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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Ian David Clark.  I am a Director of Flow Transportation 

Specialists Limited, which was established in February 2005.  Prior to 

October 2005 I was the Manager of the Transportation Planning Section at 

the Auckland office of Opus International Consultants Ltd.  I was employed 

by Opus for eight years. 

1.2 This is the third statement of evidence I have prepared on the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  My first statement of 

evidence was provided in respect of the Stage 1 hearing for the 

Commercial and Industrial Proposals;1 my second was provided in respect 

of the Stage 1 hearing for the Transport Proposal.2  I confirm that I continue 

to rely on that evidence to the extent that it is relevant to this hearing, and 

do not intend to repeat that evidence. 

1.3 A summary of my qualifications and relevant past experience is set out in 

paragraphs 1.1 to 1.3 and Appendix IDC1 of my statement of evidence for 

the Transport hearing. 

1.4 My role in the State Highway 1 (Russley Road): Harewood Road to 

Avonhead Park project (“Russley Road Project”), between 2010 and early 

2015, is of particular relevance to 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 I express. 

                                                
1
 Statement of evidence of Ian Clark on behalf of the Crown (Proposals 15 and 16: Commercial and Industrial – 

Transport – Access off SH75), 24 April 2015; http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-
Crown-Evidence-of-Ian-Clark-Commercial-and-Industrial-24-4-15.pdf.  
2
 Statement of evidence of Ian Clark on behalf of the Crown (Proposal 7: Transport – High Trip Generators and 

Integrated Transport Assessments), 10 June 2015; http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-
content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Statement_of_Evidence_-_Ian_Clark-Transport-10-6-15.pdf.  

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Evidence-of-Ian-Clark-Commercial-and-Industrial-24-4-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Evidence-of-Ian-Clark-Commercial-and-Industrial-24-4-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Statement_of_Evidence_-_Ian_Clark-Transport-10-6-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Statement_of_Evidence_-_Ian_Clark-Transport-10-6-15.pdf
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3. BACKGROUND AND ROLE 

3.1 I was instructed by the NZ Transport Agency ("Transport Agency") in 2014 

to provide assistance in its consideration of the Replacement Plan.  This 

assistance primarily relates to aspects of Proposal 7 (Transport) particularly 

matters relating to the requirements for Integrated Transport Assessments 

(“ITA”s) and the High Trip Generator (“HTG”) rule, but I am also advising 

the Transport Agency on a number of site specific issues relating to other 

Proposals of the Replacement Plan, including the Private Plan Change 

request by Memorial Avenue Investments Ltd (“MAIL”) and the Council's 

provisions for the MAIL Business Park in the Replacement Plan.   

3.2 In my evidence, I refer to: 

(a) the provisions appended to Ms Carter's evidence as Appendix A in 

either black or green text as the "MAIL Proposal";  

(b) the changes set out in red text of Appendix A to Ms Carter’s 

evidence as the "Council Refined Relief"; and  

(c) the changes set out in blue text of Appendix A to Ms Carter’s 

evidence as the "MAIL Refined Relief".   

4. SCOPE 

4.1 My evidence covers the following topics: 

(a) the local transport network, including a description of changes to the 

network that are currently being implemented through the Russley 

Road Project; 

(b) the four traffic and transport assessments which are of relevance to 

development on the MAIL site; 

(c) the nature of the MAIL Proposal (including my understanding of the 

differences between the Council Refined Relief and MAIL Refined 

Relief); 

(d) the Crown’s submission on MAIL’s Private Plan Change request and 

the Council’s Stage 2 notified provisions affecting the MAIL site; and 

(e) assessment of the transport effects of the MAIL Proposal (including 

the effects of the Council Refined Relief and MAIL Refined Relief). 
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5. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

5.1 I conclude that: 

(a) The transport environment in the vicinity of the MAIL site will 

significantly change following the completion of the Russley Road 

Project. 

(b) Russley Road and Memorial Avenue are important elements of 

strategic infrastructure, as part of the State Highway and major 

arterial networks respectively.  Consistent with Objective 3.3.12(a) 

of the Hearing Panel’s Strategic Directions decision, it is important 

to ensure that development on the MAIL site does not interfere with 

the safe, efficient and effective development, upgrade, maintenance 

and operation of these two roads.   

