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Statement of Evidence of Andrew Metherell, BE(Hons) MIPENZ CPEng IntPE(NZ) 

Qualifications and Experience 

1. My full name is Andrew Alan Metherell.  I am a Chartered Professional Engineer, a Member 

of the Institute of Professional Engineers of New Zealand, and am included on the 

International Professional Engineers Register.  I hold a Bachelor of Engineering (Civil) with 

Honours degree from the University of Canterbury.   

2. For the period of the last seventeen years I have practised as a traffic engineering and 

transportation planning consultant based in Christchurch, and primarily working on projects 

throughout the South Island.  I currently hold the position of Senior Associate at Traffic 

Design Group Limited (“TDG”).  In this role I am responsible for providing traffic engineering 

advice, assessment and design for a wide range of activities.   

3. Throughout my career I have prepared and reviewed transportation assessments of 

proposed developments across a broad range of activity types where resource consents or 

Plan Changes have been required.  My transportation engineering and transportation 

planning inputs to projects regularly include the full range of development stages.  My skills 

extend from high level strategic transport planning and modelling through to detailed 

traffic engineering design for construction.    

4. A majority of the development projects I have worked on have been in Christchurch and 

required assessment against the Operative Christchurch City Plan.  I am also regularly 

involved in considering the implications of policy statements, transport strategies, and 

design standards applicable to the Christchurch environment.  Combined with my 

involvement with a range a wider area transportation studies and transport projects I have 

become very familiar with the planning and operation of the transport network and 

development patterns in Christchurch.   

5. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court 

Consolidated Practice Note (2014).  I agree to comply with this Code of Conduct.  This 

evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state I am relying on what I have 

been told by another person.  I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me 

that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 
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Scope of Evidence 

6. In this matter, I have been asked by Progressive Enterprises Ltd, Bunnings Ltd, Kiwi Property 

Group Limited and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited to present expert transportation 

evidence in relation to their submissions on the Transport Chapter of the proposed 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (“proposed Plan”).   

7. I was engaged to provide advice on this matter after the submission period closed, but 

before expert conferencing.  I have attended all of the transportation expert conferencing 

sessions for the Transport Chapter, and am a signatory to each of the Joint Witness 

Statements that were produced.  I also attended the mediation sessions for the High Trip 

Generator (“HTG”) Rule and Car Parking.  I assisted in the preparation of the submitters' 

version
1
 of the HTG rule and policies that were prepared following mediation.   

8. I am familiar with the revised Transport Chapter proposal 14 May 2015, and have read the 

Transport chapter statements of evidence produced by the Council experts.  In preparing 

my evidence I have primarily given consideration to the evidence of Mr Paul Roberts
2
, who 

addresses the parking and high trip generator matters. 

9. My brief of evidence is focused on the following matters where agreement between 

experts was not reached during conferencing, and in which agreement was not reached 

between the submitters and Council following mediation: 

(i) 7.1.1.2 Policy 2: High Trip Generating Activities, and Rule 7.2.3.10 High Trip 

Generators.  I specifically address whether different transport outcomes in Key 

Activity Centres should be recognised in the proposed Plan. 

(ii) 7.3.19 High Trip Generators Assessment Matters.  I address the scope of assessment 

of transport network effects for activities that are listed as permitted in the Zone’s 

Activity Status Table (“in-zone”). 

10. In the interests of reducing repetition, I only briefly address other parking and high trip 

generator matters which are covered in more detail by other transportation experts
3
 for 

various submitters.  As there is a large degree of agreement between experts for other 

submitters on these matters, each expert has focussed on a particular area and I state 

where I support their evidence.   

                                                           
1
 Attachment B of the Transport Chapter Mediation Report by Mr Mills, dated 9 June 2015 

2
 Transport Chapter Evidence of Paul Roberts (26 May 2015) 

3
 Transport Chapter Evidence of Nicholas Fuller (10 June 2015), Melanie Muirson (10 June 2015), Anne-Marie Head (10 June 2015) 
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Executive Summary 

11. The Council has significantly revised the transport chapter provisions following submissions 

and expert conferencing, and further amendments are proposed by their experts.  

Generally, this has simplified the rules in the Transport Chapter.  However, it is my opinion 

that further amendments are required to the Minimum Parking and High Trip Generator 

provisions of the proposed Plan.  This is to provide further clarity for assessment of 

transportation effects, and at a level consistent with the transport issues to be addressed.   

