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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My name is Andrew Farquharson Milne (Andrew Milne).  I am employed as a 

Senior Transportation Planner at Christchurch City Council (Council). I have 

held this position since April 2012.   

 

1.2 I am a Chartered Professional Engineer (CPEng) registered under the 

Chartered Professional Engineers New Zealand Act 2002.  This qualification 

means I have been reviewed by the registration authority and deemed 

competent to practice in my area of expertise. 

 

1.3 My qualifications also include a Master of Science Degree in Transportation 

Planning and Management from Westminster University in London, and a 

Bachelor of Engineering Degree (Honours) in Civil and Transportation 

Engineering from Napier University in Edinburgh. I am also a Member of the 

Institution of Professional Engineers New Zealand. 

 

1.4 I have worked for over 20 years in the field of traffic engineering and 

transportation planning in New Zealand and the UK. My relevant experience 

includes: 

 

(a) drafting of the Transport rules for the operative Christchurch City 

Plan; 

(b) scoping briefs for Transport Assessments for Priority Greenfield 

Areas; 

(c) reviewing Transport Assessments for proposed Plan Changes; and 

(d) providing Transport advice on Resource Consent Applications.  

 

1.5 As part of my role at the Council I have been asked to provide evidence in 

relation to the transport-related effects of site specific submissions that seek 

variations to the proposed zoning set out in Chapter 14 – Residential of the 

proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP). 

 

1.6 I have previously provided evidence for the Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial 

hearing.
1
  

 

                                                                                                                                                              
1  Statement of evidence of Andrew Milne on behalf of Christchurch City Council dated 13 April 2015; Rebuttal evidence 

of Andrew Milne on behalf of Christchurch City Council dated 1 May 2015.   
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1.7 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.   

 

1.8 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this evidence are: 

 

(a) Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) (Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

Authority, 2013); 

(b) Regional Land Transport Strategy 2012–2042; 

(c) Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan 2012–2042; 

(d) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (CRPS), in particular 

Chapter 6;  

(e) Christchurch City Council Infrastructure Design Standard;  

(f) Canterbury Regional Land Transport Strategy 2012–2024; and 

(g) Regional Public Transport Plan 2014. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence addresses the transport-related effects of Stage 2 site specific 

submissions that seek variations to the proposed zoning set out in Chapter 14 

of the pRDP.    

 

2.2 I understand that submissions in relation to sites zoned Residential New 

Neighbourhood (RNN) are to be considered at a later stage of the hearings 

process. Therefore, my assessment of the submissions on Stage 2 Chapter 14 

excludes consideration of submissions relating to sites zoned RNN or 

submissions that seek to be rezoned to RNN. I confirm that I have considered 

all other submissions on Stage 2 Chapter 14 seeking rezoning either to 

Residential or away from Residential.    
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 My evidence sets out the traffic and transport implications of the submissions 

on Chapter 14 seeking rezoning of specific sites.   

 

3.2 By way of background, my evidence considers key policy documents from a 

transport perspective. The thrust of the policy documents recognise that 

successful recovery requires integration of transport infrastructure and land 

use, and anticipates residential growth to occur within existing urban areas. 

Such an approach is seen as a way of supporting an efficient transport 

network and enabling access by a choice of modes of transport.  

 

3.3 Section 6 of my evidence identifies submissions for which I consider the 

rezoning sought should not be accepted (for traffic / transport reasons). I 

consider that rezoning these sites could have adverse transport effects in 

terms of network safety and efficiency, or fall short of the level of integration 

between transport and land use sought in the strategic planning documents 

identified in paragraph 1.8 of my evidence.  

 

3.4 In my considerations of these submissions, I seek to demonstrate the 

alignment between the relief sought through the submissions and the primary 

policy documents of the LURP and the CRPS and the Strategic Directions 

Chapter of the pRDP. 

 

3.5 I do not oppose the rezoning (from a transport perspective) for a large majority 

of the site specific rezoning sought. Generally I do not oppose the rezoning 

sought in these submissions from a transport perspective because of the 

minimal effects on, and integration with, the City Council Road network.   

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 For background I refer the Panel to paragraphs 4.1 to 4.5 of my Evidence in 

Chief for the Commercial and Industrial hearing, in which I describe how both 

the LURP
2
 and the CRPS

3
 recognise that successful recovery requires 

integration of transport infrastructure and land use. 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
2  LURP, section 3.2.4, paragraph 4, page 15, Action 36 page 35. 
3  CRPS, Chapter 6, Objective 6.2.4, page 51. 
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4.2 Objectives 3.3.7 and 3.3.12 from the Strategic Directions Chapter provide a 

strong alignment with the transport provisions of the CRPS for a successful 

recovery and enhancement of Christchurch. 

 

5. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS  

 

5.1 I have considered the transport issues arising from the individual site specific 

submissions that seek a rezoning in relation to the Stage 2 Residential 

Chapter. I broadly categorise the individual submissions into Port Hills, Banks 

Peninsula and Christchurch City. I have taken a view on each of the site 

specific submissions as to whether the relief sought, in terms of transport 

effects, should be rejected or whether I do not oppose the relief sought.   

