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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Margaret Jane Whyte.  

1.2 My qualifications and experience are outlined in my evidence in chief for the 

Crown in this hearing. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, and 

will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.  

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and I 

have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 This supplementary evidence addresses planning related matters that have 

arisen as a result of the traffic evidence that has been lodged. 

3.2 In preparing this evidence I have relied on the primary and rebuttal 

statements of evidence of Mr Clark for the Crown in this hearing.  I also have 

considered the primary statements of evidence prepared by Mr Falconer and 

Mr Carr, the decision of the Independent Hearings Panel on Chapter 7 

Transport, and Proposal 8 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks. 

3.3 Two planning related matters have arisen from the traffic evidence lodged.  

These are: 

(a) how the provisions in the MAIL Refined Relief and the Council Further 

Refined Relief enable traffic effects to be considered and managed; 

and 

(b) matters for inclusion on the Outline Development Plan ("ODP").  
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3.4 I have also updated Attachment A of my principal evidence (attached to this 

evidence as Attachment A1) to include traffic related matters and the 

Council's rebuttal evidence. 

3.5 In my evidence, I refer to the provisions appended as Appendix A to 

Ms Carter's evidence as: 

(a) the provisions set out in either black or green text as the "MAIL 

Proposal";  

(b) the changes set out in red text of Appendix A, combined with the MAIL 

Proposal as "Council Refined Relief"; and  

(c) the changes set out in blue text of Appendix A combined with the MAIL 

Proposal as the "MAIL Refined Relief".  

3.6 These were the provisions upon which the traffic modelling was based. In 

rebuttal evidence, Ms Carter provided an updated set of provisions which 

included changes to the Council Refined Relief to include matters addressed 

in her rebuttal evidence and reflect changes addressed at mediation.1  The 

Council's position as at 8 September 2015 is shown in purple underlined text.  

This has not changed any of the transport related provisions, but I do refer to 

this as the "Council Further Refined Relief". 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The evidence of Mr Clark 
2 and Mr Falconer 

3 identifies that, while the latest 

traffic modelling provided by MAIL suggests the MAIL Refined Relief can be 

satisfactorily accommodated by the existing road network (as modified by the 

Russley Road Project), they have concerns as to the reliability of that 

modelling.  This leads to there being uncertainty as to the actual or potential 

traffic effects of the MAIL Refined Relief for the site.  

4.2 The traffic modelling did not assess the effects of the Council Refined Relief. 

However, both Mr Clark and Mr Falconer found that because the Council 

Refined Relief is likely to generate less trips (Mr Falconer noting 1,700 trips 

per week compared to 2,590 trips for the MAIL Refined Relief) the Council 

                                                
 
2
 Evidence in chief of Mr Clark for the Crown, paragraphs 5.1 (c) , (d) and (e). 

3
 Evidence in chief of Mr Falconer for the Council, paragraphs  3.5, 6.1-6.9 and 7.1-7.3. 
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Refined Relief carries a lower risk of causing adverse effects on the 

surrounding transport network.4 

4.3 Given this uncertainty in the modelling, I have considered the extent to which 

traffic effects can be considered and managed if either the Council or MAIL 

Refined Relief is approved. In my opinion, the provisions advanced in both 

the Council and MAIL Refined Relief and the Council Updated Relief have 

limitations in the extent to which traffic effects can be considered and 

managed as the site develops.  This is due to the number of the potential 

activities on the site being either permitted, or restricted discretionary 

activities (which is substantially greater under the MAIL Refined Relief) 

without enabling consideration of traffic effects.  

4.4 In particular, given the type of potential development that could occur on the 

MAIL site, a number of activities could be consented without triggering the 

application of the High Trip Generator ("HTG") rule in Chapter 7.  This means 

development may be able to take place without further consideration of 

transport related matters, particularly effects on the wider network. 

4.5 I also consider that an addition should be made to the ODP and Rule 

16.4.7.1.4 Non-complying activities NC1 to identify the left in, left out 

configuration of the western access to Memorial Avenue as agreed by the 

traffic experts in expert conferencing and recommended by Mr Clark in his 

statement of evidence. 