12. With respect to car parking provision, I consider that Rule 7.2.3.1.a.ii should be deleted, as 

outlined in the submitters proposed version of the rule.  I consider the use of minimum 

parking requirements for high trip generators outside of the Central City is appropriate, and 

parking provision for high trip generators should not be assessed under the High Trip 

Generator Rule.  I have read the evidence of Mr Nick Fuller on this matter and agree with 

his evidence.  

13. I support the use of a High Trip Generator Rule being used to assess transport effects of 

development to ensure they are appropriately integrated with the transport network, 

particularly in relation to site access and in some cases the transport network in the 

immediate vicinity of the site.  I consider a wide area effects assessment does not need to 

be undertaken for in-zone development as part of a resource consent subject to the HTG 

rule. 

14. It is my opinion that the High Trip Generator Policy 2 (7.1.1.2) requires further modification 

to remove parking related policy which is already included in Policy 4 (7.1.1.4), provide 

clearer direction around assessment of in-zone activities, and to acknowledge the different 

transport environment associated with Key Activity Centre’s (“KAC”) and transport hubs 

which form part of the strategic transport infrastructure.  I address aspects of this in my 

evidence, and also agree with the evidence of Ms Anne-Marie Head with respect to 

recognising transport hubs.  I otherwise rely on the planning evidence
4
 of Mr Dean Chrystal 

and Mr Jeremy Phillips with regard to the Policy provisions. 

15. The High Trip Generator rule (7.2.3.10) has been subject to extensive expert conferencing 

and mediation sessions, resulting in the Council proposing a more simplified rule.  I consider 

further modifications are required to: 

                                                           
4
 Transport Chapter Evidence of Dean Chrystal (10 June 2015), and Jeremy Phillips (10 June 2015), 
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(i) Adjust the thresholds for basic and full assessment, to align with the experts agreed 

position reached after conferencing.  I support the evidence of Ms Melanie Muirson 

on this matter; 

(ii) Limit the parking assessment requirements (as already discussed in paragraph 12), to 

assessment of activities that do not comply with the table of minimum parking 

requirements; 

(iii) Clearly define that wide area assessment of transport network effects will be limited 

to out-of-zone developments; 

(iv) Restructure the HTG rule to reflect the experts agreed statement with respect to use 

of Controlled Activity Status between the lower and upper HTG thresholds.  I rely on 

the evidence of Mr Chrystal on how this matter is incorporated into the submitters’ 

version of the rule. 

16. I was involved in the preparation of, and support the submitters’ version of the HTG policy 

and HTG rule.  I also consider the changes proposed by the submitters’ version better 

reflect the agreed position of the majority of experts during transport expert conferencing.   

17. Lastly I note that I supported the minimum car parking rate adjustment for Trade Suppliers 

as agreed during mediation between Bunnings Ltd and Council.  The balance between 

visitor and staff car parking should be modified to 1.75 spaces per 100m
2
 GLFA and 0.25 

spaces per 100m
2
 GLFA respectively. 

High Trip Generator Policy 

18. Through mediation, all parties agreed that the HTG policy should be amended to include 

reference to whether an activity is anticipated by the zone.   

19. I consider the HTG policy should go further in recognising the different transport 

environment around KAC’s.  The need to recognise KAC’s through the HTG rule was agreed 

by the experts during conferencing.  Mr Roberts had suggested some limited recognition of 

this issue as a proposed note to Assessment Matter 6 (of the Council version).  However I 

consider there will be difficulties in justifying a different approach to assessment of adverse 

effects around KAC’s if it is not explicitly outlined in the policy.     
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20. For this reason, I support the addition of a centres related policy provision as included in 

the submitters’ revised rule.  I consider it will provide the basis to allow the centres to be 

developed and intensified as anticipated by the Regional Policy Statement and zone 

provisions without being overly restricted by the HTG rule.  It would also require the 

Council to adopt a consistent approach to assessing transport network effects around 

centres.   

21. In many of the defined KAC locations, there can be limited options to address transport 

issues at a local level to accommodate the increased travel demands at a high (or at least 

equivalent to existing) level of service.  Strategic transport responses will be required to 

manage the growth in transport demands on the transport network around the centres.   

22. All of the KAC either straddle arterial roads, or are immediately adjacent to them.  In my 

experience there can be a conflict between a desire to prioritise arterial through traffic, and 

the need to provide for efficient and safe access to centres.  I consider a key role of an 

arterial passing a KAC is to provide a connection for people to get to that centre.  Without 

specific policy around HTG activities in KAC’s, the Council transport network policy could be 

interpreted as requiring the functioning of arterial roads past KAC’s to not be impacted by 

in-centre development.  I consider that would result in overall poor transport network 

outcomes, and detracts from the centres based approach adopted by the proposed Plan.   

