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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Jonathan Paul Richards and I hold the position of Principal 

Planning Advisor at the New Zealand Transport Agency ("Transport 

Agency"). I have been in this position since July 2013. 

1.2 This is the third statement of evidence I have prepared on the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan") in relation to planning 

matters of interest to the Transport Agency.  My first statement of evidence 

was provided for the Strategic Directions hearing1 and my second was for 

the Designations hearing.2  I continue to hold the views I expressed in my 

earlier evidence and, to avoid repetition, I will adopt that evidence for the 

purposes of this third statement of evidence. 

1.3 A summary of my qualifications and my relevant past experience is 

provided in my first statement of evidence. 

1.4 I have authority to provide this evidence on behalf of the Transport Agency. 

2. SCOPE 

2.1 My evidence addresses the detailed matters contained in Part C of the 

Crown’s submission on the Transport Proposal that are of particular interest 

to the Transport Agency.  In particular, my evidence covers: 

 the role of the Transport Agency as a funding body and the processes (a)

that underpin public investment in the transport network generally; 

 the need for an integrated approach to land use planning and transport (b)

infrastructure provision to ensure that public money is spent in a 

planned and efficient manner; 

 the need to assess effects of high trip generating activities on the safe (c)

and efficient operation of the transport network in order to ensure that 

planned works are considered and that funding (public or private) is 

directed appropriately;  

 the fit of the Transport Proposal with the hearings panel’s Strategic (d)

Directions decision; 

                                                
1
 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence for the Crown (Strategic Roading Infrastructure) 24 November 2014. 

2
 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence for the New Zealand Transport Agency, 23 January 2015. 
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 the important role of the transport network in supporting recovery and (e)

future economic growth, particularly in terms of freight movement; and 

 reasons for the withdrawal of some of the Transport Agency’s (f)

submission points on the Transport Proposal.  

2.2 In producing this evidence I have reviewed: 

 the expert conferencing statements and the outcomes of mediation (a)

sessions relating to the Transport Proposal (although I note that there 

has not been sufficient time to review in detail the ‘submitter’s version’ 

of Proposal 7, which was appended to the mediation statement dated 9 

June 2015);  

 the evidence produced by the Christchurch City Council ("Council"), (b)

particularly Mr Falconer, Mr Osborne, Mr Gregory, Mr Roberts and Mr 

Nunns; 

 the revised version of the Transport Proposal distributed by the Council (c)

on 14 May 2015 ("Revised Proposal"); 

 the Regional Policy Statement, as amended by the Land Use Recovery (d)

Plan; and 

 the Hearing Panel’s decision on the Strategic Directions Proposal.  (e)

2.3 I have also read the evidence of the other Crown witnesses, namely 

Ms McLeod, Mr Clark, Mr Bargh and Ms Barker.  

2.4 My evidence aims to provide context for the hearings panel, particularly in 

relation to the areas the Transport Agency (on behalf of the Crown) would 

wish the Transport Proposal to address.  I refer the hearings panel to the 

evidence of Ms McLeod and Ms Barker for more detailed consideration of 

RMA planning matters; and Mr Clark for transport planning matters.  

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.1 The Transport Proposal is of considerable interest to the Transport Agency 

as its role in funding transport infrastructure extends beyond the 

management of the State highway network.  

3.2 The Crown has therefore sought that the Transport Proposal provide a clear 

set of objectives, policies and rules that ensures the whole transport network 

in Christchurch can operate in a safe and efficient manner.  Importantly, the 
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provisions need to seek an integrated approach to land use planning and 

transport infrastructure provision in a manner that:  

 supports development in the city and protects the role of the transport (a)

network in supporting economic activity and recovery; 

 optimises the use of existing infrastructure and the use of public (b)

transport and active modes; and 

 provides sufficient certainty to ensure that planning and funding of (c)

roading improvements and maintenance can be undertaken with a 

reasonable degree of certainty and efficiency.  