5. EVALUATION 

Uncertainty of Actual or Potential Traffic Effects  

5.1 Given the uncertainty identified by Mr Clark and Mr Falconer, I have 

considered whether the provisions in the MAIL and Council Refined Relief in 

combination with the provisions in Chapter 7 Transport and Proposal 8 

Subdivision, Development and Earthworks are sufficient to enable any traffic 

matters that are currently uncertain to be addressed prior to developments on 

the MAIL site.  

5.2 The Replacement Plan currently provides that zone related matters are 

included in the zone standards, including any site specific matters.  City-wide 

matters are addressed in other Chapters.  Relevant to my consideration of 

                                                
4
 Evidence in chief of Mr Falconer for the Council, paragraphs 7.1-7.3 and evidence in chief of Mr Clark, paragraph 

5.1(e). 
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transport related matters is Chapter 7 Transport and Proposal 8 (Subdivision, 

Development and Earthworks). 

5.3 The current provisions of both the MAIL and Council Refined Relief, in 

combination with Chapter 7 and Proposal 8 rules,5 provide only limited ability 

for transport effects, in particular those relating to effects on the wider road 

network, to be considered and managed for future developments.  This is 

due to the following: 

(a) the level of activities that have been provided for as: 

(i) permitted activities (Rule 16.4.2.1 P1-P18 and Rule 16.4.7.1.1 

P1-P5 (eg, the provision of guest accommodation for up to 200 

rooms as a permitted activity);6 and 

(ii) restricted discretionary activities (Rule 16.4.7.1.3 RD3-RD4)7; 

(b) site specific transport rules being limited to consideration of: 

(i) Key Structuring Elements on the Memorial Avenue ODP in 

Appendix 16.7.148 (Rule 16.4.7.1.3 RD1); and 

(ii) any new site access or road access from the zone to Memorial 

Avenue or Russley Road in locations other than as shown on the 

ODP in Appendix 16.7.14 as "Road access point - Proposed 

controlled intersection" or any existing access (Rule 16.4.7.1.4 

NC1);  

(c) as detailed in paragraph 5.4 below, the key provision in Chapter 7 

enabling further consideration of transport effects on the immediate and 

wider network is the HTG rule, which may not capture all activities that 

could have effects on the surrounding transport network; and 

(d) as detailed in paragraph 5.6 below, network related traffic effects from 

subdivisions are to be managed by an ODP under Proposal 8 

(Subdivision, Development and Earthworks). Given that there already is 

                                                
5
 The version of the Proposal 8 provisions I refer to is Attachment A (Marked up Revised Proposal dated 15 June 

2015) attached to the evidence of Andrew Long for Christchurch City Council.  
6
 Permitted activity standards do not include specific standards relating to traffic and transport - reliance is placed 

don the provisions in Chapter 7 Transport 
7
 Matters of discretion for RD3-4 do not include consideration of any traffic related matters - reliance is placed don 

the provisions in Chapter 7 Transport 
8
 Key Structuring Elements relating to Transport are limited to the identification of the location of Road access 

points, identification of the collector road and local roads and identification of the Cycle/pedestrian route to the 
Airport. 
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an ODP for the MAIL site, there are no further tools to manage these 

traffic effects under Proposal 8. 

5.4 The HTG rule will only apply to those activities that trigger the HTG rule (by 

reference to the table in 7.2.3.10 High trip generators).  A number of activities 

that can occur in Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) could be consented 

without triggering this rule but could, cumulatively, have effects on the 

surrounding transport network.  An example of activities that may not trigger 

this rule is identified in Annexure A to the Second Expert Conferencing 

Statement where it is recorded "However, it would be possible for the trade 

suppliers to be developed on an incremental basis such that the High Traffic 

Generators Rule is not triggered".9  

5.5 Chapter 8 has a number of provisions relevant to roading and transport 

matters.  Objective 8.1.3a. seeks that "subdivision design and development 

promotes efficient provision and use of infrastructure and transport 

networks".  

5.6 8.1.3.2 Policy - Transport and access matter a. is to “Provide a legible, well 

connected, highly walkable, safe, efficient and comprehensive movement 

network for all transport modes that enables people of all ages and physical 

abilities to access public open space facilities, public transport, suburban 

centres, and community facilities, and to move between neighbourhoods and 

the wider urban area.  My reading of this policy is that it deals with the 

movement network itself (i.e. the physical form of roads and pedestrian 

areas), to provide for the movement of people and traffic, rather than 

providing for consideration as to the appropriateness of the level of traffic 

movements generated and the effects of this on the wider transport network.  