 

5.2 In assessing the site specific submissions I have considered the effects of 

each request in terms of the likely impacts on the road network, particularly in 

relation to the strategic road network.  I have also taken into account the policy 

presumption against residential development outside the Projected 

Infrastructure Boundary (from Map A of Chapter 6 of the CRPS, also referred 

to as "urban limits" and "metropolitan urban limits" in this evidence), along 

with the following relevant considerations: 

 

(a) the scale of traffic effects likely to arise;  

(b) whether there are identified road network constraints; 

(c) the extent to which opportunity exists to access the submission sites 

by modes other than the private car; and 

(d) where minor boundary adjustments are sought to enable a consistent 

zone across existing sections.  

 

5.3 In general, the scale of effects can be inferred from the extent of land 

associated with each submission and the particular residential rezoning being 

sought.  I adopt a typical vehicle trip rate of 1 trip per lot during peak hours and 

up to ten trips per day.
4
 I also adopt the yield assumptions as stated in Ms 

O’Brien’s evidence
5
 as follows: 

 

(a) Residential Large Lot (RLL), minimum lot size 1,500 m²: 

4 households/ha; 

                                                                                                                                                              
4
  NZTA Research report 453 Trips and parking related to land use, November 2011, table 8.10 . 

5
  Statement of Evidence of Bridget Mary O’Brien dated 18 August 2015, paragraph 4.5. 
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(b) Residential Hills (RH), minimum lot size 650 m²: 9 households/ha; 

(c) Residential Suburban (RS), minimum lot size 450 m²: 

15 households/ha; and 

(d) Residential Small Settlement (RSS), minimum lot size 1,000 m²: 

6 households/ha.  

 

5.4 In section 6 below, I identify the submissions in which I oppose the rezoning 

sought (and in one case where a condition should be imposed before rezoning 

is granted) on the basis of the transport effects associated with the rezoning.  

 

5.5 A number of the submissions in section 6 seek rezonings of urban activities 

outside the urban limits.  My understanding, and as further explained in both 

statements of Ms Oliver, is that at a policy level the Council is not able to 

extend the urban limits due to the higher order direction in Chapter 6 of the 

CRPS.   

 

5.6 At sections 7 to 9 below, I identify the submissions in which I do not oppose 

the rezoning sought based on the transport effects, specifically likely trip 

generation associated with the rezoning.  I do not oppose rezoning (from a 

transport perspective) for a large majority of the site specific rezonings sought. 

 

6. REQUESTS FOR REZONING LAND – ZONINGS OPPOSED 

 

 PORT HILLS 

  

 Submitter #2038 - Marijn and Anna van Herel  

 

6.1 Submission #2038 relates to 8ha of land located on the north east corner of 

the intersection of QEII (SH74) Marshland Road. The request seeks to re-zone 

the site from Rural Urban Fringe (RuUF) to a form of residential use. The site 

is located outside the urban limits and as such has little infrastructure to 

support access to the site by means other than car.  

 

6.2 In my view, the rezoning request may be seen as undermining the integrity of 

the urban limits and exacerbating a dispersed settlement pattern, which may 

lead to a loss of many of the transport benefits, such as multi-modal travel 

sought from more appropriately located development. I therefore do not 

support the request to rezone to residential. 
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6.3 If the Panel is minded to allow the submitter's request, I recommend that such 

re-zoning be limited to a residential use of a low density nature. In my view, 

such an urban form offsets, in part, the level of traffic impacts and travel 

demands associated with the site. 

 

 Submitter #2051 - 191 Richmond Hill Road, Richmond Hill - SA Johnson 

 

6.4 Submission #2051 requests that some 24ha of land, located at the top of 

Richmond Hill in Sumner and zoned Rural Port Hills (RuPh), be rezoned RH. 

The subject land is not identified as a Greenfield priority area as identified in 

Map A of the CRPS and is also outside the Metropolitan Urban Limits as 

prescribed on the same map (as inserted into the CRPS by the LURP). 

 

6.5 The only practical means of access to the site is via Richmond Hill Road, 

which is constrained in parts by the topography of the hill which reduces the 

road to 6 metres in width. This width constraint provides no space for footway, 

which is essential to enable potential passengers to safely access any bus 

stopping point. Where footway is provided on sections of Richmond Hill Road, 

the 6 metre road width sees vehicles parked on the footway to allow vehicles 

to pass in both directions thus further reducing pedestrian amenity in parts of 

the hill.  As a cul-de-sac, Richmond Hill is also poorly connected to 

neighbouring areas.  

 

6.6 In addition, .as a consequence of a tight hairpin bend, vehicles travelling 

downhill are required to yield to oncoming vehicles travelling in the uphill 

direction. In my view, the hill topography does not lend itself well to 

accommodating larger public transport vehicles. 

