

the experts as to the consideration of parking within ITAs. 
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12.12 I note that parking normally forms part of an ITA, as usually understood.26  

This is because there is a relationship between the level of parking 

proposed and several other items considered in the ITA, such as traffic 

impact.   

12.13 However, I am mindful of the following sections from the various joint 

statements: 

(a) In the joint statement on car parking, it was agreed that the 

Replacement Plan parking requirements are best managed by 

setting minimum thresholds, given that other transport planning 

infrastructure and tools would be required to move to a different 

parking philosophy without undue effects.27 

(b) In the first joint statement on ITAs, it was agreed that a statement 

considering the effects of car parking may be included in an ITA if 

the parking rule 7.2.3.1 is triggered.28  

(c) In the second joint statement on ITAs, the issue of parking being 

considered within an ITA was discussed, but full agreement was not 

reached.29 

12.14 As noted in the first joint statement on ITAs, in the case of Proposal 7, an 

ITA may be solely required due to the development exceeding the HTG 

threshold.  In this case, I agree that developers who design their project to 

comply with the parking rule (7.2.3.1) should be rewarded with increased 

certainty, and not have to then reassess parking through the ITA.   

12.15 As a result, in the interests of simplifying and facilitating development, I 

agreed with the opinion of most other experts in the second joint statement, 

that an ITA should only assess parking if there is a parking non compliance.  

This would give certainty to developers that the minimum parking 

requirements set out in Proposal 7 can be relied upon.   

12.16 However, I have now re-evaluated this position as a consequence of my 

decision to support controlled activity status for ‘in zone’ HTG activities 

which fall between the upper and lower thresholds (see paragraphs 11.5 to 

11.9 above).  I understand controlled activity status will provide the certainty 

                                                
26

 Abley S, Durdin P and Douglass M (2010), “Integrated Transport Assessment Guidelines”, NZ Transport Agency 
Research report 422, Table 2.3. 
27

 Expert conferencing statement (Parking), 29 April 2015, section 3.1.   
28

 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 29 April 2015, section 3.6. 
29

 Expert conferencing statement (Integrated Transport Assessments), 18 and 21 May 2015, section 4.2. 
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of consent which developers seek.  Allowing parking to be considered (even 

if it complies with the specific parking rule) could not lead to refusal of 

consent for a controlled activity. 

12.17 Furthermore, if the HTG rule is triggered, leading to a requirement for 

resource consent, then the time and cost associated with going through the 

resource consent process will be incurred, regardless of whether there is a 

parking non-compliance.  Given this, the consideration of parking adds very 

little to transaction costs and does not alter consent status.  Indeed, there 

could be benefits to developers who wish to reduce the level of parking, in 

order to encourage public and active transport use.   

12.18 As a result, I support the suggestion in Ms McLeod’s evidence that the ITA 

assessment matter for parking should be amended to narrow the 

assessment to the extent to which such activities depart from the parking 

standards.  

13. FURTHER AMENDMENTS TO PROPOSAL 7 

13.1 I took part in the mediation on 3 June 2015 on the topic of the HTG rule and 

ITAs. As well as discussing the matters noted above, this mediation session 

also discussed policy 2 as well as drafting amendments to improve clarity in 

the Proposal’s provisions. Following mediation, the Crown’s proposed 

further amendments to Proposal 7 are set out in the evidence of Ms 

McLeod.  

13.2 The amendments set out in Ms McLeod’s evidence include: 

(a) further refinement of Policy 2; and 

(b) further refinement of the drafting of the assessment matters for 

ITAs. 

13.3 I support these changes as I consider they provide further clarity while still 

ensuring that the negative transport effects of HTG activities are 

appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated; proportional to their likely 

effects. 

 

Ian David Clark 

10 June 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 s 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.   

 

 