(c) The latest traffic modelling provided by MAIL on 5 September 2015 

(“New Traffic Assessment”) suggests that the MAIL Refined Relief 

can be satisfactorily accommodated by the existing road network as 

modified by the Russley Road Project.  However, at this stage I 

retain concerns regarding the reliability of that modelling (as 

summarised in subparagraph (d) below).  Therefore at this stage, I 

do not consider there is sufficiently reliable evidence to support the 

MAIL Refined Relief.   

(d) The concerns that I retain are discussed in paragraphs 10.9 to 10.20 

below.  I have discussed these concerns with the other traffic 

experts.  By way of summary, these concerns are that: 

(i) Key assumptions in the New Traffic Assessment do not take 

into account the cumulative effect of other proposals which 

are to be the subject of consideration in the separate 

Commercial and Industrial Stage 2 hearing. 

(ii) I have not yet seen details of the calibration and validation of 

the profiling over the evening peak period in the version of 

the microsimulation traffic model that is being used.  As a 

result, it is not yet clear to me whether the model adequately 

reflects existing trip profiles, and therefore adequately 

reflects the likely peak queues. 
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(iii) I am concerned at the modelled trip distribution.  For 

example, the percentage ranges predicted to be using 

Avonhead Road (to the east) appear to be high, which in turn 

may mean that the effects of the proposed development on 

the operation of Memorial Avenue and the Russley 

Road/Memorial Avenue interchange may have been under-

estimated. 

(iv) There are no specified limits on the maximum quantity of 

industrial, warehousing/distribution or commercial service 

activities on the site and so, while the New Traffic 

Assessment has tested the maximum level of development 

under the MAIL Refined Relief, it has not tested the 

maximum total levels of traffic to and from the site. 

(e) I have less concerns about the Council Refined Relief because this 

has approximately two thirds the traffic generating potential of the 

MAIL Refined Relief, and therefore carries a lower risk of causing 

adverse traffic effects on the surrounding transport network.   

6. LOCAL TRANSPORT NETWORK  

6.1 The primary access to and from the MAIL site will be from Memorial 

Avenue.  Memorial Avenue runs approximately northwest to southeast, 

providing a route from the Christchurch International Airport to the city 

centre.  It is designated as a major arterial route.   

6.2 At the northwest corner of the MAIL site, Memorial Avenue intersects with 

Russley Road, which forms part of State Highway 1 (“SH1”).  In this 

location, SH1 forms what the Transport Agency calls the “Western 

Corridor”, which runs between Belfast in the North and the large key activity 

centre and industrial area at Hornby in the South. 

6.3 The Western Corridor is one of the Christchurch Roads of National 

Significance ("RoNS"), as identified in the Government Policy Statement 

("GPS") of 2011.3  The GPS of 2011 states that continuing to progress the 

seven RoNS is a critical part of the economic growth and productivity 

priority and a significant part of the government’s National Infrastructure 

                                                
3
 Government Policy Statement on Land Transport Funding 2012/13-2011/22 (July 2011) 
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Plan, while the 2015 GPS repeats the government’s commitment to 

complete the RoNS, to address constraints on key supply chain routes.4  

6.4 As a result of its identification in the RoNS programme, as well as recent 

increases in demand and further forecasted demand, the Transport Agency 

has been progressing a number of projects to upgrade the Western 

Corridor to a high quality route around the north and west of Christchurch, 

connecting the northern and southern Canterbury areas with the 

Christchurch International Airport.  A number of these projects have already 

been constructed. 

6.5 The Russley Road Project is part of the Western Corridor projects and has 

implications for the MAIL Proposal (as set out in paragraph 6.7 below).  

There have been delays in progressing this Project, but construction works 

have now commenced.  I attach as Appendix IDC1 a newsletter produced 

by the Transport Agency on the Project.  This newsletter includes at page 2 

a plan of the Project (“Project Plan”). 

6.6 The main components of the Russley Road Project are as follows: 

(a) An upgrade of SH1, to a four lane median separated expressway, 

with a speed limit of 80 km/hr (i.e along Zones One to Four in the 

Project Plan).5 

(b) A full movement grade separated interchange at the intersection of 

Russley Road/Memorial Avenue, adjacent to the Christchurch 

International Airport.  SH1 will pass over the interchange, and the 

interchange below will include two signalised intersections of 

Memorial Avenue with the expressway on and off ramps (see Zone 

Three of the Project Plan). 

(c) The provision of a second interchange at the Southern Airport 

Access, to the south of Memorial Avenue.  Left in, left out 

movements are to be provided, on and off both the northbound and 

southbound carriageways, with a link under Russley Road 

connecting the southbound connections to the Southern Airport area 

(see Zone Four of the Project Plan).   