 

6.7 Given the relative remoteness of the subject site from public transport services 

(ie approximately 2 km), and the unlikelihood of bus services being provided in 

the future given the route constraints associated with the hill topography and 

cul-de-sac nature of development on the hill, I consider that the site is poorly 

integrated with transport infrastructure. In this sense, the site does not achieve 

many of the outcomes sought by Objective 6.2.4(c) of the CRPS, including: 

 

(a) Reducing dependency on the private motor vehicle; 

(b) Promoting the use of active and public transport; and 
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(c) Enhancing transport safety. 

 

6.8 I acknowledge that the some of the transport constraints of the site are not 

unique to Richmond Hill and that there is scope to increase development 

within existing RH zoned land adjacent to the subject site.  Despite this, given 

the road constraints and location of the subject site, I find it difficult to reconcile 

the rezoning request with the presumption against such development as set 

out in policy documents, including the Strategic Directions Chapter (as referred 

to in paragraph 4.2 above), the CRPS
6
, the LURP

7
, the Infrastructure Design 

Standard
8
, or the CTSP

9
. I therefore oppose the relief sought in submission 

#2051 from a transport perspective. 

  

 Submitter #2063 - 27b Revelation Drive, Clifton - Kenneth and Beverly Loader  

 

6.9 Submitter #2063 seeks rezoning of the balance of 27b Revelation Drive from 

RuPH to RH, so that the whole property is zoned RH.  The lot area is 6.4ha, of 

which approximately 4.1ha has a proposed RuPH zoning.   

 

6.10 For an assumed yield of 9 households/ha, development of the whole property 

could see the development of up to 58 lots. This scale of rezoning could 

therefore result in the potential for an additional 58 vehicle movements during 

peak hours and an equivalent daily increase in vehicle trips of over 500 vehicle 

movements per day. 

 

6.11 There are challenges with access to the site because there are no public 

transport services within easy walking distance, and the access to the site is 

almost entirely dependent upon the use of a car. As with other hill 

developments, the steep access road which includes hair-pin bends and 

relatively narrow carriageway terminates as a cul-de-sac at the top of the hill.  

The hill topography and cul-de-sac nature of development on the hill make 

access for future public transport services unlikely to be achieved. In addition, 

large cul-de-sacs create poor transport outcomes in terms of:  

 

(a) poor connectivity;   

(b) lack of alternative access during emergencies; and 

                                                                                                                                                              
6  CRPS Objective 6.2.4 - Integration of Transport infrastructure and Land use (2) (4),(6); CRPS Policy 6.3.1 - 

Development within Greater Christchurch area (1) (4); CRPS Policy 6.3.2  - Development and Urban Form (3); CRPS 
Policy 6.3.4 - Transport Effectiveness (2). 

7  Figure 4. Map A Greenfield Priority Areas.  
8  Council Infrastructure Design Standard page 8.13, paragraph 8.7 Public Transport. 
9  CTSP Goal 1: Improve access and choice - Objective 1.3: Encouraging People to use a wider range of travel options. 
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(c) a concentration of traffic demands where the spine roads connect to 

the wider network.   

 

6.12 While I acknowledge that the road environment that prevails in the area is 

typical of other hill side development areas, and that the road network is 

capable of carrying additional traffic demands, I find it difficult to reconcile the 

proposed rezoning with the policy presumption against such development in 

terms of transport accessibility. I therefore do not support the rezoning request 

from a transport perspective. 

 

Submitter #2056 and #2139 - 296, 298 and 304 Worsleys Road, Hoon Hay Valley - 

David and Caroline Stockman and Mark Porter  

 

6.13 Submission #2056 and #2139.1 request that some 1.5ha of land located at 

296, 298 and 304 Worsleys Road zoned RuUF be rezoned Residential Large 

Lot (RLL). The subject land is not identified as a Greenfield priority area and is 

outside the urban limits as prescribed in Map A of the CRPS. 

 

6.14 There have been long-term Council aspirations to connect the neighbouring 

residential development at Westmoreland to Worsleys Road, and a road 

reserve located at the head of Pentonville Close which abuts the subject site 

has been held with the Council to safeguard the opportunity for such a 

connection. 

 

6.15 The development of the subject site offers the opportunity to further enable the 

road connection between Pentonville Close and Worsleys Road, and, as such, 

there are wider transport advantages to allowing the site to be rezoned if it 

includes provision to enable the connecting road link to be established. 

 

6.16 Any through connection would, however, place pressure on the Worsleys 

Road/Cashmere Road/Hoon Hay intersection, which has identified capacity 

constraints.  I would therefore recommend that, from a transport perspective, 

the requested rezoning be approved subject to a provision that includes words 

to the effect that 'access may only be established from Pentonville Close with 

a road link to Worsleys Road established but not operational until the 

intersection of Worsleys Road/Cashmere Road/Hoon Hay Road is upgraded.'  
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 Submitter #2190 - 353 Worsleys Road, Hoon Hay Valley - Grant Poultney 

 

6.17 Submission #2190.1 relates to a property at 353 Worsleys Road, and requests 

that the site of 4.1ha zoned RuPH be rezoned RLL. The subject land is not 

identified as a Greenfield priority area and is outside the urban limits as 

prescribed in Map A of the CRPS.  

