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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ANN-MARIE HEAD 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Ann-Marie Head.  

2 I am a Chartered Professional Engineer (CPEng) and registered 

under the Chartered Professional Engineers Act 2002.  This 

qualification means I have been reviewed by the registration 

authority and deemed competent to practice in my area of 

expertise.  I am a member of the Institution of Professional 

Engineers New Zealand (MIPENZ). 

3 I hold the technical qualification of Bachelor of Engineering with 

Honours in Civil Engineering from the University of Canterbury.  For 

the past 14 years, I have worked exclusively in the traffic and 

transportation field as a consulting engineer.  I have developed 

specialist skills in integrated transport assessments, transport 

strategy and policy, and the planning, assessment and design of 

transport networks. 

4 I hold the position of Associate within Abley Transportation 

Consultants Limited.  The firm undertakes specialist transportation 

related commissions for local, regional and central government as 

well as private sector organisations, individuals and community 

groups. 

5 I have been engaged by the Christchurch International Airport 

Limited (CIAL) and Lyttelton Port Company Limited (LPC) to provide 

transportation planning evidence in relation to the Transport 

Chapter of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP).   

6 I am familiar with the transportation issues affecting the 

Christchurch International Airport (the Airport) and the Lyttelton 

Port of Christchurch (the Port).  I am also familiar with the Revised 

Transport chapter proposal in the pRDP dated 14 May 2015 and 

have read the evidence of the Council’s witnesses.  

7 Although this is not an Environment Court hearing (or a hearing 

being conducted under the Resource Management Act 1991), I note 

that in preparing my evidence I have reviewed the code of conduct 

for expert witnesses contained in part 7 of the Environment Court 

Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with it in preparing my 

evidence.  I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of 

evidence are within my area of expertise. I have not omitted to 

consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from 

the opinions expressed. 
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SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

8 My evidence relates to the transportation issues identified and 

addressed in CIAL’s and LPC’s respective submissions and further 

submissions on the pRDP Transport proposal.  

9 My evidence discusses; 

9.1 The status of the Port and Airport as key transport hubs; and 

9.2 The high traffic generator provisions. 

10 I participated in the following expert conferencing sessions: 

10.1 Session 1 Integrated Transport Assessments 

10.2 Session 2 Car Parking 

10.3 Session 4 Cycle Parking 

11 I am a signatory to each of the Joint Witness Statements that were 

produced following these conferencing sessions. I am also a 

signatory to the two further Integrated Transport Assessment joint 

statements which arose from further unfacilitated mediation.1 

12 I have also read the evidence of Mr Roberts and Mr Falconer for 

Council. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

13 My brief of evidence covers the following matters where agreement 

was not reached with Council following expert conferencing and 

mediation: 

13.1 Recognising that transport hubs such as the port and airport 

have high levels of transport demand and therefore a 

‘management’ rather than avoidance of effects is appropriate 

in these particular locations in the transport network. 

13.2 Recognising that requiring high trip generating activities to 

encourage the use of alternative transport modes can only be 

expected where practicable, depending on the location, 

availability of alternative modes and type of activity. 

                                            
1  Held on 18 and 21 May 2015 and on 3 June 2015.  
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14 I also support the evidence of other experts and the Submitters’ 

version of the high trip generator (HTG) rule.  In the interests of 

reducing repetition, each expert has focussed on a particular area. 

In summary I agree that:  

14.1 Minimum car parking standards should apply to high trip 

generating activities; 

14.2 The HTG thresholds of assessment for Basic and Full 

Integrated Transport Assessments included in the Submitter’s 

Version are set at an appropriate level; 

14.3 Affording Controlled Activity Status for in-zone developments 

that fall between the lower and upper thresholds would result 

in little risk to the transport network; and 

14.4 The assessment of in-zone developments should be focussed 

on the immediate vicinity of the site access(es) with 

consideration of the characteristics of the receiving transport 

environment.  Developments that are not anticipated in the 

zone should be subject to a broader cumulative assessment 

of transport effects. 

 

THE PORT AND AIRPORT 

15 Lyttelton Port is the South Island’s major commercial deep water 

port and the hub for South Island container trade.  CityDepot, 

located in Woolston, is an integral part of the Port, operating as an 

‘inland port’ with a road and rail interchange, and providing receipt 

and delivery of empty containers, full container loads and break-

bulk six days a week. 

16 Christchurch International Airport is the South Island’s major airport 

with 5.7 million passengers travelling through it2.  As well as airport 

operations, it also provides a range of complementary services and 

activities. 

