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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Mark Andrew Gregory.  My experience and qualifications are 

set out in my evidence in chief dated 16 October 2015.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed by 

Mr Chris Rossiter, on behalf of Fulton Hogan Limited (Submitter ID. 2445) 

dated 29 September 2015. 

 

3. EVIDENCE ON REZONING OF LAND ON POUND ROAD FOR THE PURPOSES OF 

QUARRYING ON (EXISTING) TEMPLETON COUNTRY CLUB AND GOLF COURSE, 

ISLINGTON 

 

3.1 Mr Chris Rossiter has concluded in his evidence (paragraph 57) that the 

rezoning "can be supported from a transport perspective." 

 

3.2 This conclusion is drawn on the basis that the wider network effects would be 

the same as, or lesser than the existing Quarry and Golf course operations 

because, post rezoning, truck traffic would decrease by 100 - 200 vehicles per 

day, but there may be an increase in Golf course traffic. Further, Mr Rossiter 

concludes that Council would have sufficient discretion (under the matters 

included in rule 7.2.3.10
1
 and matter 7.3.19

2
 of the Transport Chapter) to 

assess matters relating to traffic and accesses.  I broadly agree with Mr 

Rossiter for the reasons set out below.  

 

                                                   
1
 'High Trip Generators' 

2
 High Trip Generators 
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Predicted traffic impacts 

 

3.3 I accept that the wider traffic impacts are likely to be equal to or less than 

present levels. 

 

3.4 This is because: 

 

(a) The rezoning effectively includes the 'switching' of neighbouring sites; 

and 

 

(b) The quarry presently generates around 800 vehicle movements per 

day (vpd)
3
. Given proposed changes to quarry operations (whereby 

clean fill would be sourced on site, compared to present operations 

whereby it is imported from outside of the site) Mr Rossiter 

anticipates a reduction of 100 - 200 vpd.
4
 The origin of this figure is 

unknown; however it stands to reason that the number of vehicles 

could reduce. 

 

3.5 Furthermore, Mr Rossiter observes that there is a '50 / 50' split between the 

numbers of vehicle travelling north and south from the site. Given that the 

rezoning would shift the existing quarry very locally, there is no reason to 

consider that the '50 / 50' proportion of vehicle direction would change. 

 

3.6 There are uncertainties with regard to the eventual traffic generation of the 

proposed golf course. The existing golf course is 'anticipated' by Mr Rossiter to 

generate around 400 vpd. In my opinion, this is a reasonable assumption for 

an 18 hole course, based upon 25 players per hour. However, the proposed 

golf course would include expanded facilities which are not known at this 

stage. Therefore it is not possible to estimate specific traffic effects of the 

proposed golf course. 

 
3.7 However, a golf course which generates 250 or more vehicle trips per day 

would be subject to assessment as a 'High Trip Generator'
5
 with the additional 

traffic being considered as a controlled activity. Matters of control include 

access and manoeuvring design, which in my opinion is sufficient to mitigate 

any undesirable effects to road operations which may materialise, in this 

instance. This opinion has taken into account the available design capacity of 
                                                   
3
 Mr Rossiter's evidence, paragraph 17 

4
 Paragraph 36 

5
 Chapter 7: 7.2.3.10 
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Pound Road and anticipated scheduled improvements to the road. My opinion 

also takes into account Mr Rossiter's statement that the golf course peak 

would not likely coincide with the network peak;
6
 a statement with which I 

agree. 

 
3.8 It is my opinion that the overall traffic effects of changing the land use of both 

the quarry and golf course are likely to be less than present. This is because, 

of the existing traffic effects, it is the Heavy Vehicle Traffic that has far greater 

potential to impact upon the network, due to the operating characteristics of 

trucks, and the operating speed and design of the frontage roads. Therefore, a 

decrease in truck traffic of 100 - 200 vehicles per day could significantly 

reduce traffic impacts, compared to present levels. Taking this into account, 

and the potential effects of an increase in golf course traffic described above, I 

agree with Mr Rossiter that the traffic effects of rezoning are likely to be less 

than existing and likely to be subject to matters of control under Chapter 7. 

 
Receiving environment 

 

3.9 The receiving environment has been considered by Mr Rossiter
7
, and this has 

taken into account the roles of the adjacent road network in terms of road 

classification and traffic counts. Mr Rossiter also gives regard to the Waterloo 

Business Park and anticipated traffic growth. 

 

3.10 Mr Rossiter does not provide a detailed assessment of effects, and in my 

opinion, does not offer insight as to the ability of the network to cater for 

existing traffic levels. He does, however, allude to the Christchurch Transport 

Strategic Plan (CTSP) which includes Pound Road as being part of the 

strategic freight network
8
. 

 

3.11 On this basis, I consider that the receiving environment is adequate to cater for 

the existing demands.  

 

Control over the traffic effects through Chapter 7 of the replacement plan 

 

3.12 With regards to the localised effects of the quarry, I further agree with Mr 

Rossiter's paragraph 37 that Chapter 7 (Transport) includes sufficient 

discretion and matters of control over access design. 

                                                   
6
 Paragraph 31 

7
 Paragraphs 13 - 16 

8
 Paragraph 22 
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3.13 Therefore, I anticipate that any effects over changes to access, which would 

have potential to have localised operational effects (e.g. conflicts between a 

proposed access and the frontage road), would be subject to assessment 

control. The relevant assessment matters would include impacts upon the 

frontage road and specifically, the effects of Heavy Vehicle traffic. Proposed 

access design would be subject to Council control. 

 

Conclusion 
 

3.14 I agree that the traffic effects of the Fulton Hogan proposal are likely to be 

largely neutral, on the wider network.  Should the proposal be advanced, any 

traffic related issues could be resolved as the likely effects associated with 

vehicle access would be controlled under Rule 7.2.3.10 and Assessment 

Matter 7.3.19 (3) in the Transport Chapter (Chapter 7). 

 

 

 

 

 

Mark Andrew Gregory 

6 November 2015 

 