 

6.18 The site is located outside the urban limits and for this particular area there is 

little infrastructure to support access to the site by means other than by car. 

Cumulative effects of additional demands may also exacerbate the identified 

peak hour capacity constraints at the intersection of Hoon Hay 

Road/Cashmere Road/Worselys Road, as identified in hearings evidence 

given in relation to the now consented Adventure Bike Park
10

.   

 

6.19 In my view, the rezoning request may be seen as undermining the integrity of 

the CRPS urban limits and exacerbating a dispersed settlement pattern, which 

may lead to a loss of many of the transport benefits such as multi-modal travel 

sought from more appropriately located development. I recommend that the 

request to rezone to RLL be rejected from a transport perspective. 

 

Submitter #2361 - 335 Worsleys Road, Hoon Hay Valley - Justin and Tracey 

Purdie 

 

6.20 Submitter #2361 seeks rezoning of approximately 2.76ha of hill land at 335 

Worsleys Road from RuPH to RLL. With a yield of 4 lots/Ha, the request could 

result in the establishment of up to 9 lots. For the reasons set out in 

paragraphs 6.18 and 6.19, I recommend that the request is rejected from a 

transport perspective. 

. 

Submitter #2362 - 353 - 363 Worsleys Road, Hoon Hay Valley - Graeme Alan 

McVicar and Joy Yvonne McVicar 

 

6.21 Submission #2362.1 relates to properties at 353-363 Worsleys Road, and 

requests that the sites zoned RuPH be rezoned RLL. The subject sites are not 

identified as being in a Greenfield priority area and are outside the urban limits 

as prescribed in Map A of the CRPS as adopted by the LURP. For the reasons 

                                                                                                                                                              
10

  Officer Report on Traffic and Transport Effects of RMA 92026094 paragraph 8 page 3. 
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set out at paragraphs 6.18 and 6.19, I recommend that the request is rejected 

from a transport perspective.  

 

 Submitter #2433 - John Phillips and Troy Stewart  

 

6.22 Submission #2433.1 relates to the neighbouring sites of 102 and 192 Worsleys 

Road, and requests that the sites zoned RuUF be rezoned RLL. The sites are 

located within the basin of the Worsleys Valley. The subject sites are not 

identified as being in a Greenfield priority area and are outside the urban limits 

as prescribed in Map A of the CRPS as adopted by the LURP. 

 

6.23 In my view, the rezoning request may be seen as undermining the integrity of 

the CRPS urban limits and exacerbating a dispersed settlement pattern, which 

may lead to a loss of many of the transport benefits such as multi-modal travel 

sought from more appropriately located development.   

 

6.24 From a transport perspective, the lower Worsleys area may be more suitable 

for development following connections to the Westmoreland and associated 

road upgrades such as widening Worsleys Road to urban design standards 

and improving the capacity of the Worsleys Road/Cashmere Road 

intersection. However, given that no such connections or upgrades are 

indicated within Council’s Long Term Plan (LTP), I conclude that the request to 

rezone the site to RLL should not be accepted. 

 

 Submitter #2228 - 28 Governors Bay Teddington Road - Mason Family Holdings

  

6.25 Submitter #2228 seeks the rezoning of the part of 28 Governors Bay 

Teddington Road that is below the Outstanding Natural Feature or Landscape 

area to RLL.  Access would be taken from Governors Bay Road on or close to 

an existing bend. I note that the submission states that 8 lots could be created 

and accompanied by covenants that protect large areas within the site from 

further development. 

 

6.26 I have concerns regarding the level of protection that such covenants would 

provide from developing the site to the potential anticipated within a RLL zone 

which, at 4 lots/ha, could generate in excess of 100 lots. At such a 

development scale, I could not support the request from a transport 

perspective given the extent to which the request undermines the integrity of 
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the urban limits and exacerbates a dispersed settlement pattern that in turn 

may lead to a loss of many of the transport benefits such as multi-modal travel 

sought from more appropriately located development. 

  

6.27 If the proposed seven additional lots can be secured as part of the request 

(through some legal mechanisms), then I do not oppose the rezoning sought 

by the submission. 

 

Submitter #2168 - Castle Rock Limited 

 

6.28 The submitter seeks rezoning of 125 Scruttons Road from RuUF to Residential 

Medium Density (RMD) and RS, and proposed a residential development 

consisting of 60 units.  

 

6.29 The site, while on the flat land, is located some 600m-800m from public 

transport services and as such falls outside the level of accessibility to public 

transport services as set out in the City Councils Infrastructure design 

standard
11

. In addition, access to the site requires the crossing of an 

uncontrolled rail crossing and is a cul-de-sac which does not produce good 

transport outcomes as highlighted in paragraph 6.11 of my evidence.  

 

6.30 Scrutton’s Road is only some 4.3 metres in width and as such would need to 

be widened to accord with the Council's road width standards in order to 

enable sufficient passing width and accompanied footway provision.  