                                                
4
 Government Policy Statement on Land Transport 2015/16 – 2024/25 (December 2014) 

5
 It should be noted that, unfortunately, the Project Plan is not set out to face north. A north point is provided on the 

left of the Project Plan (within Zone One). 
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(d) The closure of Avonhead Road, on either side of Russley Road (see 

the boundary of Zones Three and Four of the Project Plan). 

(e) The closure of Wairakei Road, west of Russley Road (see Zone 

Two of the Project Plan). 

(f) The conversion of the Russley Road/Wairakei Road intersection 

east of Russley Road to allow only left in, left out movements.  The 

Memorial Avenue interchange southbound off ramp is proposed to 

start prior to Wairakei Road and the Wairakei Road left in, left out 

movements are to be provided from the southbound off ramp, rather 

than directly from Russley Road (see Zone Two of the Project Plan). 

(g) The Russley Road/Johns Road/Harewood Road roundabout is to be 

upgraded to a larger diameter roundabout, with additional lanes on 

some approaches (see Zone One of the Project Plan).   

6.7 As noted above, construction of the Russley Road Project has now started, 

and the Project Plan states that completion is expected in December 2017.  

This Project will significantly change the operation of the local transport 

network in the vicinity of the MAIL site, as follows: 

(a) The Project will provide additional capacity for traffic travelling north 

and south on Russley Road, through the provision of a four lane 

flyover, over the Memorial Avenue interchange. 

(b) The Project will significantly increase the capacity of the Russley 

Road/Memorial Avenue intersection, partly through the removal of 

through traffic on SH1 (which will pass over, on the flyover) and 

partly through the change from a roundabout to traffic signals. 

(c) The Project will lead to the closure of the Russley Road/Avonhead 

Road intersection (which currently allows left in, left out movements 

to/from Avonhead Road, which is a local road).  This means that 

while access to the MAIL site can be provided off Avonhead Road, 

this will not provide through access to SH1 at Russley Road.  In 

other words, all traffic heading between the MAIL site and SH1 will 

do so via Memorial Avenue.  This will increase the traffic demand on 

Memorial Avenue. 
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(d) Also, due to the proposed restrictions at other existing intersections 

along Russley Road (such as at Wairakei Road), the Project will 

concentrate east-west movements onto Memorial Avenue.   

7. TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS 

2013 ITAs 

7.1 The traffic and transport effects of the Russley Road Project were set out in 

an Integrated Transport Assessment (“ITA”), prepared by Flow 

Transportation Specialists for the Transport Agency in 2013 (“Russley 

Road ITA”).6  The existing and forecast daily two way traffic flows, 

according to the Russley Road ITA, are summarised in Table 1. 

Table 1: Existing and Forecast Daily Traffic Flows (according to 

Russley Road ITA)  

 Existing 

Flows 

Forecast 

(2026) Flows 

without 

Russley Road 

Project 

Forecast 

(2026) Flows 

with Russley 

Road Project 

Russley Road, south 

of Memorial Avenue 

31,770 41,420 52,690 

Memorial Avenue, 

east of Russley Road 

n/a7 16,150 23,950 

Avonhead Road (east 

of Russley Road) 

n/a 3,510 0 

7.2 However, the input assumptions (such as those relating to future land uses, 

particularly for the area around the airport) have since been superseded.   

7.3 A separate ITA was prepared in 2013 for Plan Change 84: the Special 

Purpose Airport Zone (“PC84 ITA”).8  This assessed the effects of greater 

                                                
6
 Flow Transportation Specialists (2013), “SH1 Russley Road: Harewood Road to Avonhead Park: Integrated 

Transport Assessment” 
7
 The Russley Road ITA only provided existing flows along Memorial Avenue, further to the east 

8
 Quality Transport Planning (QTP) Ltd, (2013), “Plan Change 84 Special Purpose Airport Zone: Integrated 

Transport Assessment” 
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levels of employment of between 18,500 and 20,300 jobs for the areas 

within and around the Airport.   