 

HIGH TRIP GENERATOR PROVISIONS 

Overview 

17 I support the application of a high trip generator policy and 

associated rule to ensure activities with the potential to have 

                                            
2 2013/2014 financial year 
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significant effects are planned and designed so they are 

appropriately integrated with the transport network.   

18 I also believe that the structure of the proposed rule with lower and 

upper thresholds triggering the need to consider an increasingly 

wider scope of assessment will be effective as it will enable 

assessment to be focussed on matters relevant to the scale of the 

activity.  Further, requiring more extensive assessment for activities 

that are not anticipated in a zone is sensible. 

Transport Hubs 

19 The Port and the Airport are recognised in the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (RPS) as transport hubs and strategic 

infrastructure3 that should be protected.  The RPS states that 

regionally significant infrastructure such as the Port and Airport 

provide considerable benefits to the region.   

20  Transport and freight hubs, such as ports and airports, inherently 

generate high numbers of trips.  In this way, they are similar to Key 

Activity Centres which also experience high numbers of trips.  

Putting aside that the mode of the trips may be different and may 

involve the movement of freight and/or people, key transport links 

to both transport hubs and key activity centres experience high 

levels of transport demand. 

21 As transport demand increases, additional traffic management 

measures are required.  However, there is a limit to the extent of 

effective traffic management possible and levels of service can be 

expected to worsen as demands increase.  Therefore, high trip 

generating activities locating within or close to transport hubs can 

only be expected to minimise adverse effects of development on the 

transport network rather than avoiding adverse effects, which may 

be expected elsewhere.   

22 Locating suitable and compatible high trip generating activities 

within or close to transport hubs can also provide transport benefits.  

For example, ease of interchanging between modes, or reduced trip 

lengths to reach complementary activities also located within or 

near a transport hub can provide significant benefits that may 

outweigh or at least balance the adverse effects of increased 

transport demands within the transport hub. 

23 I therefore support the Submitters Version of the HTG Rule4 that a 

policy should be included in the high trip generator provision 

                                            
3 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 Chapter 6 Recovery and Rebuilding of 
Greater Christchurch 

4  Mediation Report Transport Proposal Chapter 7, 9 June 2015, Attachment B - 
Submitter’s Version of HTG Rule  
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framework recognising that transport hubs and key activity centres 

(as outlined in Mr Metherell’s evidence5) are subject to high levels 

of transport demand.  In this respect the assessment of high trip 

generating activities in these areas should be focused on managing 

rather than avoiding adverse transport effects.  

24 I suggest a minor amendment is made to the wording of the 

proposed policy to ensure it is unambiguous in referring to high trip 

generating activities located in transport hubs and key activity 

centres as follows: 

“Recognise that transport hubs and key activity centres will by their 

nature be subject to high levels of transport demand and therefore 

the assessment of high trip generating activities in these areas will 

be focused on managing rather than avoiding adverse effects.” 

Assessment Matters 

25 A number of changes to the HTG Assessment Matters have been put 

forward in the Submitters’ Version.  In particular I wish to discuss 

the proposed changes to Assessment Matters 2 and 5. 

26 Assessment Matter 2 of the pRDP as it is currently drafted assumes 

that access to all activities, no matter where they are located, 

should be achievable, and indeed encouraged, by public and active 

transport.  I do not consider this is appropriate as accessibility by 

alternative transport modes varies throughout the city.  The central 

city and Key Activity Centres will have significantly higher 

accessibility to public and active transport facilities than elsewhere 

in the network due to their location within the urban area, the form 

of the public transport and cycle networks and the provision of 

pedestrian facilities.  Conversely the Port and Airport, for example, 

due to their location at the fringe of the city and their focus on the 

movement of freight as well as people, will have lower accessibility 

to alternative modes.  Furthermore, the type of activity will 

influence the extent to which alternative transport modes are 

suitable in providing access to the activity.  For example, industrial 

activities, due to the nature of their operations will generally not 

have significant demand for the use of public and active transport 

even if it is available. 

27 The assessment matter also refers to providing ‘access through and 

to the site from the surrounding areas for public and active 

transport users.’  This appears to be implying that private 

landowners should provide public access through their site in order 

to improve accessibility to the transport network.  Although this idea 

may be suitable and beneficial for some developments, for example, 

Council owned public buildings such as libraries, in many cases it 

                                            
5 Evidence of Andrew Alan Metherell, 10 June 2015 
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will not be appropriate, particularly for activities where public access 

is not permitted. 

28 Therefore, Assessment Matter 2 needs to ensure consideration is 

given to the receiving environment of the particular high traffic 

generating activity.  Hence, a modification is recommended to 

change the focus of the assessment matter to maximising 

opportunities for travel by alternative, or non-car modes only where 

practicable or when possible. 

