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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is John Andrew Falconer.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 9 

September 2015.  

 

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 following 

statements of evidence in chief filed by Memorial Avenue 

Investments Limited (MAIL) on 9 September 2015 and by 

submitters on 3 September 2015 (Avonhead Community Group) 

and 9 September 2015 (the Crown, Christchurch International 

Airport Limited, Commodore Hotel): 

 

(a) Mr Carr for MAIL (#M18); 

(b) Mr Clark for The Crown (Mr Clark for the Crown (#M07, 

#2387); 

(c) Mr Penny for Christchurch International Airport Limited 

(CIAL) (#M11, F-M34); 

(d) Mr Penny For Commodore Hotel (#M12); and 

(e) Mr Clive Paris for Avonhead Community Group (#M04, 

#2164). 
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3. MR CARR – MAIL (#M18), MR CLARK – THE CROWN (#M07), MR 

PENNY – CIAL (#M11) AND COMMODIRE HOTEL (#M12). 

 

3.1 The traffic experts representing the above submitters and I had 

worked together to reach agreement on key matters, however 

many unresolved matters also existed at the time evidence was 

submitted.  This is generally reflected in their respective 

statements of evidence. 

 

3.2 Since evidence was filed, further work has been progressed.  This 

includes updated micro-simulation modelling to address a number 

of issues raised by the experts.  From this, I am reasonably 

satisfied that the following matters have now been addressed: 

 

(a) The concept layout for the MAIL access intersections on 

Memorial Avenue; 

(b) Inclusion of suitable pedestrian facilities within site access 

modelling, including signals timings that would facilitate a 

two stage crossing of Memorial Avenue (based on 

concept layout supplied above); 

(c) The representation of the Memorial Avenue/Peter 

Leeming Road/Ron Guthrey Road intersection in the 

simulation model, although the modelling confirms (as per 

CAST modelling) that the current layout needs would 

need to be upgraded to the configuration modelled; 

(d) The quantum of traffic generated by the MAIL site 

predicted to use Avonhead Road; 

(e) The performance of the Avonhead Road/Roydvale Road 

intersection; 

(f) The Level of Service assessment of the Russley 

Road/Memorial Avenue intersection(s); 

(g) The review of the base (without MAIL) simulation model 

and its use to provide an assessment of effects on the 

local network when compared with the MAIL simulation 

model; and   

(h) Attractiveness from a traffic perspective of MAIL internal 

roads relative to Roydvale Avenue. 
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3.3 In my opinion, the follow matters still remain unresolved: 

 

(a) An assessment of the safety and operation of the 

Memorial Avenue/Stableford Green intersection, given its 

proximity and interaction with the eastern access to the 

MAIL site, and extent of queuing from the 

Memorial/Roydvale intersection as indicated in the latest 

modelling1; 

(b) The suitability of the demand profiles used in the 

simulation modelling; and 

(c) Some of model parameters and coding still need refining 

(e.g. timestep of 9 used when logging outputs, poor 

coding of Memorial/Roydvale resulting in inappropriate 

lane usage and poor alignment of advanced stop lines of 

right turners).  

 

3.4 Overall, the revised modelling indicates that the local network 

effects are manageable, with a reasonable Level of Service 

maintained.  This seems a reasonable outcome based on my 

observation of the model running and also allowing for uncertainty 

and known weaknesses of the model. 

 

3.5 The only intersection movement with a poor Level of Service (F) is 

the right turn from Memorial (south east approach) to Roydvale.  

This turn is a low flow (70vph) filter turn, where the demand of 1-3 

vehicles typically get through this intersection without having to 

wait for the next signal cycle.  Level of Service F is typical 

throughout Christchurch for this type of low flow right turn filter 

movement. 

 

3.6 The Memorial/Peter Leeming/Ron Guthrey intersection is indicated 

to have a reasonable Level of Service, however it must be noted 

                                                   
1
 ‘Expanded MAIL Model’, Supplied by Mr Carr on Saturday 12

th
 September and further revision on Monday 14

th
 

September . 
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that this assumes an upgrade2 over the current arrangement.  This 

upgrade is also required for the base (without MAIL). 

  

3.7 Paragraph 1.17 Mr Carr's evidence states that “Both Mr Falconer 

and myself agreed that it could be expected that these 

intersections would be upgraded as a result, which in turn would 

be likely to address any matters arising from traffic generated by 

the MAIL site.” I would like to clarify that, prior to considering any 

upgrades to these intersections, I would expect other forms of 

potential mitigation to also be considered.  It should also be 

acknowledged that deterioration in Level of Service may simply be 

accepted.  

 

3.8 I agree with paragraph 30 in Mr Penny's evidence for CIAL (which 

I note is also included as paragraph 31 in Mr Penny's Commodore 

Hotel evidence) that we are (as yet) unable say how much lower 

the level of effects on the travel times would be if the zoning 

proposed by the Council were adopted.  While ideally I would like 

to include an assessment of the Council Proposal, it was agreed at 

caucusing that the focus of modelling resources should be on the 

MAIL proposal given time constraints.   

 

3.9 My current view in relation to the Council proposal for MAIL, based 

on key network and land-use assumptions on which the experts 

have agreed, is that the transport assessments the Council 

undertook for PC83 and PC84 are still relevant and that the 

potential mitigation indicated for the collective development of the 

MAIL site, the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone and the North West 

Review Area are still applicable.  

 

3.10 My understanding is that work will continue and further Joint 

Statements may be issued as the remaining matters are resolved. 

 

                                                   
2
 Two right turns from Ron Guthrie and a continuous left slip lane from Peter Leeming. 
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4. MR CLIVE PARIS - AVONHEAD COMMUNITY GROUP (#M04) 

 

4.1 I acknowledge that the Avonhead Community Group (ACG) has 

provided evidence relating to traffic but has not been able to 

engage an expert. I appreciate their concerns, and have the 

following comments in relation to their evidence. 

 

4.2 The amount of daily traffic estimated in paragraph 8 of Mr Paris' 

evidence has been miscalculated due to an apparent 

misunderstanding that the total trips per day are two way 

movements.  The total number of trips on Avonhead Road 

(associated with the MAIL proposal) is expected to be around 

7,000-8,000 vpd (rather than the 17,637 vpd stated). 

 

4.3 The operative plan road hierarchy standards3 provide an indication 

of expected ranges of daily traffic flows expected on roads based 

on where they fit within the road hierarchy.  Paragraph 36 of Mr 

Paris' evidence correctly identifies up to 6,000 vpd as the 

expected range of a Collector road (which is applicable to 

Avonhead Road).   

 

4.4 While I agree that traffic flows on Avonhead Road are likely to 

exceed 6,000 vpd, most of these trips are associated with local 

access to the MAIL site.  Because Avonhead Road will be closed 

off from SH1, there is no risk of high volumes of through traffic, 

which is normally associated with Arterial Roads.  Therefore, I 

conclude that Avonhead Road would still be serving its intended 

primary role as a Collector Road, so the level of traffic is 

considered acceptable (albeit greater than is typically seen for 

roads of this type).  

 

4.5 The modelling adopted for assessment of the MAIL Proposal (both 

in CAST and micro-simulation) indicates that Avonhead Road will 

still operate within capacity under future conditions. 

 

                                                   
3
 Volume 3, Part 8, Appendix 2 
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4.6 Matters related to parking and no access through Avonhead Road 

are covered in my evidence in chief, and I agree in principle with 

additional comments made by Mr Carr (in paragraphs 5.6 to 6.3 of 

his evidence in chief). 

 

 

 

John Andrew Falconer 

14 September 2015 


