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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Andrew (Andy) David Carr.  My qualifications and 

experience are set out in paragraphs 1.2 to 1.6 of my evidence in chief 

dated 9 September 2015 (EIC). 

1.2 I re-confirm that I have read the ‘Code of Conduct' for expert witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014. My evidence 

has been prepared in compliance with that Code. In particular, 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. 

Scope  

1.3 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the following EIC filed 

on 9 September 2015: 

a. Mr John Falconer for Christchurch City Council; 

b. Mr Ian Clark for the Crown; 

c. Mr Tony Penny for Christchurch International Airport Limited; 

and 

d. Mr Tony Penny for Commodore Airport Hotel Limited (for 

clarity, this is a separate brief to that for the airport). 

1.4 In some instances, the same issue has been raised in different EICs. 

To avoid repetition, I have cross-referenced my responses as 

appropriate. 

2. SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE   

2.1 Several of the matters raised in the EICs relate to areas where further 

analysis is required. I am presently preparing a Supplementary 

Statement of Evidence which addresses these in more detail. 
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3. CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL: JOHN FALCONER  

3.1 Mr Falconer sets out a number of intersections that are identified as 

being significantly affected by traffic due to the MAIL proposal1. He 

also stated that these are affected by traffic generated by two other 

plan changes in the immediate vicinity, PC83 and PC84 (being the 

now-approved Special Purpose (Airport) Zone)).   

3.2 Having reviewed the recommendation for PC84, I note that the 

commissioner specifically addressed the matter of intersection 

improvements required due to that plan change (section 5.6 of the 

recommendation). The commissioner ultimately concluded that in light 

of the fact that the relevant intersection improvements were likely to be 

some years away before being required, and that as there was scope 

for changes in timing and variation in the potential traffic generation 

from development within the PC84 area, that there should not be rules 

within the plan change provisions which required intersection 

upgrades.   

3.3 I consider that the same factors are evident here, with potential 

uncertainties in the timing of development (of both the MAIL site and 

the airport), and the need for any intersection upgrades being several 

years away. I therefore agree with Mr Falconer’s views that there is 

only limited benefit in considering mitigation for the MAIL development 

in isolation. 

3.4 Mr Falconer usefully summarises the matters outstanding in respect of 

the traffic matters2. My Supplementary Statement of Evidence 

discusses these in detail. 

4. THE CROWN: IAN CLARK  

4.1 Mr Clark sets out that while the modelling suggests that the MAIL 

provisions can be satisfactorily accommodated, he has four main 

concerns regarding reliability of the modelling3.  

                                                

1
 Falconer paragraph 6.6 

2
 Falconer paragraph 6.8 

3
 Clark paragraph 5.1(d) 
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4.2 Mr Clark expresses concerns that the cumulative effect of other 

proposals have not been taken into account4. I understand that the 

CAST model which has been used by Mr Falconer to generate the 

background traffic flow on the network does take into account land 

uses that have been identified through the Land Use Recovery Plan 

and other documents, and these were reviewed by all experts as 

discussed in the Second Joint Expert Witness Statement5. 

4.3 Mr Clark also expresses sets out that the modelling does not take into 

account proposals that are to be the subject of separate consideration 

in the Commercial and Industrial State 2 hearing.  However in the 

Second Joint Expert Witness Statement, he considered that it was “not 

unreasonable” to disregard them in this manner6. 

4.4 Mr Clark sets out that it is unclear whether the profile of trips has been 

adequately represented in the model7. This is also identified by Mr 

Falconer and is discussed in my Supplementary Statement of 

Evidence. 

4.5 Mr Clark considers that the distribution of vehicles associated with 

development of the MAIL site may have been underestimated with 

regard to the volume that passes through the Russley Road / 

Memorial Avenue intersection. 8I agree with his views that if more 

traffic was to pass through the intersection, then this could adversely 

affect the levels of service provided.    

4.6 The distribution of vehicles generated by development of the MAIL site 

was produced by Mr Falconer using the CAST model.  This is the 

same model (albeit a different version) used by Mr Clark for his earlier 

work in respect of the Russley Road Integrated Transport 

Assessment9 and was also used to evaluate PC8410.  Consequently, 

                                                

4
 Clark paragraph 5.1(d)(i) 

5
 Second Expert Witness Joint Statement, Section 3, ‘Area Wide Modelling’ 

6
 Second Expert Witness Joint Statement, Section 3, ‘Area Wide Modelling’, bullet 

point 1 

7
 Clark paragraph 5.1(d)(ii) 

8
 Clark paragraph 5.1(d)(iii) 

9
 Clark paragraph 7.1 

10
 Clark paragraph 7.4 
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since it has been relied upon for two major proposals in the immediate 

area, I consider that there can be a high degree of confidence in its 

integrity and accordingly, that no further testing using different trip 

distributions is required. 