 

6.31 For the above reasons I oppose the rezoning sought in the submission. 

However if the panel is minded to allow the submission I recommend that a 

site-specific provision associated with the rezoning should be included in the 

plan that stipulates words to the effect that "Scruttons Road must be upgraded 

to Council road design standards before development of the site is occupied."  

 

 Submitter #2250 - 9021 Rothesay Road, Burwood – Brent Falvey 

 

6.32 The submitter seeks rezoning of 9021 Rothesay Road from RuUF to RS. The 

site currently forms part of the Bottlelake forest and has no means of 

establishing vehicle access. Therefore I oppose this submission. 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
11

 Christchurch City Council Infrastructure design Standard June 2000, section 8.7.1 Bus routes page 8-13. 
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 CHRISTCHURCH CITY 

  

New Brighton Centre submission # 2045, #2052, #2138, #2195, #2465 

 

6.33 Julian Sanderson #2045 seeks rezoning of 21 Beresford Street from 

Residential Suburban Density Transition (RSDT) to Commercial Core.  

 

6.34 Every Import Limited #2052 seeks rezoning of 23 Beresford Street from RSDT 

to Commercial Core.  

 

6.35  Geoffrey Childers Saunders #2138 opposes rezoning of the area east of 

Shaw Avenue and Union Street and the block contained within Union Street, 

Beresford Street, Hardy Street and Seaview Road from the New Brighton 

Commercial Zone to residential.  

  

6.36 John Simpson #2195 seeks the rezoning of the south western corner of the 

intersection of Beresford and Union Streets from RSDT to a Commercial zone. 

 

6.37 Paul Zaanen #2465 raises issues with the zoning in the central area of New 

Brighton, but does not seek specific relief.  From my understanding the 

submitter seeks the flexibility to develop or retain existing commercial activities 

within the pRDP area zoned RSDT.  

 

6.38 Following extensive public consultation, the Council gave the final sign-off on 

the New Brighton Centre Master Plan for the recovery and redevelopment of 

New Brighton’s commercial centre on 12 March 2015. The masterplan was 

designed to achieve the following outcomes: 

 

(a) Consolidation of the commercial area for a more vibrant centre; 

(b) Precinct development with mixed uses to improve user experiences; 

(c) Reinforced connections through the centre between the river and the 

sea; and 

(d) Enhanced circulation and flow of pedestrians and cyclists to and 

through the centre. 

 

6.39 The proposed pRDP zoning as RSDT within and around New Brighton Town 

Centre is part of the implementation of the Master Plan.  The submissions that 

I have grouped together under the heading New Brighton Centre seek to retain 
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their commercial zoning in accordance with the operative City Plan. I consider 

that a departure from the pRDP zoning as requested may undermine what the 

Master Plan is seeking to achieve in terms of a more compact, pedestrian and 

cycle friendly centre. I therefore oppose the requests to rezone to Commercial 

Core. 

 

Submitter #2467, #2159 – Christchurch Akaroa Road (near Little River) - Frederick 

Zweis and VJ and SC Mitchell 

 

6.40  The submitters seek the rezoning of the areas between Christchurch Akaroa 

Road, Church Road, Western Valley Road and between Christchurch Akaroa 

Road and Wairewa Pa Road not owned by the Crown or Ngai Tahu from 

Papakainga (PA) to RSS. Given the scale of land associated with this request, 

which is large enough to establish a new township, there may be transport 

issues to address. However, the submission provides little information and 

given the extent to which it contributes to a dispersed settlement pattern I 

oppose the relief sought in submission #2467and #2159. I note also that much 

of the subject area fronts, and potentially takes access from, Christchurch 

Akaroa Road (SH75) for which NZTA are the road controlling Authority.  

 

7. REQUESTS FOR REZONING OF LAND – PORT HILLS  

 

7.1 I have reviewed the following submissions in the context set out at paragraph 

5.2 above. Despite the policy presumption against residential development 

outside the urban limits, I do not oppose these requests for rezoning from a 

transport perspective. I come to this conclusion based on the likely vehicle 

generation associated with each request. I find that the vehicle trip generation 

of each submission is to be so small as to not be meaningfully represented 

either within Council's strategic CAST model or even at a more micro level 

using alternative industry standard models.  

 

7.2 As advised by Austroads Guide,
12

 traffic modelling may only be necessary 

when traffic flows that enter main roads exceed relatively substantial values of 

between 100 - 250 vehicles per hour (vph) and corresponding main road 

volumes exceed values of between 400 vph to 650 vph. 

  

                                                                                                                                                              
12

  Austroads Guide to Traffic Management Part 3: Traffic Studies and Analysis, section 6.1.1, page 61. 
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7.3 In my review of the submissions, I find that the trip generation of each 

submission (unless otherwise stated) falls far below such threshold values. 

Therefore, based on the Austroads Guide, a detailed analysis to demonstrate 

that adequate capacity is available is unlikely to be necessary. 

 

7.4 I also note that for many of the following submissions any changes in traffic 

volumes are likely to be indistinguishable from fluctuations in traffic that occur 

on a daily basis. 