5.7 With respect to network matters beyond the site the relevant policy is Policy 

8.1.2.10 which requires, in matter a. v., Outline Development Plans to 

demonstrate that "infrastructure and transport connections will be integrated 

effectively with networks in neighbouring areas, and with strategic 

infrastructure".10   Policy 8.1.2.10 cannot be relied upon for the MAIL site at 

subdivision stage as an ODP for the MAIL site already exists.  

5.8 The other policies and rules in Chapter 8 will enable future consideration of 

all design elements related to roading and connectivity of transport modes 

                                                
9
 Page 3 Annexure A Second Expert Conferencing Statement. 

10
 Matter vi requires that infrastructure and transport connections through the ODP area support co-ordinated 

development between different landowners. 
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within the MAIL land, and in relation to the physical location and design on 

the external connections consistent with the ODP.  The limitation of relying 

on the subdivision provisions to manage any future transport effects of 

development of the MAIL site, particularly on the wider network, is that the 

level of effects and transport movements arises not from the activity of 

subdivision, but rather from future land uses.  Based on the current 

provisions in the Council Refined Relief, the MAIL Refined Relief and the 

Council Updated Relief, I consider that the only time the immediate or wider 

traffic effects could be considered for land use activities is if the HTG rule in 

Chapter 7 is triggered and a resource consent is needed prior to 

development. For example, the gross leasable floor area of MAIL's proposed 

supermarket triggers the HTG rule,11 so the traffic effects of any supermarket 

would be assessed. 

5.9 I note that both the levels of permitted activities and restricted discretionary 

activities are substantially greater under the MAIL Refined Relief such that 

the degree to which Council can manage effects of such activities under the 

Mail Refined Relief is significantly reduced.  

5.10 I have found it difficult to draft a specific planning solution to address the 

issues raised with the traffic effects.  This is because the transport modelling 

is still being refined as are the potential effects.  However, below I have 

provided some options that could be developed to address the uncertainty in 

the traffic effects.  Solutions could include: 

(a) broadening the matters of control and matters discretion so that 

traffic effects can be considered in any resource consent 

application;  

(b) changing the activity status for activities from permitted, controlled 

or restricted discretionary to full discretionary to enable 

consideration of traffic effects, or  

(c) inserting a new rule similar to the HTG rules in Chapter 7 (with 

different thresholds) that would apply specifically to the MAIL site. 

                                                
11

 Retail activities (excluding factory shops, retail park zones, trade suppliers and food and beverage outlets) with 
more than 500m2 GLFA trigger the rule (7.2.3.10 Chapter 7). MAIL's proposed supermarket has a maximum 
GLFA of 4,200m2. 
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Specific matters relating to Provisions 

5.11 Mr Clark, in paragraphs 10.21 and 10.22, addresses potential effects of 

'rat running'.  He identifies matter of discretion 16.4.7.3.1(b) as important to 

ensure that the internal road network is designed to minimise attractiveness 

for use by through traffic.  I agree that this matter of discretion will enable 

potential effects of 'rat-running' to be considered at the time the internal 

roading network is designed (most likely at the time of subdivision) and 

support its retention.  This matter is retained in the MAIL Proposal. 

5.12 Mr Clark also addresses the location of vehicle access points in paragraphs 

10.23 to 10.24 of his evidence.  He identifies that with a left in, left out 

arrangement, there should be no queues on Memorial Avenue at this 

intersection.12  In paragraph 10.24, he identifies that the intention for the 

western access on Memorial Avenue to allow only left in and left out 

movements from the MAIL site should be clearly indicated on the ODP and 

that the Joint Statement of 12 August 2015 agreed this should be explicitly 

set out in the ODP.  

5.13 The 8 September version of the ODP in the Council Updated Relief does not 

contain this notation.  I consider the left in, left out notation should be added 

to  the ODP.   

