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1. INTRODUCTION 

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

out in my primary evidence for this hearing, dated 8 September.  

1.2 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.  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.  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 I express. 

1.3 In this rebuttal evidence I respond to the following: 

(a) the evidence of Mr Carr, on behalf of Memorial Avenue Investments 

Ltd (“MAIL”); 

(b) the evidence of Mr Falconer, on behalf of Christchurch City Council 

(“Council”); and 

(c) the evidence of Mr Penny, firstly on behalf of Christchurch 

International Airport Ltd (“CIAL”), and secondly on behalf of the 

Commodore Hotel. 

1.4 I note that the Second Joint Statement of the traffic experts was circulated 

on the same day as the other traffic experts and I filed our primary 

evidence.  As a result, most of the areas of disagreement between the other 

traffic experts and I are already set out in my primary evidence and the 

Second Joint Statement and the scope of this rebuttal statement is fairly 

limited.  
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1.5 Since primary evidence was filed, I have continued to discuss the areas of 

disagreement regarding the modelling with the other traffic experts.  

Therefore, in this rebuttal evidence, I also provide an update on my opinion 

on the traffic effects of the MAIL Proposal, taking into account those further 

discussions, and the following further information received: 

(a) a new version of the microsimulation traffic model (received from Mr 

Carr on 12 September); 

(b) a concept sketch of the potential eastern intersection of Memorial 

Avenue/MAIL site (received from Mr Carr on 11 September); and 

(c) further detail from the CAST traffic modelling (in terms of forecast 

flows, delays, and volume/capacity (V/C) information for the 2026 

scenarios without the MAIL development and with the MAIL Refined 

Relief (received from Mr Falconer on 11 September). 

1.6 I note that a further version of the traffic model was received from Mr Carr 

at midday on 14 September.  As at the time of filing this evidence, I have 

not had time to review this model in detail.  However, I will review the model 

and be in a position to advise the Panel my opinion on it by the time of the 

hearing.  

2. EFFECTS OF THE MAIL PROPOSAL 

2.1 In my primary evidence in chief, I set out a number of concerns regarding 

the reliability of the revised traffic modelling provided by Mr Carr (referred to 

in my primary evidence as the New Traffic Assessment).  Due to those 

concerns, I concluded that there was not sufficiently reliable evidence to 

support the MAIL Refined Relief. 

2.2 As set out at paragraphs 1.5 and 1.6 above, further information has been 

provided since the circulation of my primary evidence.  I have reviewed that 

information and conclude as follows: 

(a) Mr Carr has provided two new versions of the microsimulation 

model.  The coverage of the model now includes Avonhead Road, 

from Hawthornden Road to east of Roydvale Road, and the new 

versions of the model  address a few points of detail that were 

raised by Mr Penny.  However, at this stage I am unaware of any 

other changes that have been made to the model to address the 
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concerns outlined in my primary evidence as summarised in 

paragraph 2.3 below.   

(b) Mr Carr has provided a concept sketch of the layout at the Memorial 

Avenue/eastern site access intersection.  I accept that this sketch 

demonstrates how pedestrians can cross Memorial Avenue within 

the signal phasing assumed by the model.  

(c) Mr Falconer has provided further detail from the CAST model runs, 

which, as discussed further in section 4 below, has allowed me to 

consider in greater detail the effects of the MAIL Refined Relief 

along the State Highway, to the north and south of Memorial 

Avenue.  However, uncertainty around the trip distribution remains.  

2.3 As noted above, the further information received has not responded to two 

of my main concerns with the model, as described in my primary evidence, 

namely, the reliability of the trip profiling, base model validation and trip 

distribution (as described in my primary evidence at paragraphs 10.12 - 

10.17).  For these and the other reasons set out within this rebuttal 

evidence, I consider that the uncertainty around the traffic effects of the 

MAIL Refined Relief has not been significantly reduced since the provision 

of my primary evidence.  Therefore, at this stage, the conclusion in my 

primary evidence still stands.  

3. EVIDENCE OF ANDY CARR (MAIL) 

3.1 At paragraph 1.16, Mr Carr states that the analysis carried out in 2012 

identified that the traffic associated with full development of the MAIL site 

could be accommodated on the Memorial Avenue corridor.  Mr Carr makes 

a similar comment at paragraph 7.2.  However, this is not evidence of the 

effects of what is proposed now, as the surrounding land uses have 

changed, as explained in my primary evidence.  