7.4 The PC84 ITA used a SATURN traffic model known as the Christchurch 

Assignment and Simulation Traffic (“CAST”) model.  I used a version of the 

CAST model for my previous work relating to the Russley Road Project, in 

early 2015.9  That work considered the predicted performance of the 

Russley Road/Memorial Avenue interchange, for a forecast year of 2026, in 

terms of volume to capacity (“V/C”) ratios.  A ratio of 100% means that an 

intersection is operating right at capacity, and is termed “theoretical 

capacity”.  In reality, conditions tend to deteriorate at figures less than 

100%, and values of around 85-90% are generally referred to as being the 

“practical capacity” of an intersection.  (However, I note that the Transport 

Agency’s Economic Evaluation Manual defines a V/C ratio of over 70% as 

congested.)10  

7.5 My previous work indicated that the Russley Road/Memorial Avenue 

interchange is predicted to operate within capacity in the weekday morning 

peak, in 2026, with a maximum V/C ratio of around 70%.  However, in the 

evening peak in 2026, maximum V/C ratios of around 82-83% are 

predicted, meaning that the interchange is predicted to be operating close 

to practical capacity at that time.   

MAIL’s 2014 ITA 

7.6 The future operation of the road network following the implementation of the 

MAIL Proposal, as then supported by MAIL, was set out in a further ITA, 

prepared for MAIL in August 2014 (“2014 MAIL ITA”).11  The 2014 MAIL 

ITA was carried out using two tiers of traffic models: the CAST model, and a 

more detailed microsimulation model of the Memorial Avenue corridor.   

7.7 However, some of the input assumptions for the 2014 MAIL ITA have now 

been superseded.  These include the area wide land use assumptions, the 

specific land use assumptions for the MAIL site, and the road network 

assumptions.  For example, the traffic generating potential of the land use 

now sought by MAIL has decreased since August 2014, which would 

                                                
9
 The CAST model was refined for that work, specifically to improve the level of detail in the commercial area to 

the south of the Airport.  
10

 NZ Transport Agency (2013), “Economic Evaluation Manual”.  This Manual sets out the methodology of how to 
carry out economic assessments of transport projects, and higher values of time are assumed for congested 
conditions.  Page 5-207 states that these higher values of time apply where the V/C ratio exceeds 70%  
11

 Carriageway Consulting (August 2014), “Memorial Business Park, Memorial Avenue, Christchurch: 
Transportation Assessment” 
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suggest that the 2014 MAIL ITA could be regarded as conservative (ie 

overestimating effects).12  However, the 2014 MAIL ITA also assumed a 

potential connection from Hawthornden Road through to the Southern 

Airport Access interchange, which is a proposal not supported by the 

Transport Agency or the Christchurch City Council.13  In that respect, the 

2014 MAIL ITA can be regarded as optimistic, in that it assumed the 

provision of additional capacity which is now unlikely to eventuate.   

New Traffic Assessment 

7.8 In accordance with the recommendation of the experts at expert 

conferencing, the traffic modelling assessment has recently been rerun, 

using the latest land use assumptions for the wider area and the land use 

assumptions in the MAIL Refined Relief (“New Traffic Assessment”).  The 

agreed scope of the New Traffic Assessment was set out in the Joint 

Witness Statement of the Traffic/Transport Experts of 12 August 2015.14      

I note that the land use assumptions do not include proposals for the areas 

known as Areas 2 and 3, which are subject to the separate Commercial and 

Industrial Stage 2 Hearing, the implications of which I discuss at paragraph 

10.9 below. 

7.9 I was provided with the New Traffic Assessment late on 5 September 2015.   

8. THE MAIL PROPOSAL 

8.1 I understand that MAIL and Council agree that (subject to activity specific 

standards) industrial activities, warehousing and distribution activities, 

commercial services and several other minor uses are to be permitted 

activities within the MAIL site.15  In addition, ancillary retail activities of no 

more than 250 m2 or 25% of the gross floor area, and office activity of no 

more than 5,000m2 of office uses are to be permitted activities, again 

subject to activity specific standards.16  In addition, guest accommodation of 

up to 200 bedrooms, veterinary care facilities, and some health care 

facilities are provided for as permitted activities.17  The key areas of 

                                                
12

 The external vehicle movements were assessed by Mr Carr as 3,048 vehicles/hour, two way in the evening 
peak, in the 2014 MAIL ITA, compared  with 2,589 vehicles/hour with the MAIL Refined Relief 
13

 The possibility of such a through link, from Hawthorden Road to Russley Road is considered in the evidence of 
Mr Andrew Milne, in his evidence relating to the Commercial and Industrial Stage 2 Hearing 
14

 Note that while the Joint Statement related to caucusing  on 10 August, an updated version was signed by the 
experts on 12 August. 
15

 Rule 16.4.2.1, 
16

 Rule 16.4.2.1. 
17

 Rule 16.4.7.1.1. 
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disagreement between MAIL and the Council are the appropriate amount of 

office uses (above 5,000m2) and non-ancillary retail activity.   

