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INTRODUCTION 

1. As explained below, none of the evidence adduced over the course of the 

hearing has caused the Crown to substantially reconsider the relief sought.  

2. The Crown continues to seek that the hearings panel affirm the changes to 

the Transport Proposal as attached to Mr Falconer's rebuttal evidence as 

Attachment A ("Further Revised Proposal") with the additional changes set 

out in: 

(a) the 26 June 2015 joint memorandum ("joint memorandum");1 

(b) Attachment AJM3 to Ms McLeod’s rebuttal statement of evidence 

(namely a controlled activity rule for particular high Trip generator 

("HTG") activities, and consequential amendment to Rule 7.2.3.10)); 

and 

(c) paragraph 32 below, namely a change to 7.3.19, assessment matter 3. 

3. The Crown has divided its case between those submissions pursued by the 

New Zealand Transport Agency ("Transport Agency") and those 

submissions pursued by the remainder of Crown submitters.  As with the 

opening submissions, this submission is structured under two parts to reflect 

this division, with references to the "Crown" in part A to be read as Crown 

submitters excluding the Transport Agency. 

4. The Crown will be filing a separate memorandum with the hearings panel 

regarding the Northern Arterial. 

PART A: CROWN (EXCLUDING THE NEW ZEALAND TRANSPORT AGENCY) 

SUBMISSION 

5. All of the relief that the Crown seeks is agreed with the Christchurch City 

Council ("Council"), being those amendments to the Transport Proposal in 

the Further Revised Proposal.  The additional amendments to the Transport 

Proposal, as appended to the joint memorandum, do not affect the Crown's 

submission points. 

6. None of the Crown's witnesses were cross examined. 

                                                
1
 See Joint Memorandum of Counsel for Christchurch City Council and listed submitters recording further areas of 

agreement between expert witnesses on the Transport (Part) Proposal, 26 June 2015.   
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7. Of those submitters who presented evidence to the panel, only Generation 

Zero2 disagreed with the relief the Crown seeks.  Generation Zero sought, 

with regard to cycle parking facilities: 

(a) schools (primary and secondary) to be required to provide covered 

cycle parking for students;3 

(b) lockers to be required;4 and 

(c) an increase to the number of showers required.5 

8. In its statement dated 10 June 2015 Generation Zero presented survey 

results which, in the Crown's submission, should be given very little weight (if 

any).  Notwithstanding the fact that the survey sought to "gauge real world 

opinion of Cantabrians on which facilities would encourage them to use 

active and public transport"6 the survey only "targeted people who were 

already interested in cycling."7  In response to questions from the panel, 

Ms Dumont (for Generation Zero) confirmed that there was no way of 

ascertaining whether the survey participants were from Christchurch. 

9. Under cross examination Ms Dumont conceded that the survey did not ask 

about cycle parking at schools and that Generation Zero did not assess the 

costs of any of its proposed options.8 

10. As conceded by Ms Dumont under cross examination, the end of trip cycle 

parking provisions proposed by Generation Zero: 

(a) increase the level of prescription (compared to the relevant provisions 

currently agreed between the Crown and Council); 

(b) impose a greater number of controls on developments; and  

(c) reduce the ability of a developer or school to choose what is 

appropriate.9  

                                                
2
 More specifically, submitter number 1149: Generation Zero and others. 

3
 Generation Zero seek that clause 2(c) of Appendix 7.2 be reinstated, instead of the amended wording in new 

clause 2(c). 
4
 Specifically, that Table 7.6 be amended so that there is 1 locker per every staff/student cycle park provided, 

rather than the Further Revised Proposal, which deletes the requirements for lockers. 
5
 Specifically, that Table 7.6 be amended so that (where there are minimum unisex toilet requirements) there is 1 

shower per unisex toilet or 1 shower per every 5 cycle parks provided, whichever is a larger number of showers or 
(where there are no minimum unisex toilet requirements) there is 1 shower per every 5 cycle parks provided.  This 

is in contrast to the Further Revised Proposal, which requires (where there are between 11 and 100 cycle parks 
required) 1 shower for every 10 staff  or (where there are more than 100 cycle parks required) there are 10 
showers for the first 100 staff cycle parks required plus 2 showers for each additional 50 staff cycle parks required. 
6
 Generation Zero primary statement of evidence dated 10 June 2015, p 16. 