 

7.5 A brief description of the submissions for which I do not oppose rezoning is 

provided below: 

 

(a) Michael Tolmay #2018 seeks rezoning of 26 Peninsula View from 

RuUF to RH.  The property is 0.4795 ha, and I estimate that this 

could yield 6 lots, generating a negligible amount of traffic equivalent 

of up to 6 vph during peak times. 

 

(b) Submitters #2049, #2320, #2324, #2325 #2336 - ‘The 5 Properties’ 

seek rezoning of the balance of land at 20 and 22 Sanscrit Place, and 

138, 138A and 138B Richmond Hill Road from Open Space Natural 

(ON) and RuUF to match the existing RH zoning. I consider this to be 

a minor boundary adjustment to enable a consistent zone across the 

sections, which is unlikely to result in significant additional traffic 

being generated. 

 

(c) Harvey Robert Armstrong #2060 seeks rezoning of the land at 75 

Alderson Avenue from RuPH to RH. While no details are provided 

about access to this site, it is likely that main access would be sought 

from the local roads of Alderson Avenue and, to a lesser extent, via 

Erewhon Terrace.  With a site area of 27.8ha, the requested RH zone 

could result in 250 lots, and could generate up to 250 vehicle 

movements during peak hours. While this scale of traffic is likely to be 

noticeable to residents along the local access roads, I am of the view 

that capacity is likely to exist on the network to accommodate such 

additional demands. As a high trip generator,
13

 I am satisfied that the 

matters for discretion are suitably robust to enable the traffic effects 

                                                                                                                                                              
13

  pRDP Decisions Version Rule 7.2.3.10 High trip generators. 
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of development of the site to be suitably addressed at resource 

consent stage. 

 

(d) Paul Alexandra and Margaret Ann Larking #2081 seek rezoning of 

the balance of 28 Morgans Valley from RuPH to RLL, so that the 

whole property is zoned RLL. The property is too small to be 

subdivided, therefore there will be zero change in trip generation as a 

consequence of the request.  

 

(e) Cathedral City Development Ltd #2129 seeks rezoning of 

approximately 6.6 ha of land at the end of Harry Ell Drive from RuPH 

to RLL. This could generate up to 26 additional vehicles trips during 

peak times, which is a minimal increase in traffic flow.  

 

(f) Rock Hill Ltd #2170 seeks the creation of a new Residential Hills 

Mixed Density (RHMD) zone for 685 Cashmere Road, rather than the 

proposed RLL and RuPH zoning. This results in an additional 100 

lots, and could generate up to 100 vehicle trips during the peak hour. 

From a review of the Transport Impact Report
14

 provided in support 

of a resource consent application for that same area of land, I am 

satisfied that the road network has capacity to safely accommodate 

such an increase in demand. I also note that the request seeks to 

establish a road link to the neighbouring Kennedys Bush residential 

area. I support this element of the zone change as it increases 

connectivity between neighbourhoods and offers an alternative 

means of access from the areas in an emergency evacuation 

situation. In addition, the link road removes the cul-de-sac nature of 

the subject site as well as the established Kennedys Bush area, thus 

increasing the opportunity for public transport services to serve the 

area in the future. 

 

(g) Shelagh Bassett and Lindsay Talbot #2171 seek the creation of a 

new RHMD zone for 86 Bridle Path Road, rather than the notified 

RLL zoning.  The property is 1.3 ha, and a development proposal for 

9 lots is included in the submission. This could generate up to 9 

vehicle movements during the peak periods and take main access 

                                                                                                                                                              
14

  Transportation Assessment - Proposed Residential Subdivision Redmunds Spur, 5 August 2014 Carriageway 

Consulting. 
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from Morgans Valley Road. Given the loss of houses along Morgans 

Valley Road as a result of red zoning of properties, the traffic effects 

of the proposed rezoning are likely to be less than what would have 

been experienced pre-earthquake. Therefore I do not oppose this 

submission.  

 

(h) Submitter #2205 seeks the minimum lot size for RLL in Hyndthorpe 

Road to be 1,500 m² with a minimum average lot size of 3,000 m², 

rather than just a minimum lot size of 1,500 m².  This was the 

situation under the Operative City Plan. As this would result in a 

lower number of lots, and hence a lower vehicle trip generation, this 

would have a positive on the transport network, therefore I do not 

oppose this submission. 

 

(i) Commercial Limited #2215 seeks rezoning of the balance of 51 

Heberden Avenue from RuPH to RH, so that the whole property is 

zoned RH.  The property is 2757 m² in area, so with a minimum lot 

size of 650 m², I estimate this could yield three lots generating some 

3 vph during peak times, which is a negligible increase in traffic. 

 

(j) Howard Hobson #2322 seeks rezoning of approximately 4.1 ha of 

land at 79 Shalamar Drive from RuPH to RH with a Density Overlay. I 

calculate based on 9 lots/ha that the submission could generate up to 

36 vehicles trips during the peak hour, which is a minimal increase in 

traffic flow.   