8.2 In the MAIL Refined Relief, and as further detailed in Appendix IDC2, MAIL 

seek: 

(a) permitted activity status for retail activities other than ancillary retail 

of up to 6,000m2 for tenancies up to 450m2, and up to 1,500m2 for 

tenancies of less than 450m2;18 

(b) permitted activity status for additional office uses (for particular 

types of activities/businesses) of up to 10,000m2;19 and  

(c) restricted discretionary activity status for a supermarket of up to 

4,200m2,20 and trade suppliers of up to 10,000m2.21 

8.3 In the Council Refined Relief, Council is not supporting any additional office 

or retail other than that identified within paragraph 8.1 above.  Mr Carr has 

calculated the traffic generating potential of the Council Refined Relief to be 

about two thirds that of the MAIL Refined Relief, and I agree with that 

calculation.22  As a result, the MAIL Refined Relief will have greater traffic 

effects than the Council Refined Relief.   

8.4 As set out in Ms Whyte’s evidence, the Crown, unlike the Council, is not 

opposed to the level of trade suppliers proposed by MAIL.23 

9. THE CROWN SUBMISSION 

9.1 The Crown’s submission on MAIL’s Private Plan Change request and the 

Council’s notified Stage 2 provisions affecting the MAIL site included 

submissions on behalf of the Transport Agency, which expressed concerns 

relating to a number of transport related issues.  These included: 

(a) the effects of proposed retail, office and visitor accommodation 

activities on SH1; 

(b) the location of vehicle access points; 

                                                
18

 Rule 16.4.7.1.1 P2. 
19

 Rule 16.4.7.1.1 P3. 
20

 Rule 16.4.7.1.3 RD3. 
21

 Rule 16.4.7.1.3 RD4. 
22

 The external vehicle movements have been assessed by Mr Carr as 1,712 vehicles/hour, two way in the 
evening peak, for the Council Refined Relief, compared  with 2,589 vehicles/hour with the MAIL Refined Relief.  
23

 Statement of evidence of Jane Whyte on behalf of the Crown, dated 3 September 2015, para 5.28. 
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(c) the timing of the proposed development in relation to the Russley 

Road Project; and 

(d) safety matters, including the need for screening between internal 

roads in the MAIL site and SH1 to avoid driver confusion. 

9.2 As noted above, construction has now started on the Russley Road Project.  

This means that the timing issue signalled in (c) above is no longer a 

concern.  I address matters (a), (b) and (d) below. 

10. ASSESSMENT 

10.1 SH1 serves an important strategic function as the main route around 

Christchurch.  In my view, the Russley Road/Memorial Avenue interchange 

is the most important connection to the Christchurch International Airport.  I 

also note that Memorial Avenue forms part of the major arterial road 

network, and it provides an important route between the Airport and the city 

centre. 

10.2 Objective 3.3.1 in the Hearings Panel's Strategic Directions decision is 

focused on expediting the recovery and future enhancement of 

Christchurch.  I am also mindful of Objective 3.3.12(a) of the decision, 

which states: 

“The social, economic, environmental and cultural benefits of 

infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure, are recognised and 

provided for, and its safe, efficient and effective development, 

upgrade, maintenance and operation is enabled”. 

10.3 As a result, I consider that an appropriate balance needs to be drawn 

between enabling the safe, efficient and effective operation of SH1 in the 

long term and the need to provide appropriate access for the MAIL site.  My 

concerns around the operation of SH1 relate primarily to the Russley 

Road/Memorial Avenue interchange, and the possibility of “weaving”24 on 

SH1 between the Memorial Avenue interchange and the Southern Airport 

Access interchange.   

                                                
24

 By “weaving” I mean, for example, traffic joining SH1, northbound from the Southern interchange will cross 
paths with (or “weave” across) northbound traffic exiting the expressway at Memorial Avenue. 
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Effects on SH1 - Results of New Traffic Assessment 

10.4 Before considering the outcomes of the New Traffic Assessment, I have 

drawn the following conclusions from the various previous ITAs noted in 

section 7 above: 

(a) as noted in paragraph 6.7 (c) and (d), the Russley Road Project will 

concentrate traffic onto SH1 and Memorial Avenue; and 

(b) as noted in paragraph 7.5, the Russley Road/Memorial Avenue is 

predicted to be approaching its practical capacity during the 

weekday evening peak in 2026. 