5.14 In addition to recording this notation on the ODP itself, I consider a further 

amendment should be made to Rule 16.4.7.1.4 NC1 to ensure that the rule 

not only address the location of the Proposed Controlled Intersection, but 

also the configuration of the western intersection.  This could be achieved 

through the following amendment:13 

NC1 a.  Any new site access or road access from the zone to Memorial 

Avenue or Russley Road in locations other than as shown on 

the ODP in Appendix 16.7.14 as 'Road access point - 

Proposed controlled intersection' or any existing access. 

b.  Any change to the left in, left out configuration of the western 

access to Memorial Avenue as shown on ODP in Appendix 

16.7.14.  

 

                                                
12

 Evidence of Mr Clark paragraph 10.23. 
13

 The version of the rule amended in the Council Amended Relief. 
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5.15 Mr Clark has reviewed this proposed amendment and agrees with it. 

 

 

 

 

Margaret Jane Whyte 
14 September 2015 
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ATTACHMENT 1:  TABLE RECORDING CROWN POSITION ON SUBMISSION POINTS ON MAIL PROPOSAL 

 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

Stage 2 Submission Points 

1.  16.1.2.1 Policy 8 - Improve Amenity 

16.1.2.2 Policy 9 - Development in greenfield areas 

Revised Provisions: 

16.1.4 Objective 4 Amenity at the western gateway to 
the City 

16.1.4.1 Amenity values along Memorial Avenue) 

Ms Carter has accepted the Crown submission to delete Policies 8 
and 9 to ensure consistency with Commercial and Industrial Stage 1.  

The Crown relief to provide a new policy to address amenity values 
along Memorial Avenue is supported by Ms Carter and 16.1.4.1 
Amenity values along Memorial Avenue addresses this. 

Ms Carter further recommends the inclusion of 16.1.4 Objective 4 
Amenity at the western gateway to the City.  This is supported 
subject to minor changes to the wording.  This change in wording has 
been reflected in the Council Further Refined Relief. 

Accept Council Further Refined Relief - 16.1.4 Objective 4 and 
16.1.4.1 Policy Amenity Values,  

Whyte 5.47;  

Carter, 9.1-9.5 

Carter Rebuttal 4.3-4.5 

2.  16.4.7 Rules Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) 
and  

Planning Maps zoning the land Industrial Park Zone 

Revised Provisions  

Industrial Park Zone Memorial Avenue zoning and 
provisions 

The Crown supports the zoning of the land Industrial Park Zone 
(Memorial Avenue) and, with the below exceptions, supports  the 
provisions in the MAIL Proposal. 

The Crown seeks changes to the MAIL Proposal 16.4.7.2.1 c.  
(relating to the maximum height of guest accommodation), this is 
reflected in the Council Further Refined Relief and supports the MAIL 
Refined Relief level of trade suppliers also now reflected in the 
Council Further Refined Relief, as explained in the following tables 
(items 12 and 1 respectively).   

Provisions of the Outline Development Plan are supported, subject to 
any changes to be addressed in traffic and supplementary planning 
evidence. 

Carter Evidence 

Whyte Evidence 

Willis Evidence 

Carter Rebuttal 4.1, 4.6-
4.9 

3.  16.4.7.1 Activity Status tables - Industrial Park Zone 
(Memorial Avenue) 

P1 Guest Accommodation 

Revised Provisions 

Rule 16.4.7.1.1 P1 

Accept MAIL Proposal 16.4.7.1.1 P1 Carter 11.7 
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 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

4.  Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) Activity Rules 

16.4.7.1.2 (RD3) 

(Revised Provisions 16.4.7.1.3 (RD2) and Built Form 
Standards 16.4.7.2.2(a) and (b); and Matter of 
discretion 16.6.1.7) 

(Note Revised Provisions 16.4.7.1.3 (RD3) and (RD4) 
relating to trade supplier and supermarket activities are 
addressed in the Further submissions table below.) 

Accept Council Further Refined  ReliefRule 16.4.7.2.5 Matters of 
Discretion states “Landscaped areas 16.6.1.7”.  There is no 16.6.1.7 
within Chapter 16.  The references have changed as a result of the 
Stage 1 hearing.  The reference should be 16.5.1.7. 

Carter rebuttal, 4.6 - 4.7 

Whyte 5.48 

5.  Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) Activity Rules 

16.4.7.1.3 (NC1) 

Revised Provisions 

16.4.7.1.4 (NC1) 

Accept Council Further Refined Relief (as at 8 September 2015) on 
the basis that the Outline Development Plan is to be amended, as set 
out below at submission point 11. 