4.7 Finally, Mr Clark also queries the land use mix used to evaluate the 

effects of the MAIL proposal, noting that it is unlikely to have tested the 

maximum total levels of traffic associated with development of the 

site11. I agree with Mr Clark that the absolute maximum traffic 

generation has not been tested, since it would be possible for the area 

of some of the land uses to be greater than the overall development 

scenario that has been evaluated.  However in my view, many of these 

scenarios would be fanciful (for example, the establishment of multiple 

service stations). In the Second Joint Expert Witness Statement, the 

experts noted that trip generation rates had been used that were 

“towards the upper end of the range” and that the extent of the 

commercial services land use tested was “robust”12.  

4.8 Moreover, I understand that MAIL proposes to limit the extent of 

commercial services that could establish at the site as of right to 

8,200sqm GFA, the same as was used in the traffic analysis. This 

eliminates the potential for this particular land use to increase further, 

as described in Mr Clark’s example13.  I understand that a similar 

provision has not been proffered under the Council’s proposed zoning. 

4.9 Accordingly, I do not share Mr Clark’s concerns about the potential for 

the traffic generation of the site under the MAIL development scenario 

to significantly increase. I agree though that it is still a potential issue 

for the Council’s rezoning, and thus the traffic generation for that 

scenario may be higher than has been previously calculated (although 

for clarity, it will remain lower than that calculated for MAIL). 

4.10 One further concern is expressed by Mr Clark, that there may be 

vehicle movements through the MAIL site made by through traffic 

                                                

11
 Clark paragraph 5.1(d)(iv)   

12
 Second Joint Expert Witness Statement, Section 3, ‘Traffic Generation of the MAIL 

Submission’, second paragraph 

13
 Clark paragraph 10.19 
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seeking to avoid delays at the Memorial Avenue / Roydvale Avenue 

intersection14.  This is discussed in my Supplementary Statement of 

Evidence.  

5. COMMODORE AIRPORT HOTEL LIMITED: TONY PENNY  

5.1 Mr Penny expresses concerns that if the amount of commercial 

services within the MAIL site was to be higher than allowed for under 

the scenario tested, then the traffic generation would also be higher15.  

However I understand that MAIL proposes to limit the extent of 

commercial services that could establish at the site to 8,200sqm GFA, 

the same as was used in the traffic analysis, which eliminates the 

potential for this scenario to occur. 

5.2 With regard to the movement of buses, Mr Penny considers that it is 

not practical for buses to circulate within what he notes to be “rather 

long circulation routes” through the site16. He also notes that existing 

services to/from the airport would lose efficiency if they were diverted 

into the site. 

5.3 It is highly unusual in my experience for any land rezoning proposal to 

stipulate what public transport services, if any, will serve a particular 

site. Rather, this is invariably left for the public transport operators and 

the regional council to determine what routes and service frequencies 

should be amended or introduced, based upon the prevailing situation 

at the time.  I consider that there is no reason to treat development of 

the MAIL site in any different manner. To my mind, it can reasonably 

be relied upon that the bus operators and regional council will provide 

services that meet the needs of their passengers.  

5.4 Mr Penny discusses the need for intersection upgrades as part of the 

rezoning provisions, and in particular highlights that reduced levels of 

service will be provided at the Johns Road / Harewood Road and 

Russley Road / Yaldhurst Road intersections17. He sets out the levels 

                                                

14
 Clark paragraph 10.21 

15
 Penny paragraph 14 

16
 Penny paragraph 21 

17
 Penny paragraph 23 
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of service provided at these locations are likely to adversely affect 

access to the airport.  

5.5 These locations are also highlighted by Mr Falconer, who clarifies that 

they are intersections which are also affected by traffic generated by 

PC83 and PC84 (Special Purpose (Airport) Zone).   

5.6 In the context of PC84, Mr Penny argued that including rules to require 

the upgrading of intersections was not appropriate when growth in 

other traffic can potentially have more of an effect than the 

development traffic from within the plan change area18.  Since his 

argument was accepted by the commissioner for PC84, I am unclear 

why he now holds a differing view in regard to the MAIL rezoning. 

5.7 Mr Penny also suggests that an improvement scheme “should” be 

considered if the MAIL zoning was approved, is at the Memorial 

Avenue / Roydvale Avenue intersection, where the modelling at the 

time showed poor levels of service for the right-turn movements from 

Memorial Avenue (east and west)19.  I note however that the modelling 

has since been refined with revised signal timings, and as a result of 

this, only the right-turn movement from Memorial Avenue (east) has a 

poor level of service. Conversely, it has also been possible improve 

levels of service for some movements. 

5.8 Overall, a total of 97 vehicles that turn right from Memorial Avenue 

(east) into Roydvale Avenue (north) experience an increase in delay of 

47 seconds (per vehicle).  While this will be noticeable to those 

drivers, the remaining 98% of vehicles that pass through the 

intersection experience no change in the levels of service.  Overall, the 

intersection continues to operate with Level of Service C.  Accordingly, 

I do not consider that the traffic associated with the development of the 

MAIL site justifies an improvement scheme at this location. 

 

                                                

18
 Penny PC84 Executive Summary and Responses, paragraph 26 

19
 Penny paragraph 26 
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6. CHRISTCHURCH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT LTD: TONY PENNY  

6.1 Mr Penny’s EIC covers the same issues as his evidence for the 

Commodore Airport Hotel Limited, which I have addressed above. 

 

 

Andrew David Carr 

14 September 2015 
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