3.2 At paragraph 2.1, Mr Carr states that based on the modelling undertaken to 

date, he considers the traffic generated by full development of the MAIL site 

can be accommodated on the roading network. In my primary evidence, I 

stated my concerns over the reliability of that model.  As noted above at 

paragraphs 2.2 - 2.3, while some additional information has been provided, 

this has not, at this stage, allowed me to modify my opinion on the reliability 

of the modelling or the acceptability of the traffic effects of the MAIL Refined 

Relief.   
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3.3 However, at paragraph 3.6, Mr Carr advises that a provision is to be offered 

by MAIL to limit the amount of commercial floorspace.  This will reduce the 

uncertainty around the potential maximum traffic effects of the 

development, as described in my primary evidence at paragraphs 10.18 - 

10.22.  However, my concerns regarding the reliability of the trip profiling, 

model validation and trip distribution remain.   

3.4 At paragraph 3.7, Mr Carr says that the modelling shows all intersections 

will achieve LOS D or better, at an approach level.  I do not agree that 

achieving LOS D at an approach level necessarily provides sufficient, 

assurance that the traffic effects will be acceptable, as there are often 

turning movements at critical intersections which are predicted to be at 

capacity, next to different turning movements in adjacent lanes which could 

be within capacity.  This means that analysis of results at only an approach 

level can conceal potential areas of congestion.   

3.5 At paragraph 3.9 Mr Carr acknowledges that two intersections are identified 

with LOS worse than D at a turning movement level: at the Memorial 

Avenue/Roydvale Avenue and the Memorial Avenue/Ron Guthrie Drive 

intersections1.  I refer to the future operation of both these intersections 

below, in response to the other witnesses, but note that the operation of the 

Memorial Avenue/Ron Guthrie Drive intersection is of greater relevance to 

that of the State Highway, due to its close proximity to the Russley 

Road/Memorial Avenue interchange.  

3.6 The above two intersections relate to the area within the microsimulation 

model.  Both Mr Falconer and Mr Penny refer to other intersections along 

the State Highway where the level of service is predicted to be worse than 

D, and I consider these issues in the following sections.  

3.7 At paragraphs 3.13 and 5.4 Mr Carr sets out his rationale as to why the 

anticipated poor level of service at the Memorial Avenue/Roydvale Avenue 

intersection may not materialise.  This relates primarily to the possibility of 

traffic 'rat running' through the MAIL site.2  As noted in my primary evidence 

at paragraph 10.21, 'rat running' through the site is not desirable.  Instead, it 

is normal practice to seek to ensure that the right traffic is on the right 

                                                
1
 I note that this situation, with a LOS of E or F still applies to the new version of the model, received today (14 

September).  It also now relates to the Avonhead Road/Roydvale Avenue intersection, which has now been added 
to the microsimulation model. 
2
 I understand that this rat running is now allowed through the site, in the new versions of the microsimulation 

model, provided on 12 and 14 September. 
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roads. This is reflected in the roading hierarchy defined within the Decision 

Version of the Transport Chapter of the Replacement District Plan.  The 

internal access roads within the MAIL site will be local roads, and the 

Decision states that “these roads function almost entirely for access 

purposes and are not intended to act as through routes for motor vehicles”.  

As a result, I agree with Mr Penny (see paragraph 5.3 below) that greater 

attention should be given to ensuring the safe and efficient operation of the 

Memorial Avenue/Roydvale Avenue intersection.   

4. EVIDENCE OF JOHN FALCONER (COUNCIL) 

4.1 At paragraph 6.5 Mr Falconer suggests that much of the PC83/84 modelling 

is still relevant.  I generally agree with this statement, but note that the 

PC83/84 modelling assumed the provision of a new link from Hawthornden 

Road to the Southern Airport Access Interchange, a proposal which is now 

not supported by either the Transport Agency or the City Council.  It is 

important that this link is removed from the model (as has occurred in the 

New Traffic Assessment), in order to accurately assess potential traffic 

effects of development at the MAIL site. 

4.2 At paragraph 6.3 Mr Falconer refers to poor levels of service predicted at 

other intersections along the Western Corridor, which are further away from 

the MAIL site.  I have reconsidered the predicted operation of these 

intersections following the provision of additional information by 

Mr Falconer, in the form of outputs from the area-wide CAST model:  

(a) Johns Road/Harewood Road roundabout: I am aware that 

congested multi-lane roundabouts are very difficult to model 

accurately in area wide traffic models.  Therefore, some caution is 

required in reviewing the CAST model’s results for this intersection. 