3.3 To this end, the Transport Agency supports the high trip generator (“HTG”) 

rule and use of integrated transport assessments (“ITAs”) because this 

ensures that adverse effects on the safe and efficient operation of the 

transport network are assessed and mitigated.  This provides the necessary 

degree of certainty to enable the Transport Agency and other parties to 

invest with certainty in the transport network, and ensures the efficient use of 

resources. 

3.4 In addition, the Transport Agency sought amendments to Objective 7.1.1 and 

some of the associated Policies to improve the clarity of the Replacement 

Plan’s policy direction by strengthening its recognition of the strategic 

transport network and improving references to the roading classification 

system.  The Council has largely accepted the Crown’s proposed 

amendments to this Objective and Policies, as detailed in the evidence of Ms 

McLeod. 

4. MATTERS OF RELEVANCE TO THE TRANSPORT AGENCY IN THE 

CROWN’S SUBMISSION 

4.1 In the Crown’s submission, the Transport Agency was generally supportive of 

the Transport Proposal as notified but sought: 

 amendments to Objective 7.1.1 and supporting Policies to improve the (a)

clarity of the Replacement Plan’s policy direction, strengthen the 

recognition of the strategic transport network and its critical role 

(particularly in supporting the movement of freight); and improve 
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references to the roading classification system to better reflect the 

function of a particular road within the network;3 

 amendments to the assessment matters for ITAs under 7.3.19 required (b)

pursuant to the HTG rule (7.2.3.10);4 

 improvements to Figures 7.12, 7.13, 7.14, and 7.16 to improve (c)

legibility;5 and 

 amendments to the road classification maps.6 (d)

4.2 In the Crown’s further submission, the Transport Agency: 

 opposed the Lyttelton Port Company Limited’s proposed amendments (a)

to exclude the Special Purpose (Port) Zone from the parking provisions 

in Rules 7.2.3.1 – 7.2.3.6;7 and 

 supported the Canterbury Aggregates Producers’ Group (“CAPG”) (b)

proposed new policy relating specifically to mineral extraction routes.8 

4.3 Since filing the submission, the Transport Agency has participated in 

mediation with the Council and other parties such that: 

 its proposed amendments to Objective 7.1.1 and supporting Policies (a)

have been in substance agreed with the Council and incorporated in 

the Revised Proposal;  

 the Transport Agency is further of the view that these amendments in (b)

substance provide for the relief sought in the CAPG submission; and 

 the Council, through the latest update of the online plan, has provided (c)

greater legibility to Figures 7.12, 7.13, 7.14, and 7.16.9 

4.4 In addition, the Transport Agency has decided not to pursue its submission 

points in regards to the road classification network and the submission from 

Lyttelton Port Company Limited for the reasons summarised at the end of 

this statement. 

                                                
3
 See pages 115 to 117 of the Crown submission. 

4
 See page 121 of the Crown submission. 

5
 See pages 134 to 135 of the Crown submission. 

6
 See page 135 of the Crown submission. 

7
 See page 10 of the Crown’s further submission. 

8
 See page 10 of the Crown’s further submission. 

9
 See David Falconer, Statement of evidence for Christchurch City Council (Transport Planning), 26 May 2015, 

para 20.12. 
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5. THE TRANSPORT AGENCY’S FUNDING ROLE 

5.1 In my evidence on the Strategic Directions Proposal, I described the statutory 

role of the Transport Agency under the Land Transport Management Act 

2003 (“LTMA”).10 The Transport Agency’s funding role extends considerably 

beyond the management of the State highway network. In particular, the 

Transport Agency is active in all parts of the transport system, operating as a 

major co-investor in local roads, walking and cycling and passenger transport 

with its investment partners (the Council and the Canterbury Regional 

Council).  

5.2 The LTMA requires that the Transport Agency must “use its revenue in a 

manner that seeks value for money”.11 To achieve this, the Transport Agency 

must ensure investment in the transport network is necessary, strategic and 

financially sound.  