 

(k) Bridle Path Estates Ltd #2415 seeks the rezoning of the balance of 

22 Bridle Path Road from RLL to RH, so that the whole property is 

zoned RH.  The property area is 1.9 ha.  The submission proposes to 

develop 11 lots which equates to a peak hour traffic generation of 11 

vph, which is a minimal increase in traffic.  

 

(l) Susan Mary Piercey #2420 seeks the rezoning of 201 Bridle Path 

Road from RuUF to RLL.  The property area is 2 ha. With an 

assumed a yield of 4 households/ha, development of this property 

could yield 8 lots equating to 8 vph during peak times, which is a 

minimal increase in traffic.   
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(m) Andrew Stewart Thomas # 2439 seeks the removal of the RLL 

Density Overlay from Planning Maps 49 and 50 for 234–318 

Kennedys Bush Road, so that the minimum lot size is 1,500 m² rather 

than 3,000 m².  The total area is 24.8 ha, and the submission 

includes a proposed lot layout with 76 lots which equates to 76 vph 

during peak times. Given that there are multiple route options from 

Kennedys Bush Road via Cashmere Road, Glovers Road and School 

Road, I am satisfied that the effects of the vehicle trip generation on 

the road network can be dispersed and managed appropriately. 

 

(n) Avoca Valley Ltd #2473
15

 seeks the rezoning of 241 Port Hills Road, 

8 Vega Place, and 33A and 35 Avoca Valley Road from RuUF to RS.  

Based on a site area of 6.5ha and assuming a density of 15 

households/ha, the site could yield some 97 lots. The boundaries of 

the site suggest that access may be established from two points onto 

Port Hills Road (SH75) and another onto Avoca Valley Road.  Given 

the multiple access points, I am satisfied that the impacts on the 

Council controlled road network can be appropriately managed. I 

therefore do not oppose the rezoning sought.  

 

8. REQUESTS FOR REZONING OF LAND – BANKS PENINSULA  

 

8.1 Being outside the metropolitan area, many of the submissions within the 

Banks Peninsula area relate to land that is not serviced by public transport, 

therefore in many cases the criteria of being accessed by modes other than 

the car is often not met.
16

 However,  given the relatively low vehicle trip 

generation from the subject sites, allowing these requests for rezoning is likely 

to have little material effects from a highway capacity and road safety 

perspective insofar as the requests relate to roads within Council’s control.  

 

8.2 On this basis, I find the following requests are not opposed from a transport 

perspective: 

 

(a)  Lewelyn Davis #2033 seeks the rezoning of the balance of 71 

Hawkhurst Road from Residential Banks Peninsula (RBP) to Rural 

Banks Peninsula (RuBP) so that the whole property is zoned RuBP.  

                                                                                                                                                              
15

  The subject site accesses directly to Port Hills Road SH74 for which NZTA are the road controlling Authority.  
16

  CRPS, Chapter 6, Objective 6.2.2 (1) (h). 
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This would result in lower trip generation and clearly has no negative 

impacts on the Council road network. 

 

(b) Tom Bates Trust #2048 seeks the rezoning of 9 Wainui Valley Road 

as RSS rather than RuBP.  The property area is 0.9 ha, and at 6 

households/ha I calculate a trip generation of 8 vph during peak 

times, which is a minimal increase in traffic.  

 

(c) Virginia Anne McRae Simcock #2053 seeks the rezoning of the part 

of 91 Takamatua Bay Road that has been approved for incorporation 

by boundary adjustment into 31 Quail Crescent.  The area of 31 Quail 

Crescent is 1,116 m², and the additional area is 307 m², so the total 

area of the new site is 1,423 m². I consider this to be a minor 

boundary adjustment to enable a consistent zone across the section 

with no likely of changes in traffic generation.  

 

(d) Christoph and Wendy Schacherer #2061 seek rezoning of 200 

Huntsbury Avenue from RH and RuPH to RLL.  At an area of 0.9755 

ha, the site could yield 5 lots generating up to 5 vehicle movements 

during peak times. In my view the surrounding road network is 

capable of accommodating this modest level of additional traffic. 

 

(e) Alison Cox #2077 seeks the rezoning of 5773 Christchurch Akaroa 

Road from RuBP to RSS.  The property area is 8,500 m². With a 

minimum lot size of 1000 m
2,
 I estimate that up to 8 lots may be 

established resulting in an equivalent 8 vph during peak times if it 

was rezoned RSS, which is a minimal increase in traffic.  

 

(f) JM and MJ Van Der Wal #2167 seek rezoning of 8 Glas Brae from 

part RSS and part RuBP so that the whole site is zoned RSS.  The 

property area is 2,910 m², so could be subdivided into two lots if it 

was rezoned RSS. This would result in an additional 2 vph during 

peak times. In my view, this will have a negligible effect on the 

operation of the surrounding road infrastructure. 

 

(g) Phil Garing #2233 seeks rezoning of a narrow strip of land at 45 Park 

Terrace adjacent to Wilsons Road from RuBP to RBP. The requested 

rezoning is a small area of land which would allow access to a 
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landlocked piece of residential land capable of being developed in my 

estimate for up to 2 lots. This would generate some 2 vph during 

peak times, which would have a negligible effect on the surrounding 

road network. 