7
 Generation Zero primary statement of evidence dated 10 June 2015, p 12. 

8
 Ms Dumont under cross examination by Mrs White on 1 July 2015. 

9
 Ibid. 
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11. The Generation Zero proposals therefore conflict with Strategic Direction 

objective 3.3.2(a) and clause (a) of the Statement of Expectations.10 

12. Rather the Crown agrees with reasons given, and analysis by, Ms Ward (the 

Council's expert Traffic Engineer) supporting the current proposed provisions 

for end of trip cycle facilities.11  Ms Ward's evidence supporting the Crown's 

submission was supported on a planning basis by Mr Falconer.12  As set out 

in the evidence of Ms Barker, the Crown considers that the Further Revised 

Proposal strikes the right balance between encouraging modal choice and 

reducing prescriptiveness and cost.13  It is submitted that the uncontested 

expert evidence heard by the hearings panel supports the position agreed 

between the Council and the Crown on end of trip cycle parking facilities. 

PART B: THE NEW ZEALAND TRANSPORT AGENCY SUBMISSION 

13. The Transport Agency’s functions relevant to the Transport Proposal, and 

its submission points on the Proposal were set out in the opening 

submissions for the Crown.14  

14. Most of the amendments sought by the Transport Agency have been 

agreed with the Council and those submitters who have called expert 

evidence. 

15. After hearing evidence and submissions for submitters who appeared at the 

hearing, it appears very few matters remain outstanding (in relation to the 

Transport Agency's submission points). 

Controlled activity status 

16. The Transport Agency and many submitters preferred controlled activity 

status for 'in zone' HTG activities which require a basic ITA and do not 

directly access a State highway or cross a railway line.  The Council’s 

witnesses preferred restricted discretionary activity status. 

17. Mr Winchester asked Ms McLeod whether, given the "one network" 

approach, she would support restricted discretionary activity status being 

extended to major local roads.  Ms McLeod agreed that major arterial roads 
                                                
10

 Independent Hearings Panel, Christchurch Replacement District Plan, Decision 1 dated 26 February 2015, 
objective 3.3.2(a); Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, Schedule 4, 
clause (a).  
11

  Ms Ward's rebuttal evidence, dated 26 May 2015, paragraphs 3.6, 3.7 and 5.1 (with regard to covered and 
secure cycle parks at schools; paragraphs 5.2-5.4 (with regard to shower requirements). Ms Ward's primary 
evidence, dated 26 May 2015, paragraph 10.4 sets out the reasons for deleting the locker requirement. 
12

 Paragraph 21.4 of Mr Falconer's rebuttal evidence dated 17 June 2015. 
13

 See further Ms Barker's primary evidence dated 10 June 2015 and the reasons in support of each proposal at 
Appendix VAB3.  
14

 Opening submissions for the Crown on the Transport Proposal, 29 June 2015, paragraphs 22 to 26. 
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would be strategic infrastructure, and it would be relevant to look at the 

definition of "strategic transport network" if extending restricted 

discretionary activity status beyond State highways.15 

18. In response to a question from Mr Illingsworth, Ms McLeod confirmed that 

she did not consider it appropriate to extend controlled activity status to 

activities accessing a State highway.16 

19. It is submitted that the weight of the evidence supports controlled activity 

status for ‘in zone’ HTG activities requiring a basic ITA and not directly 

accessing a State highway or crossing a railway line.  The appendix to 

Ms McLeod’s rebuttal evidence suggested wording for a controlled activity 

rule and matters of control.17  She has also offered to work with the Council 

to refine this wording, if this would assist the panel.18 

Parking 

Policy 2(g) 

20. Ms McLeod’s evidence supported retention of clause (g) in Policy 2.19   

21. Witnesses for some of the submitters supported deletion of the words 

"under-supply".  They suggested there are few effects associated with an 

over-supply of parking, and so the policy should not discourage an over-

supply of parking.20  Mr Clark’s evidence was that an over-supply of parking 

could have effects on urban design and pedestrians.21 

22. The Agency supports the wording of clause (g) set out in the 26 June 2015 

memorandum.22  This wording does not favour either an under-supply or 

over-supply of parking, but instead supports a policy which seeks to get 

parking right.  The wording of clause (g) also supports the Transport 

Agency’s preferred HTG rule. 