5.3 In accordance with this LTMA direction, the Transport Agency has an 

interest in the entire transport network working efficiently from two 

perspectives in order to ensure that public money is spent in a planned and 

efficient manner:  

 First, the Transport Agency has a funding role in the ongoing operation (a)

and upgrade of the local network.  

 Second, as the transport network is integrated, issues elsewhere in the (b)

network can have an adverse effect on the safe and efficient operation 

of the State highway network.    

5.4 As Mr Gregory stated,12 investment of public monies in the transport network 

is subject to legislative requirements which are in place to ensure that 

taxpayer and ratepayer monies are directed in a properly considered manner. 

Mr Gregory correctly describes this planning and funding process and the 

role the Council has in that process.13  

5.5 As part of this investment and planning process, the Transport Agency’s 

Board has statutorily independent decision making responsibilities with 

respect to the allocation and investment of the National Land Transport Fund 

("NLTF"). Over $3 billion is invested in the land transport network through the 

                                                
10

 See Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence for the Crown (Strategic Roading Infrastructure) 24 November 
2014, para 5.3. 
11

 LTMA, s 96(1)(b). 
12

 Christopher Gregory, Statement of evidence on behalf of the Christchurch City Council, 26 May 2015, para 4.9. 
13

 para 4.11. 
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NLTF annually. Local government contributes another $1 billion to the annual 

spend14.  

5.6 The funding available from the NLTF is directed towards projects agreed 

through the National Land Transport Programme (which is informed by 

agreed Regional Land Transport Plans). This process ensures that funding is 

directed in a co-ordinated and planned manner. However, as Mr Gregory 

notes,15 it takes time for a project to be allocated NLTF funding through this 

process. 

5.7 Given the planning and funding processes required by the LTMA, the 

Replacement Plan needs to provide a land use and consenting framework 

which can provide a degree of certainty for that investment process. The 

HTG rules and requirement for an ITA is a key element in achieving that 

certainty. Where existing and planned investment in transport infrastructure 

means more intensive development can be accommodated, the 

Replacement Plan should recognise this (and vice versa).  

6. THE IMPORTANCE OF AN INTEGRATED TRANSPORT SYSTEM  

6.1 As the major investor in the country’s transport network, the Transport 

Agency looks for an integrated approach to provide both planning and 

investment certainty and to enable it to fulfil its purpose under the LTMA. 

Through an integrated approach, investment in the network by the Transport 

Agency, together with its investment partners (the Council and the 

Canterbury Regional Council) can be planned with certainty. I have 

addressed the importance of taking an integrated approach to land use 

planning and transport infrastructure in more detail in section 9 of my 

evidence to the Strategic Directions proposal16.  

6.2 Certainty on infrastructure investment is provided in the Replacement Plan at 

a broad level through zoning which aligns growth management decisions for 

land use with those for infrastructure and vice versa. However, the role of 

ITAs is also essential in ensuring that land use proposals of a significant 

scale can be considered in an integrated manner as I outline below. 

                                                
14

 See Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence for the Crown (Strategic Roading Infrastructure) 24 November 
2014, para 5.6. 
15

 para 4.12. 
16

 See Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence for the Crown (Strategic Roading Infrastructure) 24 November 
2014, section 9. 
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7. THE ROLE OF INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS 

7.1 The management of effects from HTG activities is a key element of 

ensuring that planning and funding improvements to the transport network 

are undertaken in an appropriate manner. As the transport system is an 

interconnected and integrated system, the introduction of HTG activities in 

one localised part of the network may undermine the benefits sought 

through planned infrastructure upgrades elsewhere. Without appropriate 

management through plan provisions, there is no certainty as to how these 

effects will be managed and how the appropriate mitigation measures will 

be identified and implemented.  