Carter 12.4 

Falconer 8.14 - 8.15 

Clark 10.23 - 10.25 

6.  Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) Activity Rules 

16.4.7.1.3 (NC2) 

Non-complying activities relating to signage 

Revised Provisions 

Rule 16.4.7.1.4 (NC2) 

Ms Carter has accepted the Crown submission that the provisions 
relating to signage should be relocated and consolidated with other 
signage provisions within Chapter 6, and agrees to relocate Rule 
16.4.7.2.6 in Chapter 6. 

Retaining Billboards as a non-complying activity Rule 16.4.7.1.4 
(NC2) in the MAIL Proposal is supported.  For consistency, 
consideration should be given to relocating this rule into Chapter 6.  

Carter 15.1-15.2 

7.  Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) Activity Rules 

16.4.7.1.3 new non-complying activity rule 

Traffic related submission point which will no longer be pursued  Clark 9.2 

8.  Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) Built Form 
Rules 

16.4.7.2.5(b) 

Landscaped Areas 

Accept Council Refined Relief Rule 16.4.7.2.5(b). Crown does not at 
this stage support the alternative solution proposed by Ms Carter at 
paragraph 12.6. 

Carter 12.5-12.6 and 14.36 
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 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

9.  Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) Matters of 
Discretion 16.4.7.3.1(b) 

Matters of discretion - Outline Development Plan 

Accept MAIL Proposal (ie retain 16.4.7.3.1(b)) Carter page 13 

Clark 10.21 - 10.22 

Whyte supplementary 5.11 
– 5.12  

10.  Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) Matters of 
Discretion 16.4.7.3.3(e) 

Matters of discretion - Signage  

Accept MAIL Proposal (ie retain 16.4.7.3.3 (e)).  However, consistent 
with matter 6 above consideration should be given to consolidating all 
provisions relating to signage, including matters of discretion, within 
Chapter 6. 

Carter 15.1-15.2 

11.  Appendix 16.7.13 

Outline Development Plan Industrial Park Zone 
(Memorial Avenue) 

Revised Provisions 

Outline Development Plan 

Amend ODP to show western access on Memorial Avenue as a left in 
and left out movement intersection only. 

Amend 16.4.7.1.4 NC1 to reflect left in left out movement. 

Clark 10.23 - 10.25 

Clark 10.26 

Whyte Supplementary 5.11 
– 5.12 

 
 

 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

MAIL Private Plan Change Submission Points 

1.  Rule 16.4.5.1.1 Permitted activities P6 Retail activity 
unless specified below  

MAIL Refined Relief  

16.4.7.1.1 P2 

Reject MAIL Refined Relief 16.4.7.1.1 P2 Carter Section 10 

Whyte 5.9-5.19 

Clark 

2.  Rule 16.4.5.1.1 Permitted activities P11 Office Activity 

MAIL Refined Relief  

16.4.7.1.1 P3 

Reject MAIL Refined Relief 16.4.7.1.1 P3 

The inconsistency between Rule P11  and the policies is addressed 
in Ms Carters rebuttal evidence. 

Carter Section 10 

Whyte 5.9-5.19 

Carter Rebuttal 4.2 
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 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

3.  Rule 16.4.5.1.1 Permitted activities P14 Guest 
Accommodation 

Revised Provisions 

Rule 16.4.7.1.1 P1 

Accept MAIL Proposal (retain Rule 16.4.7.1.1 P1) Carter 11.7 

4.  Rule 16.4.5.1.1 Permitted activities P17 Emergency 
Service Facility 

Revised Provisions 

Rule 16.4.2.1 P14 

Accept MAIL Proposal (retain Rule 16.4.2.1 P14) No specific evidence - 
addressed in evidence on 
other Stages of the 
Replacement Plan 

5.  Rule 16.4.5.1.3 RD5 

Retail activity not provided for as a permitted activity 

Revised Provisions 

This rule is no longer within the MAIL Proposal  

Accept MAIL Proposal (retain Rule 16.4.2.1 P7) Carter Section 10 

Whyte 5.9-5.19 

6.  Rule 16.4.5.1.5  Non-complying Activities NC4 

Revised Provisions 

16.4.7.1.4 (NC1) 

