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SUPPLEMENTARY EVIDENCE OF MATTHEW WILLIAM BONIS  

1 My full name is Matthew William Bonis.  My qualifications and 

experience are set out in evidence in chief dated 3 September 2015. 

2 I have read the respective transport evidence of: 

2.1 Mr Anthony Penny – CIAL 

2.2 Mr Ian David Clark – the Crown 

2.3 Mr John Falconer – Christchurch City Council; and  

2.4 Mr Andrew Carr - MAIL 

3 I have also reviewed the Expert Conferencing Statement – 

Transport, dated 10 August 2015.   

4 In preparing this supplementary evidence I have complied with the 

code of conduct for expert witnesses contained in part 7 of the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014.  

TRANSPORT EVIDENCE 

5 Table 1 of Mr Penny’s evidence identifies the floor area associated 

with the MAIL Proposal. This represents some 83,360m2 GLFA, with 

79,800m2 GLFA being at grade. The trip generation that is predicted 

from this level of development is 2,590 vph1 and 21,500 vpd2 

respectively. 

6 An estimate of the Council’s Proposal3 is 1,712vph and 14,100 vpd4. 

7 The MAIL Proposal results in a 50% increase in traffic generated, in 

comparison to the Council Proposal. Some 30% of the traffic 

generated on the site is assigned to the State Highway 15 (‘SH1’).  

8 Mr Falconer identifies ‘significant adverse effects’ from the MAIL 

proposal at the following intersections: 

8.1 Yaldhurst / Russley (intersection capacity); 

8.2 Johns / Harewood (intersection capacity); 

                                            
1 NWRA Assessments predicted 2717vph. Falconer EiC, Annexure B, page 10. 

2 Falconer EiC, Paragraph 4.3; Penny EiC, Paragraph 8. 

3 A development scenario based on Attachment B of Ms Carter’s EiC in Falconer EiC, 
Annexure A. 

4 Falconer EiC, Paragraph 4.4. Penny EiC Paragraph 9. 

5 Penny EiC, Paragraph 23. 
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8.3 Memorial / Roydvale (right  turn east to north); 

8.4 Johns / Sawyers Arm (intersection capacity); and 

8.5 Wairakei / Kendal (right turn from Kendal Ave). 

9 Mr Falconer also identifies that these intersections are impacted by 

traffic generated by PC83 (the North West Review Areas) and PC84 

(the Specific Purposes Airport Zone)6, the latter is an existing urban 

zone. 

10 Mr Clark notes that the transport modelling identifies that the MAIL 

Proposal can be satisfactorily accommodated by the existing 

network. He comments that7: 

10.1 The (eastern) signalised MAIL access to Memorial Avenue can 

operate within a satisfactory level of service; 

10.2 The Russley / Memorial interchange is predicted to operate 

successfully; 

10.3 Weaving between the Memorial Avenue and Southern Airport 

interchange remains within a satisfactory level of service 

(‘LoS’) to 2026; and 

10.4 The intersection of Memorial / Roydvale is predicted to 

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

Indicating capacity at the intersection, and the likelihood of 

rat running through the MAIL site onto Avonhead Road. 

However Mr Clark raises a number of concerns as to the reliability 

of the modelling such that he does not consider there is sufficiently 

reliable evidence to support the MAIL Proposal8. 

11 Mr Carr concludes that an additional 26 second delay can be 

expected as a consequence of the MAIL Proposal for those travelling 

from the City (beyond Clyde Road) to the Airport9.  

12 Mr Penny identifies that the MAIL Proposal would decrease the 

efficiency of movements at the Harewood / Yaldhurst intersections 

with SH1 from LoS E to LoS F10. He then states that this will likely 

affect access to the Airport, and / or require earlier upgrades of the 

arterial road network.  

                                            
6 Falconer EiC, Paragraph 6.6. 

7 Clark EiC, Paragraoh 10.8. 

8 Clark EiC, Paragraph 5.1. 

9 Carr EiC, Paragraph 4.3 – 4.5. 

10 Penny EiC, Paragraph 23. 
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Consideration 

13 The Council Proposal has not been assessed, but is agreed by the 

transport witnesses to represent a comparative reduction in 

transport effects11. 

14 The relevant transport-related provisions contained in the higher-

order planning documents and the relevant objectives and policies 

of the Industrial Park zone are set out in my evidence in chief, 

commencing at paragraph 29 and 30. At my paragraph 47 I stated: 

“Limitations on the scale, type and range of activities promoted on the site 

can improve the achievement of these provisions [Transport policy in 

CRPS, Strategic Directions and Chapter 7]. Given the high traffic 

generating and public attractant activities identified in the MAIL proposal, 

the Council’s range of activities is likely to be more efficient and effective 

in achieving these respective provisions”.  

15 If the starting point is that the MAIL site is to be urbanised for 

business activities (by being notated as ‘Priority Greenfield Area – 

Business’ under the Land Use Recovery Plan), then I consider that 

some adverse effects on the transport network are anticipated and 

accepted by the higher order planning documents.  

16 The transport witnesses all appear to agree that the likely adverse 

transport effects of the MAIL Proposal will be capacity issues. These 

can be resolved (in part) by bringing forward planned infrastructure 

improvements such as those associated with the Harewood Road 

and Yaldhurst Road intersections with SH1, and potentially 

upgrading the Memorial / Roydvale intersection12. 

17 There will ultimately be an increase in traffic volumes on Memorial 

Avenue and SH1 as a result of the proposed MAIL rezoning and a 

corresponding decrease in the LoS of key arterials and intersections 

earlier than would otherwise be expected. There may also be 

localised issues such as ‘rat running’ through the proposed MAIL site 

to Avonhead Road. In addition, the Outline Development Plan will 

also require amendment to provide for safe access to the 

Commodore Airport Hotel. 

18 There has been no modelling of the Council Proposal. Consequently 

there is no comparative detailed understanding of what the effects 

of that proposal on the transport network would be, or whether it 

would also require that planned infrastructure improvements be 

brought forward.  Given the traffic generated by the Council 

Proposal is estimated to be lower than that generated by the MAIL 

Proposal, it is likely that the Council Proposal will have fewer 

                                            
11 Falconer EiC, Paragraph 7.1 and 7.3. 

12 Penny EiC, Paragraph 23 and 26. 
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adverse effects on the transport network and result in a greater 

level of integration of land use and supporting transport 

infrastructure.  

19 I consider that the suite of provisions proposed in the Council 

Proposal is more appropriate to achieve the objectives of the 

Industrial Park zone and the higher order planning documents than 

the suite of provisions sought in the MAIL Proposal. The Council 

Proposal will result in more effective integration with infrastructure13 

and is more appropriate in terms of ensuring the safe and efficient 

operation of the transport network14. 

Dated: 14 September, 2015 

 
Matthew William Bonis 

                                            
13 CRPS: Ensuring an efficient and effective transport network (Objective 6.2.4, 

Policy 6.3.4), including seeking to avoid overloading strategic freight routes 
(clause 1) and improving road user safety (clause 5). 

14 Strategic Directions. Objective 3.3.12 ‘Infrastructure’ (a) the social, economic, 
environmental and cultural benefits of infrastructure, including strategic 
infrastructure are recognised and provided for, and its safe, efficient and effective 
development …. and operation is enabled. 