7.2 The role of the HTG rule and the use of ITAs therefore assists the Transport 

Agency and the Council in ensuring that those developments that can have 

wider effects on the transport network can be properly integrated into the 

network so that funding can be directed with an additional degree of 

certainty. In particular, by requiring HTG activities that exceed the threshold 

for a full ITA, and are “out of zone”, to assess consistency with the transport 

planning framework, the Transport Proposal requires these significant land 

developments to properly consider existing and planned transport 

infrastructure capacity, which is essential for the proper management of the 

network. The Crown has therefore supported the use of the HTG rule and 

ITAs.   

7.3 A rule framework which provides for the assessment of HTG activities (and 

the identification of any mitigation measures which fall out of that process) 

will allow the Transport Agency and the Council to have confidence that their 

investment of public funds is being allocated to provide infrastructure in the 

right place at the right time. Moreover, any mitigation measures for the 

particular HTG development will be properly considered and funded (either 

wholly or in part by the developer, Council or the Transport Agency as a part 

of a planned approach to network upgrades).  

7.4 The refinements to this suite of plan provisions (7.2.3.10 and 7.3.19) have 

been explored through expert conferencing and mediation and refined to 

provide greater clarity and certainty as sought by the Crown and other 

parties. Following discussions at mediation, further amendments to the 

detailed plan provisions are required to improve clarity and to ensure that 

there is not undue reliance on the resource consent process. These 

amendments are set out in the evidence of Ms McLeod. 
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8. JOURNEY TIME RELIABILITY AND FREIGHT MOVEMENT 

8.1 Localised congestion resulting from HTG activities which have not been 

properly assessed (and mitigation applied where needed) can have a much 

wider economic cost for users of the transport network, particularly where this 

affects the journey time reliability for freight movement. 

8.2 In my evidence on the Strategic Directions Proposal I described the role of 

strategic roading infrastructure in supporting recovery and future economic 

prosperity.17 The operation of the State highway network in particular plays 

an essential role in supporting economic activity, particularly in relation to 

freight movement.  

8.3 Christchurch is the main freight distribution hub for the South Island; Lyttelton 

Port handles 50% of the South Island’s container cargo; and Christchurch 

Airport is the South Island’s only long distance international airport. The 

ability for the transport network in Christchurch to operate safely and 

efficiently is therefore of local, regional and national significance. Accordingly, 

high levels of congestion arising from HTG activities, which undermine the 

safety and efficiency of the transport network in Christchurch (particularly, the 

strategic transport network), can be considered to be not only of local 

significance but also of regional and national significance. I have discussed 

this matter in more detail in section 7 of my evidence on Strategic Directions. 

8.4 As detailed further in Ms McLeod’s evidence, the Transport Agency has 

sought amendments to Objective 7.1.1 and the supporting Policies to 

strengthen the recognition of the strategic transport network and its critical 

role (particularly in supporting the movement of freight) and improve 

references to the roading classification system to better reflect the function 

of a particular road within the network. The relief sought by the Transport 

Agency in this respect has generally been achieved in the Revised 

Proposal, as explained by Ms McLeod. 

                                                
17

 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence for the Crown (Strategic Roading Infrastructure) 24 November 2014, 
Sections 7 and 8. 
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9. STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS  

9.1 The hearing panel’s Decision 1 (Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes) identified the following matters (amongst others) as Strategic 

Objectives for the Replacement Plan: 

(a) Objective 3.3.7 Urban growth, form and design; and 

(b) Objective 3.3.12 Infrastructure.  

9.2 I also note that Objective 3.3.2 reflects the Statement of Expectations and 

seeks clarity of language and efficiency in the Replacement Plan; in 

particular, by minimising transaction costs and reliance on the resource 

consent process and using clear and concise language. 