Accept Council Updated Relief (on the basis that the Outline 
Development Plan is to be amended, as set out below at submission 
point 13 

Carter 12.4 

Falconer 8.14 - 8.15 

Clark 10.24 - 10.26 

7.  Rule 16.4.5.2 Built Form Standards - Industrial Park 
Zone (Memorial Avenue) 

Water supply for fire fighting 

Revised Provisions 

Rule 16.4.3.8 

Accept MAIL Proposal (ie retain Rule 16.4.3.8)  Collin 7.19 

8.  Rule 16.4.5.2.7  

Landscaped areas 

Revised Provisions 

16.4.7.2.5 

Accept Council Refined Relief Rule 16.4.7.2.5(b) Carter 12.5-12.6 and 14.36 
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 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

9.  Rule 16.4.5.2.8  

New clause relating to signage  

Revised Provisions 

16.4.7.2.6 

Retain Rule 16.4.7.2.6 in MAIL Proposal (see point 10 in stage 2 
Submission Points table) 

Carter 15.1 and15.2 

10.  New Rule - Development timing 

Revised Provisions 

Not in revised provisions 

Traffic related submission point which will no longer be pursued Clark 9.2 

11.  Rule 16.4.5.2.3 (d)  

Minimum building setback from road boundaries 

Revised Provisions 

16.4.7.2.2 

The Crown does not have a strong view as to whether a 10 or 20 m 
setback is preferable from Memorial Avenue.  The controlled activity 
status is supported. 

Whyte 5.48 

Carter Rebuttal 4.6-4.7 

 

12.  Rule 16.4.5.3.2  

Design and Amenity - Matters 

Revised Provisions 

16.4.7.1.2 Controlled Activities 

16.4.7.2.1 c. Maximum Height Guest Accommodation 

16.4.7.2.3 Sunlight and Outlook at boundary with 
residential properties and guest accommodation within 
the zone 

Accept MAIL Proposal Rule 16.4.7.1.2 (Controlled Activities) 

Accept MAIL Refined Relief for Rule 16.4.7.2.1 c. in part, as 
explained in Whyte 5.49. 

Accept MAIL Proposal Rule 16.4.7.2.3 (Sunlight and outlook) 

Accept MAIL Proposal Rule 16.4.7.2.3 a. 

Controlled Activities: 
Carter 14.29 

Height: Whyte 5.49,  
Carter 14.10 Carter 
Rebuttal 4.8-4.9 

Sunlight and Outlook not 
addressed in evidence, 
included in MAIL Proposal 

13.  Outline Development Plan  

Revised Provisions 

Outline Development Plan 

Amend ODP to show western access on Memorial Avenue as a left in 
and left out movement intersection only. 

Amend 16.4.7.1.4 NC1 to reflect left in left out movement. 

Crown supports Rule 16.4.7.2.5(b) and the accompanying notification 
rule, proposed by Ms Carter, as addressing the potential glare issue 
referred to in the Crown submission on the ODP included in the MAIL 
private plan change. Crown does not at this stage support the 
alternative solution proposed by Ms Carter at paragraph 12.6. 

Clark 10.23 - 10.25 

Clark 10.26 - 10.29 

Whyte supplementary 5.11 
– 5.12 
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 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

14.  New Rule - aquifer protection 

Not in Revised Provisions 

Accept MAIL Proposal, including ODP showing matters relevant to 
stormwater management provisions 

Carter 12.13-12.14 

Norton 7.1; Douglas 5.8 

 
 

 

 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

Further Submission Points 

1.  All rules for Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) 

Revised Provisions 

All 

Accept Council Further Revised Relief in relation to trade suppliers. 

For trade suppliers in so far as it is consistent Council Further 
Revised Relief  accept MAIL Refined Relief Rule 16.4.7.1.3 RD 4 
Trade suppliers, subject to amended drafting provided in my 
evidence at paragraph 5.61 (assuming that the levels of non-ancillary 
office and retail activities sought by MAIL are not provided) 

Reject Mail Refined Relief 16.4.7.1.3 RD 3 Supermarket 

Whyte 5.12, 5.61 

Carter Rebuttal 4.1  

 
 
 