29 Assessment Matter 5 of the pRDP is only applicable to out of zone 

activities.  However, it is also concerned with assessing the 

accessibility of the activity by a range of transport modes and then 

minimising or reducing travel by private vehicles whilst encouraging 

public and active transport use.  Whilst I support the concept that 

identifying accessibility for out of zone development is an important 

consideration, as I have outlined above the type of activity and its 

location will influence the availability and practicality of using 

alternative modes of transport.  Therefore, I support the proposed 

modification in the Submitter’s Version to ‘encourage, where 

practicable, travel by non-car modes.’ 

30 I also refer to Mr Metherell’s evidence with regard to the scope for 

assessing transport network effects. I discuss this further in the 

next section. 

Evidence of Others 

31 I have read the evidence of other submitter’s experts and comment 

as follows: 

32 Mr Phillips (Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd, AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd, 

TEL Properties Nominees Ltd, National Property Trust Ltd) and Mr 

Fuller 6  I support the evidence of Mr Phillips and Mr Fuller as it 

relates to car parking standards for high trip generating activities.  I 

agree that minimum parking requirements should apply to high trip 

generating activities as it provides certainty for applicants.  I also 

agree with Mr Phillips that although transport related effects on 

Ngai Tahu / Manawhenua values may be relevant in some cases, an 

assessment matter requiring this to be addressed in ITAs is not 

appropriate as it relates to the design and layout of the whole 

activity rather than just the transport aspects.  In addition those 

preparing an ITA are unlikely to have the appropriate expertise to 

be able to assess these effects. 

                                            
6  Scentre New Zealand Limited, NPT Ltd, AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd, TEL 

Nominees Ltd, Marriner Investments Limited, Marriner Investments No 1 

Limited, Carter Group Limited, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust, Peebles 

Family Trust, Avonhead Mall Limited, Maurice R Carter Limited, Oakvale Farm 
Limited, 880 Main North Road Limited, 7990 Limited, Peebles Group Limited, 
Peebles Family Trust, Tailorspace Investments Limited.  
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33 Ms Muirson (University of Canterbury and Christchurch Polytechnic 

Institute of Technology).  I support Ms Muirson’s evidence 

regarding the HTG thresholds of assessment for Basic and Full 

Integrated Transport Assessments.  I note that the retail thresholds 

should be expressed in GLFA rather than GFA to be consistent with 

the basis of measurement used in the car parking requirements.  I 

also agree that clarification is required to ensure the thresholds only 

apply to the additional traffic generation or floor area proposed 

rather than the entire activity. 

34 Mr Chrystal (Kiwi Property Group Ltd, Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd, 

Progressive Enterprises Ltd, Bunnings Ltd, CIAL, LPC, Waterloo Park 

Ltd, Catholic Diocese, Alpine Presbytery and the Methodist Church of 

New Zealand).  I agree with Mr Chrystal’s evidence regarding the 

inclusion of Controlled Activity status for particular High Trip 

Generating activities as set out in the Submitter’s Version.  I believe 

that allowing Controlled Activity status for in-zone developments 

that fall between the lower and upper HTG thresholds would afford 

sufficient control for these particular activities and there would 

therefore be little risk to the transport network. 

35 Mr Metherell (Progressive Enterprises Ltd, Bunnings Ltd, Kiwi 

Property Group Ltd, Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd).  I support Mr 

Metherell’s commentary regarding the need to recognise the 

higher transport demands at Key Activity Centres.  I also agree with 

Mr Metherell’s opinion and reasoning regarding the scope and 

content of the Submitter’s Version of assessment matters 6 and 7.   

36 In particular, I agree that assessment for in-zone developments 

should be focussed on the immediate vicinity of the site access(es) 

with a broader and cumulative assessment of effects for 

developments that are not anticipated in the zone.  I also wish to 

re-iterate that assessment of the transport effects of a high trip 

generating activity should take into consideration the location, for 

example, whether the activity is in-zone, and also whether it is 

within a KAC or transport hub.  I understand that Policy 2 of the 

Submitter’s Version provides this guidance.  

 

CONCLUSION  

37 Transport hubs including the port and the airport are strategic 

transport infrastructure which need to be recognised and protected.  

In my opinion, the Submitter’s Version will afford this recognition.   

38 The Submitter’s Version will also provide increased certainty and is 

more focussed on assessing the potential adverse effects of high trip 

generating activities whilst considering the particular characteristics 
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of the transport environment when compared with the Council’s 

Revised Proposal. 

Dated:  10 June 2015 

 

Ann-Marie Head 

 