23. As an example, many of the KAC require an intensification of controlled access (such as 

traffic signals) on arterial roads to allow development travel demands to be appropriately 

connected to the transport network.  The proposed policy recognition that effects on the 

transport network cannot always be avoided will support the ability to provide suitable 

connections. 

24. If specific recognition of the centres is not included in the policy, then there is the potential 

for growth in the defined centres to be limited through implementation of the HTG rule.  

Because effects cannot always be avoided there is the potential to be inconsistent with the 

transportation outcomes sought in other objectives and policies in the proposed Plan.  As 

the KAC locations are proposed to accommodate growth, I consider the focus for HTG 

activities has to be on managing rather than avoiding adverse effects.  This would provide 

an appropriate balance between the managing of effects and giving effect to the wider 

purpose of KAC’s.   
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25. One of the Environment Court decisions
5
 on Christchurch City Plan Variation 86 recognised 

that the increased transport demands around major retail centres will result in a situation 

where it is not possible to provide mitigation that avoids all adverse effects on transport 

infrastructure.  Rather, it was recognised that mitigation can only reduce adverse effects of 

development in the centres.  The wording proposed in the additional policy provision is 

reflective of that judgement. 

High Trip Generator Rule Assessment Matters 

Overview of Changes 

26. The experts agreed during conferencing that the notified version of the HTG rule should 

have a reduction in the number of assessment matters (outlined in 7.3.19), be more 

focused on the issue of potential transport network effects from landuse activity, and take 

account of the zone and scale of activity anticipated in the zone.  

27. It was also agreed by the experts that the HTG assessment matters would provide the 

framework to highlight the key matters to be covered in the Basic Transport Assessments or 

Full Integrated Transport Assessments, based on location and scale of activity.  Separate ITA 

guidelines are available to assist the reporting framework, and did not need to be included 

as a specific provision in the proposed Plan.  This provides Applicants and the Council more 

flexibility to tailor assessments to the particular issues and effects management relevant to 

a site. 

28. The Council’s revised version of the rule largely focused these assessment matters as 

suggested by the experts, and provided a framework to take account of the zone and scale 

of activity that is more appropriate for the resource consent process.  There was broad 

agreement between the experts on the general format and assessment matters proposed 

by the Council revision, subject to refinement of wording.  Following mediation, other 

wording modifications were agreed and these are incorporated in the submitter version.  I 

have commented further on the remaining matters of disagreement between transport 

experts: 

(i) whether parking requirements for high traffic generators should be addressed under 

the HTG rule, rather than the minimum parking numbers rule;  

                                                           
5
 Christchurch City Council v PD Sloan and Emma Jane Limited and Daubney Trust C03/2008 
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(ii) the scope of the assessment of transport network effects beyond the immediate site 

access point. 

Parking Assessment 

29. Mr Fuller has outlined in his evidence why he considers it inappropriate to use the HTG rule 

as the primary rule for determining parking requirements.  I agree with his evidence and 

support the submitters' revised rule that minimum parking requirements are addressed in 

the separate rule on minimum parking provisions.  The retention of a parking assessment 

matter in the rule allows the transport network effects of an on-site parking standard non-

compliance to be considered. 

Scope for Assessing Transport Network Effects 

30. In my experience of the operative HTG rule, mitigation measures on the transport network 

associated with development of sites requiring resource consent have almost always been 

related to the immediate access and frontage to the road network.    

31. It is usually only very large developments that could generate transport effects of a level 

that require contribution to improvements to the adjacent road network beyond the site 

access.  Works on the wider network would be particularly unusual, and would typically be 

determined during consideration of specific District Plan zone provisions associated with 

greenfield development, or during large scale subdivision.   

32. It is my opinion that Assessment Matter 6 in the Council version of the HTG rule is too 

broad for assessing effects of in-zone development activities on the transport network.  It 

would result in additional detailed transportation assessment which should be carried out 

at a more strategic Council led level rather than through individual resource consent 

applications for in-zone activities.  It could also stifle in-zone development if Council 

attempted to limit site development until it is fully co-ordinated with wide area transport 

projects (committed or speculative).   