10.5 As a result, I consider that the effects of the MAIL Proposal (and in 

particular the MAIL Refined Relief, which will have greater traffic effects) on 

the Russley Road/Memorial Avenue interchange and on the adjacent SH1 

need to be carefully considered. 

10.6 I note that I was only provided the New Traffic Assessment late on 5 

September 2015.  Therefore, I have only had limited time to consider it.  

Nevertheless, I set out below my brief assessment of the likely 

transportation effects of the MAIL Proposal, based on the version of the 

microsimulation traffic model (for the 2026 scenario with the MAIL Refined 

Relief), provided in the New Traffic Assessment.   

10.7 The New Traffic Assessment has proceeded on the basis of the maximum 

level of development anticipated by the MAIL Refined Relief.  This scenario 

will allow less office and retail development than that originally sought by 

MAIL (and which was included within the 2014 MAIL ITA) but more than 

that proposed by the Council in the Council Refined Relief.  The land use 

assumptions are summarised at Appendix IDC2.   

10.8 The New Traffic Assessment indicates that (as at 2026): 

(a) The (eastern) signalised MAIL site access onto Memorial Avenue is 

predicted to operate with a satisfactory level of service, and the 

queues are not predicted to be significant or to extend back to the 

Russley Road/Memorial Avenue interchange. 

(b) The Russley Road/Memorial Avenue interchange is predicted to 

operate satisfactorily.  Some queuing is predicted within the 

interchange.  For example, traffic turning right from the northbound 
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Memorial Avenue off ramp is predicted to be held at the eastern 

signals (within the interchange).  However, in my opinion, this could 

be resolved by slight changes to the signal phase times and the 

offsets (between the phase times at the two adjacent sets of signals 

within the interchange) in the modelling. 

(c) Weaving between the Memorial Avenue and Southern Airport 

interchanges is predicted to remain within a satisfactory level of 

service in 2026. 

(d) The intersection of Memorial Avenue/Roydvale Avenue is predicted 

to operate with a single turning movement at level of service F.  This 

may indicate that the intersection is predicted to be at or close to 

capacity.  In my opinion, it is possible that this could lead to some 

traffic from Memorial Avenue to Avonhead Road trying to take a 

short cut (or 'rat run') through the MAIL site.   

10.9 However, I remain concerned about certain key assumptions included 

within the New Traffic Assessment which could in turn affect my 

conclusions above.  I have four main concerns, which I set out below.  In 

addition to these, I note that the assessment has not taken into account the 

cumulative effect of other proposals (such as those associated with Areas 2 

and 3), which are to be addressed at a different hearing.  If that 

development were also taken into account, then I would expect the State 

Highway and its intersections to be operating closer to capacity.   

10.10 As noted in paragraph 8.3 above, the traffic generation associated with the 

Council Refined Relief has been assessed as being around two thirds of 

that of the MAIL Refined Relief, meaning that the effects of the Council 

Refined Relief will be lower.  My current concerns with the New Traffic 

Assessment are significantly lessened at this lower level of development, 

given that there will be less traffic effects.   

10.11 However, as noted above at paragraph 8.4, the Crown, unlike the Council, 

is not opposed to the level of trade suppliers proposed by MAIL.  If 

10,000m2 of trade suppliers (which the Crown does not oppose) was to be 

added to the Council Refined Relief, and if that were to lead to a 

corresponding reduction in the quantum of industrial, 

warehousing/distribution, this would increase the traffic generating potential 
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of that Proposal, thereby reducing the differential between the MAIL 

Refined Relief and the (modified) Council Refined Relief.25  

Issue 1: Trip Profiling and Model Validation 

10.12 The first issue with the model relates to the profiling over the evening peak 

period.  At this stage I have seen no details of the calibration and validation 

of the microsimulation model, meaning that.   

(a) It is not yet clear to me whether the model adequately reflects the 

existing profile of trips.  For example, from observation, there appear 

to be peaks of activity around arrival times of the larger planes, and 

the peak period for employment activity appears to be fairly short.  A 

profile with greater peaks within the modelled period would be likely 

to give rise to greater probability of queues in the forecast models.   

(b) There would be value in demonstrating that the base model is 

properly reflecting observed conditions away from the Russley 

Road/Memorial Avenue intersection (where the layout will change 

as a result of the Russley Road Project), for example, at the 

Memorial Avenue/Roydvale Avenue intersection (where the layout 

will not change).   

