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INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is David Ian Falconer.  My experience and qualifications are 

set out in my Evidence in Chief dated 18 November 2014. 

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

2. SCOPE  

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the Evidence in Chief filed 

by the following parties on 25 November 2015:  

 

(a) Bunnings Ltd (725), Kiwi Property Trust and Kiwi Property 

Holdings (761) and Progressive Enterprises Ltd (791): 

  

(i) Mr Dean Chrystal; 

 

(b) Carter Group Limited (386), Maurice R Carter Limited (377), 

Maurice Carter Charitable Trust (385), Oakvale Farm Limited 

(381), Marriner Investments Limited (378), Marriner No 1 Limited 

(380), Avonhead Mall Limited (379), AMP Capital Palms Pty 

Limited (814), Tel Property Nominees Limited (377), and Scentre 

(New Zealand) Limited (742): 

  

(i) Mr Jeremy Phillips; 

 

(c) The Crown (495): 

 

(i) Ms Ainsley McLeod. 

 



 

25612205_1.DOC  4 
 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 This rebuttal statement specifically responds to the evidence of Mr 

Chrystal, Mr Phillips and Ms McLeod.  I record that I have not provided 

rebuttal evidence where my Evidence in Chief has already addressed 

issues raised in the submitters' evidence received on 25 November 2014. 

 

3.2 I consider that including a “where possible” qualifier that is in Policy 6.3.4 

(2) of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) to Policy 

3.6.2.1(a)(v) of the Strategic Directions Proposal is not appropriate.  As 

discussed in my Evidence in Chief, this is because Policy 6.3.4 (2) of the 

CRPS relates to new building projects supporting increased uptake of 

active and public transport, and providing opportunities for modal choice, 

whereas Policy 3.6.2.1(a)(v) of the Strategic Directions Proposal relates to 

reducing dependency on private motor vehicles.  

 

3.3 Furthermore I consider that Policy 3.6.2.1(a)(v) gives effect to Objective 

6.2.4(2) of the CRPS, although it does not repeat Objective 6.2.4(2) of the 

CRPS verbatim, because it also incorporates the general direction in other 

strategic and statutory transport planning documents in Christchurch that 

development and activities are located and designed to improve travel 

choices and thus reduce dependency on private motor vehicles. 

 

3.4 In my opinion, the level of detail in the amendment to Policy 3.6.2.1 being 

sought by the Crown on behalf of the New Zealand Fire Service is not 

appropriate for the Strategic Directions Proposal and would more 

appropriately be located with the provisions specifically relating to rural 

residential development that are being considered as part of Phase 2 of 

the District Plan Review. 
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4. REDUCING DEPENDENCY ON PRIVATE MOTOR VEHICLES 

 

4.1 A number of submitters have sought changes to the references in the 

Strategic Directions Proposal to reducing dependency on private motor 

vehicles.  My Evidence in Chief explains the reasons I do not agree with  

these submissions1, however there are two statements I wish to specifically 

respond to further. 

 

4.2 Mr Chrystal on behalf of Bunnings Ltd, Kiwi Property Trust and Kiwi 

Property Holdings and Progressive Enterprises Ltd states that since Policy 

6.3.4 (2) of the CRPS, contains a “where possible” qualifier in relation to 

new building projects supporting increased uptake of active and public 

transport, and providing opportunities for modal choice, the reference to 

reducing dependency on private motor vehicles in Policy 3.6.2.1 of the 

Strategic Directions Proposal should have a similar qualifier2.  

 

4.3 I consider that the "where possible" qualifier in CRPS Policy 6.3.4 (2) 

relates to supporting increased uptake of active and public transport, and 

providing opportunities for modal choice, and does not refer to reducing 

private motor vehicle dependency.  I also note that Objective 6.2.4 (2) of 

the CRPS refers to reducing private motor vehicle dependency but does 

not have a “where possible” qualifier. I consider that increasing the uptake 

of active and public transport is not the only way to reduce private motor 

vehicle dependency. Minimising the need to travel (for example by co-

locating compatible activities) can also reduce private motor vehicle 

dependency. So even for developments that have difficulties in supporting 

an increased uptake of active and public transport, I consider they can still 

reduce private motor vehicle dependency.  Even though some 

developments may be able to reduce the reliance on private motor vehicles 

to a greater extent than others, including the qualifier would weaken the 

policy direction for all potential development, making the policy almost 

worthless. 

 

                                                   
1
 Refer to my evidence in chief dated 18 November 2014, pages 11-13, section 8.  

2
 Evidence in Chief of Mr Chrystal on behalf of Bunnings Ltd, Kiwi Property Trust and Kiwi Property Holdings and 

Progressive Enterprises Ltd dated 25 November 2014, page 15, paragraph 68. 
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4.4 Mr Phillips, on behalf of a number of submitters3 also refers to the 

reference in Policy 3.6.2.1(v) of the proposed Replacement District Plan 

(pRDP) to reducing private motor vehicle dependency4. Mr Phillips states 

that the CRPS cannot be relied on to support the reference in Policy 

3.6.2.1(v) to reducing private motor vehicle dependency because Policy 

3.6.2.1 has not reproduced Objective 6.2.4(2) of the CRPS verbatim and 

has a different application or context. In my view Policy 3.6.2.1 of the 

Strategic Direction Proposal and Objective 6.2.4 of the CRPS do have a 

similar theme of ensuring that land use and transport are integrated. The 

principal reasons and explanation for Objective 6.2.4 states that “Recovery 

development that is not well integrated with transport infrastructure can 

result in increased car dependency, higher energy use, greater traffic 

volumes, and inefficient freight movement.”  Policy 3.6.2.1(a)(v) seeks to 

“locate and design development and activities, including the transport 

network so as to… reduce dependency on private motor vehicles”.  