However, bearing that caution in mind, the CAST model does 

indicate that the MAIL Refined Relief will adversely affect this 

intersection.  The CAST model gives almost identical forecast flows 

on the critical approach from Russley Road (south) in the 2026 

scenario with and without the MAIL Refined Relief.  However, this 

approach is predicted to have to give way to a higher flow from 

Harewood Road (east), with the MAIL Refined Relief.  Therefore, it 

is reasonable to conclude that the MAIL Refined Relief will have 

adverse effects on this intersection.  I further note that the difference 

between the with and without MAIL Refined Relief scenarios would 
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be greater if the current trip distribution of MAIL related trips 

underestimates trips to/from the State Highway (as described in my 

primary evidence at paragraphs 10.13 - 10.17).  Also, I note that the 

forecast flows in 2026 are higher than those previously assumed for 

2021 in the 2013 ITA relating to the Russley Road Project.  That ITA 

indicated that the roundabout will be operating at theoretical 

capacity by 2021 (with a volume to capacity ratio of 0.97), meaning 

that the flows now forecast for 2026 are indeed likely to give rise to 

capacity issues.    

(b) Johns Road/Sawyers Arms Road: This is also a congested multi-

lane roundabout that is difficult to model in area wide models. It is 

possible that this roundabout is at or beyond the true area of 

influence of development of the MAIL site, but this depends on 

whether the current trip distribution underestimates trips to/from the 

State Highway.  If it does, then this roundabout is likely to be 

affected by development of the MAIL site. 

(c) Russley Road/Yaldhurst Road:  I note that this intersection is 

predicted to be operating right at capacity by 2026, and the CAST 

model predicts increased delays as a result of the MAIL Refined 

Relief.  However, the additional information provided on 11 

September indicates that the additional traffic anticipated to pass 

through the Russley Road/Yaldhurst Road intersection at 2026 with 

the MAIL Refined Relief is  less than 0.5%.  As such, the adverse 

effect may be little more than “model noise”, and further optimisation 

of the signal timings for the scenario with the MAIL Refined Relief 

should be sufficient to manage the predicted effects.  

4.3 At paragraph 6.7, Mr Falconer refers to possible future upgrades at the 

Harewood and Sawyers Arms roundabouts and possible grade separation 

of Sawyers Arms.  My understanding is that these are longer term upgrades 

that may be considered in the future but they are not part of the Transport 

Agency’s current work programme, and therefore cannot be relied on as 

mitigation for the effects of the Proposal at this stage.  

4.4 However, I am aware that the Transport Agency and other agencies have 

recognised that traffic generated from the various sites in the area which 

are zoned or proposed to be zoned for development (Airport Special Zone, 

Areas 1-3 and MAIL etc) is likely to cumulatively result in the need to 
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provide capacity improvements along the Western Corridor in the future.  

Accordingly, the Transport Agency, the Council, the Canterbury Regional 

Council and CIAL have jointly signed up to a “Strategic Case” approach for 

the Western Corridor, to ensure that the future operation of the corridor is 

monitored over time, and that consideration is given to further investment 

and improvement at the appropriate time.3  To a certain extent, the 

“appropriate time” will depend on the market, and the take up of 

development (as opposed to the zoning of land). 

4.5 It is possible that works agreed as part of the Western Corridor “Strategic 

Case” approach will be able to manage any effects of the MAIL 

development on these State Highway intersections, but as noted, these 

works are not part of the current programme.  In addition, my concerns on 

the more immediate effects of the MAIL Refined Relief (particularly on the 

Memorial Avenue/Russley Road interchange) remain. 

4.6 At paragraph 6.8 Mr Falconer refers to various issues in the modelling 

which are to be addressed by Mr Carr.  Most of these relate to effects on 

local roads which should not affect the State Highway, but the following 

issues are relevant to the State Highway: 

(a) At paragraph 6.8(d): As stated in my primary evidence at paragraph 

10.12, I agree with Mr Falconer’s concerns about the suitability of 

the demand profiles. 

(b) At paragraph 6.8(e): The assumed layout at the Memorial 

Avenue/Ron Guthrie Drive intersection.  The traffic experts have so 

far been unable to reach agreement as to whether it is appropriate 

or not to include an assumed upgrade in the traffic model.  If no 

upgrade is likely, then the efficiency of this intersection may affect 

the operation of the Russley Road/Memorial Avenue intersection. 