Issue 2: Trip distribution 

10.13 The 2014 MAIL ITA assumed that between 29 and 33% of development 

related traffic will use the Avonhead Road accesses in the evening peak, 

while the New Traffic Assessment assumes about 28 to 30%. 

10.14 Similarly, the proportion of traffic predicted to be heading to/from the east 

along Memorial Avenue in the evening peak was predicted to be 30 to 38% 

in the 2014 MAIL ITA, while with the New Traffic Assessment assumes a 

range is 30 to 34%.   

10.15 In my opinion, the percentage ranges using Avonhead Road seem high, 

particularly in the future when there will be significantly greater level of 

activity in the areas around the Airport, and when the Russley 

Road/Memorial Avenue interchange will allow traffic to travel to/from the 

MAIL site, to the northwest and the southeast with less congestion than is 

currently the case.  This in turn may mean that the effects of the proposed 

                                                
25

 The relevant trip rates agreed by the traffic experts for these uses are 1 trip per 100m2 GFA, two way in the 
evening peak, for industry/warehousing/distribution, 2 for commercial services and 2.8 for trade suppliers  
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development on the operation of Memorial Avenue, and the Russley 

Road/Memorial Avenue interchange have been under-estimated, with only 

26 to 28% of development traffic predicted to be heading to or from the 

State Highway in the evening peak.   

10.16 On the other hand, if this percentage range is shown to be reasonable, this 

then means that the potential effects of the MAIL Refined Relief on the 

operation of Avonhead Road and Memorial Avenue, east of the site may 

need to be considered further, as follows: 

(a) Flows on Avonhead Road, east from the site, are not currently high, 

and are forecast to remain well within the capacity of a two lane 

road.  However, there may be issues relating to the capacity at 

certain intersections, the need for pedestrian crossings at key desire 

lines, or other safety related issues. 

(b) Memorial Avenue is already a four lane road, and the forecast flows 

are likely to be well within the link capacity of such a road.  

However, again, there may be safety or capacity issues at key 

intersections (or at other locations) along the route.   

10.17 These are matters that I would expect the Council to address, as road 

controlling authority for these local roads.   

Issue 3: Land Use Mix 

10.18 The total quantum of development is governed by the rules covering the 

maximum height and coverage of the MAIL site.  However, there are no 

specified limits on the maximum quantity of industrial, warehousing/ 

distribution or commercial services (or the other permitted minor uses) in 

either the Council or MAIL Refined Relief.  Thus while the New Traffic 

Assessment has tested the maximum level of development as per the MAIL 

Refined Relief, it may not have tested the maximum total levels of traffic 

to/from the site.   

10.19 As an example, the assumed quantity of commercial services could be 

increased (beyond the 8,200m2 currently assumed in the New Traffic 

Assessment), as permitted development, with a corresponding reduction in 

the quantity of industrial/warehousing and distribution (to less than the 

16,400m2 currently assumed).  If there is a change of 5,000m2 (ie greater 

commercial services but less industrial/warehousing and distribution) this 

would lead to an increase in traffic to/from the site (if applied to the MAIL 
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Refined Relief) of about +12%.  On the other hand, I accept that the 

assessment has been fairly conservative in its assumptions regarding 

passby or diverted trips26 

10.20 This issue, cumulatively with the other issues identified above, means that, 

in my opinion, there is still a significant level of uncertainty about the 

potential traffic effects of the MAIL Refined Relief.   

Issue 4: Through traffic ('rat running') 

10.21 A further matter relates to the possibility of through traffic passing through 

the MAIL site, for example, from Avonhead Road to Memorial Avenue in 

order to avoid any congestion at the Memorial Avenue/Roydvale Avenue 

intersection, or at the western end of Memorial Avenue.  This would be an 

undesirable outcome, but I understand that this possibility has not been 

tested through the CAST traffic model as part of the New Traffic 

Assessment.  Instead the CAST model has assumed that through traffic 

cannot pass through the site.   

10.22 In my opinion, there is a need to ensure that the internal road network is 

designed to minimise attractiveness for use by through traffic, while 

allowing for efficient movement for traffic within the site.  This appears to be 

adequately covered by the Matters of Discretion at 16.4.7.3.1(b) of the 

MAIL Proposal. 