 

4.5 Furthermore in my view the CRPS is not the only document that can be 

relied on to support the direction in Policy 3.6.2.1(a)(v). As Mr R Osborne 

(on behalf of the Council) outlined at paragraph 6.2 of his evidence there 

are a number of other transport planning documents that support this 

direction5. In particular: 

 

(a) Action 2.2.1 on page 52 of the Christchurch Transport Strategic 

Plan (CTSP) states that “businesses and services should be in the 

right location to best support transport choice and increase 

opportunities for multi-purpose trips, reducing travel demand and 

distances travelled, especially by car”.  

 

(b) Action 36(a) of the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) requires the 

pRDP to include measures to support the implementation of 

CTSP.  

                                                   
3
 Carter Group Limited, Maurice R Carter Limited, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust, Oakvale Farm Limited, 

Marriner Investments Limited, Marriner No 1 Limited, Avonhead Mall Limited, AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited, Tel 
Property Nominees Limited, and Scentre (New Zealand) Limited. 
4
 Evidence in Chief of Mr Philips on behalf of Carter Group Limited, Maurice R Carter Limited, Maurice Carter 

Charitable Trust, Oakvale Farm Limited, Marriner Investments Limited, Marriner No 1 Limited, Avonhead Mall 
Limited, AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited, Tel Property Nominees Limited, and Scentre (New Zealand) Limited 
dated 25 November 2014, pages 7-8, paragraphs 23- 24. 
5
 Evidence in Chief of Mr R Osborne on behalf of Christchurch City Council dated 18 November 2014, page 23, 

paragraph 6.2. 
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(c) the Greater Christchurch Transport Statement (GCTS)6 includes 

the following objective: "Provide more options for people to walk, 

cycle and use public transport"; and  

 

(d) Action 36(ii) of the LURP requires the Council in the district plan 

review "to provide for land use and transport network integration, 

including… support for transport choice, including walking, cycling 

and public transport". 

 

4.6 I consider that reducing dependency on private motor vehicles is not about 

forcing people to travel in private motor vehicles less, but rather making 

other travel choices more viable options so that people have greater 

choices and are less dependent on having to use private motor vehicles. 

Seeking that development and activities are located and designed to 

reduce dependency on private motor vehicles, whether it be through 

encouraging other travel options or reducing the need to travel, will support 

increasing travel choices, as sought by the GCTS, LURP and CTSP. 

Therefore I consider that is appropriate that Policy 3.6.2.1(a)(v) has not 

repeated objective 6.2.4(2) of the CRPS verbatim, but I consider that 

Policy 3.6.2.1 (a)(v) reflects the general overall direction in Objective 

6.2.4(2) and the other strategic and statutory transport planning documents 

in Christchurch.   

 

 

5. SPECIFIC RECOGNITION OF EMERGENCY SERVICE VEHICLES  

 

5.1 The Crown on behalf of the New Zealand Fire Service sought in their 

submission an amendment to Policy 3.6.2.1 to particularly recognise the 

importance of providing accessibility for emergency services. In my 

evidence in chief I have explained why I consider that this amendment is 

unnecessary7.  

  

5.2 However, I wish to respond to one particular point raised by Ms McLeod.  

Ms McLeod on behalf of the Crown states that the amendment sought by 

                                                   
6
 Objective Page 6 of Greater Christchurch Transport Statement   

7
 Refer to my evidence in chief dated 18 November 2014, pages 7-8, paragraph 24. 
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the New Zealand Fire Service is, amongst other things, consistent with 

Policy 6.3.9(5)(f) of the CRPS that seeks that the location and design of 

rural residential development shall “… provide for good access to 

emergency services”8. Whilst I agree with Ms McLeod that Policy 

6.3.9(5)(f) of the CRPS does seek to provide good access to emergency 

services, this policy refers specifically to rural residential development.  

 

5.3 As discussed by Mr Eman  some issues are only dealt with at a high level 

in the Strategic Directions Proposal, with other specific proposals providing 

more detailed direction9.  In my opinion, the level of policy detail being 

sought by the Crown in relation to access for emergency services would 

more appropriately be located with the provisions specifically relating to 

rural residential development that are being considered as part of Phase 2 

of the District Plan Review. 

 

 

 

 

David Ian Falconer 

27 November 2014 

 
 

                                                   
8
 Evidence in Chief of Ms McLeod on behalf of the Crown dated 25 November 2014, page 10, paragraph 7.15(e). 

9
 Evidence in Chief of Mr Eman on behalf of Christchurch City Council dated 18 November 2014, page 7, 

paragraph 6.3. 