(c) At paragraph 6.8(h):  The acceptability of level of service E at the 

Russley Road/Memorial Avenue interchange4.  In my opinion, such 

a level of service is quite common at many large signalised 

intersections.  This is because a particular movement (such as a 

                                                
3
 Mr Milne’s evidence for the Council for the Commercial and Industrial hearing (Stage 2) provides further 

background on this work. See Statement of evidence of Andrew Milne for the Council, 2 September 2015, 
paragraph 7.5. 
4
 I note that this is now reported as LOS D in the new version of the model, received today (14 September), for the 

scenario with the MAIL Refined Relief.  Presumably this is a result of the reallocation of the signal phase times.  It 
may be that the 2026 scenario without the MAIL development could also be further optimised, as this is still 
predicted to operate with LOS E 
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right turn from an off ramp) only gets green time during one signal 

phase, then traffic has to wait for the rest of the cycle.  As noted in 

my primary evidence at paragraph 10.8, the current microsimulation 

model indicates that intersections at the interchange are predicted to 

operate satisfactorily.  In my primary evidence I also noted that I 

prefer to refer to volume/capacity (V/C) ratios, and the CAST model 

runs developed for the New Traffic Assessment indicate a maximum 

V/C ratio of 77% at the Russley Road/Memorial Avenue 

interchange, during the 2026 evening peak, for the scenario with the 

MAIL Refined Relief.  This V/C figure is approaching “practical 

capacity”.  It is also important to note that this figure may be 

exceeded, if it is accepted that the current trip distribution assumed 

within the traffic models underestimates the proportion of trips 

relating to the MAIL site which may head to/from the State Highway.   

4.7 I agree with the comments of Mr Falconer at paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 on the 

likely effects of the Council Refined Relief, which are consistent with the 

comments in my primary evidence at paragraph 5.1(e).  Namely, I agree 

that the Council Refined Relief is predicted to generate significant less trips, 

and is likely to result in a reduction in the scale of significant effects on the 

transport network relative to the MAIL Refined Relief.  

5. EVIDENCE OF TONY PENNY (CIAL) 

5.1 At paragraph 22, Mr Penny states that there will be adverse effects on SH1 

at Russley/Yaldhurst, Johns/Harewood and Johns/Sawyers Arms, and at 

paragraph 31 he notes that queuing could extend back from the Memorial 

Avenue/Ron Guthrie Drive intersection to the Russley Road/Memorial 

Avenue interchange.  I have responded to these issues within Section 4 

above. 

5.2 At paragraph 26 Mr Penny recommends that consideration be given to 

upgrading the Memorial Avenue/Roydvale Avenue intersection.  I accept 

Mr Penny’s safety concerns regarding filtering right turning movements 

across two lanes of opposing through movements.  I note that this is fairly 

common practice in Christchurch, but much less common in Auckland, 

where it is generally considered to be an unsafe practice.  However, if the 

signal phasing is changed to a safer sequence (with more dedicated signal 

phases) then this would almost inevitably have adverse implications on 

efficiency and therefore the predicted level of service.  However, the 
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operation of the Memorial Avenue/Roydvale Avenue intersection is unlikely 

to affect the State Highway, given the separation of around 1km.  

5.3 At paragraph 27 Mr Penny suggests that if the Memorial Avenue/Roydvale 

Avenue intersection is upgraded, this could attract more traffic on to 

Memorial Avenue and this could aggravate effects on Memorial Avenue.  I 

agree and note that this could include effects at the Russley Road/Memorial 

Avenue interchange.  In my opinion, effects on Memorial Avenue (and 

possibly the Russley Road/Memorial Avenue interchange may be 

aggravated if there is a true “upgrade” at the Memorial Avenue/Roydvale 

Avenue intersection (ie the provision of additional traffic lanes at the 

intersection).  However, if the upgrade includes only changes to provide a 

safer signal phasing, as referred to above, then the reduced efficiency at 

this intersection may mean that no additional traffic is attracted to Memorial 

Avenue.  As a result, there is still uncertainty as to the effects on the State 

Highway (in terms of the forecast flows along Memorial Avenue), until the 

nature of the upgrade works (if any) is clarified. 

5.4 At paragraph 34, Mr Penny states that the predicted traffic on Avonhead 

Road is above that recommended for a collector road.  This is correct, 

although I understand that the value referred to by Mr Penny is a “typical 

flow”, rather than an absolute value.  Also, as noted in my primary 

evidence, this is an issue for the City Council as road controlling authority, 

and I expect that Mr Falconer will respond on this issue.   

6. EVIDENCE OF TONY PENNY (COMMODORE HOTEL) 

6.1 The statement of Mr Penny relating to the Commodore Hotel is, for the 

most part, the same as his evidence for CIAL.  The exceptions are within 

paragraphs 29-32 on the Local Simulation Modelling and paragraphs 33-37 

relating to Avonhead Road, leading to changes within the conclusions, at 

paragraphs 38-43.  I have no further comment on these paragraphs, as 

they relate to the more detailed local issues of interest to the Hotel, and are 

unlikely to have a bearing on the State Highway.   

 

Ian David Clark 
14 September 2015 
 