                                                
15

 Transcript, 30 June 2015, page 141, lines 31 to 46. 
16

 Transcript, 30 June 2015, page 147, lines 23 to 34. 
17

 Statement of rebuttal evidence of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of the Crown, 17 June 2015, Attachment 

AJM3. 
18

 Transcript, 30 June 2015, page 139, lines 30 to 32. 
19

 Statement of rebuttal evidence of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of the Crown, 17 June 2015, paragraph 4.18.  
20

 See for example, Transcript, 30 June 2015, page 156, lines 34 to 35. 
21

 Transcript, 30 June 2015, page 133, lines 36 to 44. 
22

 Joint memorandum of counsel for Christchurch City Council and listed submitters recording further areas of 

agreement between expert witnesses on the transport (part) proposal, 26 June 2015. 
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Consideration of parking as part of the HTG rule 

23. Ms McLeod’s evidence was that she supported the assessment of parking 

for HTG activities as part of the ITA.23  She was not challenged on this point 

through cross-examination.   

24. Neither Mr Clark nor Ms McLeod thought inclusion of parking within the 

HTG activity assessment matters should be used by the Council as a tool to 

drive an under-supply of parking.24 

25. When questioned by Dr Mitchell on this matter, Ms McLeod stated that she 

considered the requirement for ITAs responded to the RPS direction 

regarding ITAs.  She referred to the relatively unique activities which would 

trigger the requirement for an ITA, thereby enabling consideration of their 

effects in a site-specific, environment-specific way.  Ms McLeod confirmed 

her understanding that rule 7.2.3.10 is intended to allow a comprehensive 

assessment of the activity and transport network.25 

26. The Crown submits that McLeod’s evidence on this issue should be 

preferred. 

Planned versus committed (policy 2(i) and assessment matter 7) 

27. The Transport Agency prefers the use of the word “planned" in Policy 2(i) 

and Assessment Matter 7.  Ms McLeod’s evidence is that use of the word 

"planned" gives effect to Policy 6.3.5 of the CRPS,26 and that “committed” is 

uncertain.27 

28. Mr Phillips accepted when questioned, that it was important to consider the 

effects of a proposed activity on the future transport environment, giving the 

changing nature of Christchurch.28 

29. Ms McLeod’s evidence suggests alternative wording for assessment matter 

8, should the hearings panel wish to provide more certainty in this respect.29 

30. It is submitted that the hearings panel should prefer the word “planned” for 

the reasons explained by Ms McLeod. 

                                                
23

 Statement of rebuttal evidence of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of the Crown, 17 June 2015, paragraph 5.3.  
24

 Transcript, 30 June 2015, page 133, lines 15 to 30; page 145, line 23 to page 146, line 30. 
25

 Transcript, 30 June 2015, page 145 line 15 to page 146 line 30. 
26

 Statement of rebuttal evidence of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of the Crown, 17 June 2015, paragraph 8.12.  
27

 Transcript, 30 June 2015, page 144, lines 12 to 42. 
28

 Counsel’s notes, 1 July 2015. 
29

 Statement of rebuttal evidence of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of the Crown, 17 June 2015, Attachment 

AJM3. 
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Carrots and sticks - assessment matter 3 

31. During the hearing, many witnesses were asked about the balance within 

assessment matter 3 for the HTG rule.  Ms McLeod was asked about this 

provision by Dr Mitchell, and in response suggested that the matter could 

be amended to better reflect the RPS if it referred to "reduced dependency" 

rather than "reducing the need".30 

32. Ms McLeod has reflected on this issue, and suggests the following wording 

for assessment matter 3, which the Transport Agency supports (using the 

26 June 2015 memorandum text as a basis): 

3.  Design and Layout: Whether the design and layout of the 

proposed activity reduces dependency on the need to travel by 

private motor vehicles and encourages public and active transport 

use, including providing safe, attractive and convenient facilities and 

access through and to the site from the surrounding areas for public 

and active transport users. 

33. In summary, the Crown seeks the amendments to the Transport Proposal set 

out in paragraph 2 above.  
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30

 Transcript, 30 June 2015, page 146, lines 37 to 46. 