9.3 These Strategic Objectives provide direction that the detailed provisions 

within the Transport Proposal achieve appropriate integration of land use and 

transport infrastructure in a manner which ensures that the transport network 

can continue to support recovery and future economic growth, while also 

requiring that the provisions are clear and concise and reduce reliance on the 

resource consent process. I note that the Council has revised the Proposal in 

accordance with these directions. In my view, the revisions have gone a 

considerable way in achieving that direction. In particular, greater clarity and 

direction has been provided by: 

 simplifying the number of assessment matters by removing (a)

unnecessary matters;  

 providing clarity as to the assessment matters for small and larger (b)

scale developments; and 

 providing clarity as to the assessment matters for developments which (c)

would otherwise be permitted in the zone and “out of zone” 

developments. 

9.4 However, further amendments have been identified to provide additional 

clarity, particularly in the HTG policy (Policy 2). Ms McLeod addresses 

these further amendments in her evidence. 

9.5 While I acknowledge the direction in Objective 3.3.2 to reduce transaction 

costs and reduce reliance on the resource consent process, I consider that 

the Replacement Plan still needs to adequately provide for the safety and 

efficiency of the transport network. If these outcomes are not protected 
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through the HTG rules, the efficient operation of the transport network will be 

jeopardised and this will hinder economic activity and recovery, or require 

additional public expenditure to resolve, diverting public funds from 

elsewhere.  

9.6 I consider that the Revised Proposal, together with the amendments 

promoted by Ms McLeod in her evidence, generally achieves an appropriate 

balance between these considerations. As noted above, it has not been 

possible to review the ‘submitter’s version’ of the provisions, which was 

appended to the mediation statement dated 9 June 2015. I will consider 

whether any further amendments to the provisions are necessary, in light of 

the ‘submitter’s version’ in my rebuttal evidence. 

10. SUBMISSION POINTS THAT THE CROWN HAS WITHDRAWN 

Road classification maps 

10.1 The Crown submission also sought revisions to the road classification maps 

to show: 

 the One Network Road Classification (“ONRC”); and (a)

 primary freight and public transport routes. (b)

10.2 The submission in relation to the ONRC has been formally withdrawn, as that 

process is not yet finalised.18 

10.3 In relation to the second part of this submission, I accept Mr Falconer’s 

evidence that there is a risk in showing key freight and public transport routes 

in the Replacement Plan as these are subject to change during the life of the 

Replacement Plan and may quickly become out of date.19 Therefore, the 

Transport Agency has decided not to pursue this submission point. 

Lyttelton Port Company Limited’s submission 

10.4 Lyttelton Port Company Limited sought amendments to Rules 7.2.3.1 and 

7.2.3.6 to exclude the Special Purpose (Port) Zone from the parking rules. 

The Transport Agency opposed this submission.20 

                                                
18

 Memorandum of counsel for the Crown withdrawing submission points, 21 May 2015, para 2(a). 
19

 David Falconer, Statement of evidence on behalf of the Christchurch City Council (Transport Planning), 26 May 
2015, para 19.6. 
20

 See page 10 of the Crown’s further submission. 
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10.5 Since then, the draft Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan ("LPRP") has been 

notified. The LPRP includes proposed amendments to the Replacement 

Plan which would exclude the Special Purpose (Lyttelton Port) Zone from 

the rules in the Transport Proposal as a whole. The Transport Agency has 

submitted on the LPRP and accepted that the Special Purpose (Port) Zone 

be excluded from Transport Proposal. Therefore, the Transport Agency is 

no longer pursuing this submission point.  

Canterbury Aggregates Producers’ Group’s (CAPG) submission 

10.6 CAPG sought a new policy to reflect the importance of mineral extraction 

routes. As a result of the amendments to the Objective and Policies in the 

Revised Proposal, which emphasise the economic role of the transport 

network, and the assessment matters for ITAs including reference to 

consideration of the road classification of the frontage road (Assessment 

Matter 1) and heavy vehicle movements (Assessment Matter 4), the 

Transport Agency considers that the Revised Proposal now addresses in 

substance, this aspect of the CAPG submission.    

 

Jonathan Paul Richards 

10 June 2015 