Location of vehicle access points 

10.23 The Outline Development Plan (“ODP”) shows two access points from the 

MAIL site onto Memorial Avenue, and two onto Avonhead Road.  The text 

indicates that these are to be “proposed controlled intersections”, but I 

understand that the eastern access onto Memorial Avenue is to be an all 

movement signalised access, and the western access is to be a left in left 

out non-signalised access.  This unsignalised access is to be located about 

275m from the Russley Road/Memorial Avenue interchange.  With a left in, 

left out arrangement, there should be no queues on Memorial Avenue at 

this intersection.  The eastern intersection is to be some 450m from the 

Russley Road/Memorial Avenue interchange.  There will inevitably be some 

queues on Memorial Avenue (while traffic turns right out from the MAIL 

site).  However, the location of this intersection provides good separation 

                                                
26

 Passby or diverted trips are those that will be passing close to the site in any case, and divert into the site as 
part of an existing trip. 
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from the State Highway interchange, while also providing good separation 

(of about 630m) from the intersection of Memorial Avenue/Roydvale 

Avenue.   

10.24 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.  I note that the Joint Statement of 12 August 2015 agreed this 

should be explicitly set out in the ODP. 

10.25 Provided this amendment is made to the ODP, it appears at this stage that 

the proposed location of the vehicle access points should not lead to 

unacceptable adverse effects in terms of queuing back to the State 

Highway interchange.  However, this conclusion depends on the reliability 

of the model, which I have discussed above, as well as a potential safety 

issue for pedestrians trying to access the site across Memorial Avenue, as 

detailed further below. 

Safety matters 

10.26 At paragraph 12.5 of her evidence, Ms Carter proposes Rule 16.4.7.2.5(b) 

to address the effects of concern to the Transport Agency relating to glare 

affecting traffic on Russley Road from vehicles and other activity on an 

internal road running parallel to SH1.  In particular, Ms Carter does not 

consider it necessary to require fencing if landscaping provides adequate 

screening from SH1.  I agree that the proposed rule will satisfactorily 

address the issue raised.   

10.27 At paragraph 12.6, Ms Carter suggests an alternative approach, which 

would shift the internal road, enabling a block of development between the 

internal road and Russley Road.  This could indeed be a valid solution to 

the potential safety issue, but it raises a further matter regarding the 

potential for conflict in diverting buses to the site, which is explained further 

below. 

10.28 The Joint Statement of 12 August 2015 noted that the proposal for buses to 

be routed through the site needed to be clarified.  In my view there is the 

potential for conflict in diverting buses into the site, between the need for 

maximum penetration for public transport and the need for public transport 

to be as direct (and therefore as quick) as is reasonably practicable.  To 

that end, it would probably not be desirable for a rapid bus service running 

between the Airport and the City Centre to divert into the MAIL site, 
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particularly with no right turns to be permitted at the western access onto 

Memorial Avenue.  Instead, it would be desirable from a transportation 

perspective for the areas of the site with the greatest density of employees 

(ie office uses) to be within an easy walking distance of the bus stops along 

Memorial Avenue.   

10.29 The Joint Statement of 12 August 2015 noted the need for the various 

traffic experts to see the concept layouts of the MAIL access intersections 

on Memorial Avenue, and an assessment of the safety and operation of the 

intersections, relative to the other accesses along Memorial Avenue.  This 

has not happened and it is unclear at this stage what provision is to be 

made for pedestrians to cross Memorial Avenue, for example to access bus 

stops on the northern side.  This is a potential safety issue that should be 

addressed. 

11. CONCLUSION 

11.1 I have set out my conclusions in the Executive Summary above.   

11.2 I will continue to work with the other traffic experts to see if my concerns 

regarding the modelling can be satisfactorily addressed by the time that 

rebuttal evidence is filed, or failing that, prior to the hearing. 

 

Ian David Clark 

9 September 2015 



 

BF\54583688\1 Page 1 

Appendix IDC1: NZ Transport Agency Update Newsletter on the SH1 Russley Road: Harewood Road to Avonhead Park Project 
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Appendix IDC2: Land Use Assumptions for New Traffic Assessment 

Land Use Quantum 

Visitor Accommodation 200 rooms 

Office 15,000m2 

Retail  6,000m2 

Specialty retail 1,500m2 

Food and beverage 1,000m2 

Industry Training Centre 500m2 

Pre school 1,500m2 

Gym 1,000m2 

Service station 10 pumps 

Health care facility 500m2 

Vets practice 500m2 

Corrections facility 500m2 

Emergency services 2,000m2 

Trade Suppliers 10,000m2 

Supermarket 4,200m2 

Industrial/warehouse/distribution 16,400m2 

Commercial services 8,200m2 

 

 
 
 