33. The Council version of Assessment Matter 6 will rely on the scope of assessment being 

defined through pre-application meetings with the Council.  I consider that at an 

implementation level, reliance on pre-application meetings to address this important 

matter is fraught with difficulties, and will tend to lead to an overly conservative approach 
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with unnecessary time delay.  Mr Phillips has explained some of these difficulties in his 

evidence, and I consider greater certainty is required within the rule framework.  

34. By zoning land for a particular activity, I consider wide area effects on in-zone activities 

should have been considered at a strategic level and would be anticipated if zoning is 

provided in the proposed Plan.  It would be unreasonable for an individual in-zone 

development to either be held responsible for making changes to the wider transport 

network, or to be declined due to issues with the wider transport network when their 

application is anticipated in that zone.  I consider the inter-relationship between such in-

zone developments and the wider transport network need to be addressed at a higher 

strategic level.    

35. Mr Roberts in his evidence
6
 has highlighted how it is difficult for Council to assess the 

impacts of development options for zoned areas at this time.  However the Council 

monitors traffic volumes on the transport network, and regularly updates its traffic 

forecasting based on updated knowledge of landuse patterns.  They also regularly update 

and modify transport programmes.  This is typically informed by network transportation 

models and provides opportunities for Council to adjust its responses to transport network 

demands over time and in a strategic and holistic manner.  Instead of using the HTG rule, I 

consider the Council has other mechanisms such as development contributions and rates to 

provide a more equitable method of contribution to wide area transport issues associated 

with in-zone development.   

36. Similarly, as Mr Roberts highlights at para 7.7 and 7.8 (page 29), available modelling 

approaches within Christchurch (CTM and CAST) use generalised assumptions and make it 

very difficult for the impact of an individual development to be tested.  In my experience 

bespoke models (such as a network micro-simulation model) or project models (using CTM 

or CAST) are often required to deal with the finer grain of detail associated with resource 

consents, and add significant complexity to an Application, particularly when they have to 

take account of wide area transport matters for which their proposal only has a small 

influence. 

  

                                                           
6
 Paul Roberts Para 7.6-7.13 (Pages 28-31), and para 7.4(b) (Page 34) 
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Assessing Transport Network Effects – Submitter Version 

37. The submitter version of the rule proposes to provide additional guidance on the scope of 

assessment issues by splitting the transport network effects assessment matter for high trip 

generators requiring a full ITA (Assessment Matter 6) into two.  I consider the revised rule 

proposed by submitters would provide a more clearly defined hierarchy for assessing 

transport network effects beyond the site boundary.   

38. Assessment Matter 1 (Effects from Access and Manoeuvring) will address how the site 

connects to the transport network immediately fronting the site for all high trip generators.  

I would anticipate this provides scope to assess and manage matters such as the use, 

location, number and size of access in an integrated manner taking into consideration the 

transport environment next to the site.  It could also include assessment of access 

performance to understand possible delay and queuing issues at the access, which may 

influence site layout.   

39. The submitter version includes Assessment Matter 6 (Trip generation effects on the road 

network in the immediate vicinity of the site access points) which will allow consideration 

of how adjoining streets are affected when a full ITA is triggered.  This provides scope to 

assess high generating developments requiring full ITA’s on matters such as the 

performance of an intersection next to the access point; and whether transport 

infrastructure such as pedestrian facilities, bus stops and on-street parking are affected or 

require modification as a result of development.  I understand that the HTG policy would 

guide the extent of mitigation of potential effects, taking into consideration the location 

context (for example if the activity is in-zone, a KAC, or a transport hub). 

40. The submitter version of Assessment Matter 7 (Cumulative Network Trip Generation effects 

on the wider network) will allow out-of-zone high generating development requiring a full 

ITA to be assessed within the wider transport network.  It could include consideration of 

capacity of the transport network in a wider context, taking account of cumulative effects 

with other activities, and committed transport infrastructure changes.  The assessment may 

also consider whether the type of trips generated are appropriate for the area.  For 

activities that are in-zone, it is proposed by the submitters that Assessment Matter 7 would 

not apply for the reasons I have previously outlined.   

41. I accept that there will still be different interpretations as to how far Assessment Matters 6 

and 7 should extend.  However, by adding Assessment Matter 7 as has been included in the 
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submitter version there will be a much clearer distinction than currently proposed by the 

Council.  This also allows wide area transport network effects assessment for in-zone 

developments to be explicitly excluded. 

 

 

 

Andrew Metherell 

TDG 

10 June 2015 

 

 