 

(h) Akaroa Civic Trust #2285 seeks that areas on Planning Map 77 that 

were previously zoned Banks Peninsula Commercial should remain 

commercial rather than being rezoned as Banks Peninsula 

Residential Character.  It appears that the properties this submission 

relates to are 130–136 Rue Jolie, 1 Rue Pompallier and part of 25 

Rue Lavaud, which are all zoned Town Centre in the operative 

District Plan.  All of these properties are already developed, so 

retaining the zoning as commercial would result in no changes to 

traffic generation and hence zero effects on the surrounding road 

network.    

 

(i) Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Boards #2354 seek rezoning of 

Diamond Harbour Gullies between Marine Drive and Bay View Road 

from Residential to Open Space. This will reduce likely trip generation 

of the subject site and hence have a positive effect on the transport 

network.  

 

(j) The Blue Lady Trust #2355 seeks to rezone 84 Park Terrace, 

Lyttelton from RuBP to RBP. The property area is 1.7 ha and is 

currently undeveloped.  I estimate that 20 lots could be created, 

generating an equivalent 20 vph during peak times. In my view, there 

are no road capacity constraints that preclude this subject site from 

being rezoned in accordance with subdivision standards.  

 

(k) Neil and Julie McPhail and John Joseph #2356 seek the rezoning of 

part of 116 Allandale Lane from RuBP to RBP to allow an additional 

house to be built. The traffic generation associated with an additional 

house will have a negligible effect on the surrounding road network. 

 

(l) Mark Shadbolt #2375 seeks the rezoning of part of 5 Tikao Bay Road 

from RuBP to RSS.  The submission estimates that six lots would be 

created, generating up to 6vph during peak times, which is a minimal 

increase in traffic.   
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(m) Submitter #2375 also seeks the rezoning of 1.66 ha of 283 Wainui 

Main Road at French Farm from RuBP to RLL with a Residential 

Large Lot Density Overlay generating up to 16 vph during peak times. 

Both 5 Tikoa Bay Road and 283 Wainui Road take access from an 

existing priority intersection with Christchurch Akaroa Road (SH75). 

With both sites generating a total combined traffic generation of up to 

22 vph, I am of the view that the existing priority intersection is 

capable of accommodating this modest level of additional traffic 

generation.  

 

(n) Submitter #2375 also seeks the rezoning of approximately 4000 m² of 

6027 Christchurch Akaroa Road from RuBP to RBP. With a minimum 

lot size of 400m
2
, redevelopment of the site could yield up to 10 lots 

equating to 10 vph during peak times. Additionally, the submitter 

seeks rezoning of 1.5 ha of 6025 Christchurch Akaroa Road from 

RuBP to RLL.  The minimum lot size for RLL is 1,500 m² and I 

estimate that a further 10 lots could be developed on the part of 6025 

Christchurch Akaroa Road, giving a total trip generation of 20 vph 

during peak times across both sites. I am of the view that a safe 

access directly onto Christchurch Akaroa Road (SH75) is capable of 

accommodating this modest level of additional traffic.  

 

(o) Sunny Point Estates Ltd #2406 seeks the rezoning of 1.86 ha of 6528 

Christchurch Akaroa Road from RuBP to RSS (Takamatua), which 

could generate up to 11 vph during peak times. This submission 

provides no information regarding access. I note that road frontage is 

along a high speed bend off State Highway 75. As a State Highway, 

NZTA are the road controlling authority. I remain neutral on this 

submission but NZTA may have a view. 

 

(p) Purau Properties Ltd #2461 seeks the rezoning of 16 Camp Road 

from RuBP to RLL. This site is some 1.7 ha and rezoned at a yield of 

4 households/ha could enable 7 lots to be developed, generating up 

to 7 vph during peak times. In my view there are no road capacity 

constraints that preclude this subject site from being rezoned.  
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(q) Christopher Gardiner #2468 seeks rezoning of 5.5 ha of 14 Camp 

Bay Road from RuBP to RLL, which could generate up to 22 vph 

during peak times. In my view there are no road capacity constraints 

that preclude this subject site from being rezoned. 

 

9. REQUESTS FOR REZONING OF LAND – CHRISTCHURCH CITY 

 

9.1 Assessed against the criteria set out in in paragraph 5.2 of my evidence, and 

given the scale of anticipated trip generation, I find there are no road capacity 

constraints that preclude the following sites from being rezoned.  

 

9.2 As such, the following requests are not opposed from a transport perspective: 

 

(a) Jennifer Anne and Russel Vaughan Crooks #2028 seek the rezoning 

of 25a Greenhaven Drive from RuUF to a Residential zone. Although 

the particular zone is not stated in the submission, I assume a RS 

zone is sought. The property area is 1.3 ha and based on a yield of 

15 households/ha and the use of a right of way which would 

accommodate up to 15 houses (15 vph), I am of the view that the 

surrounding road network is capable of accommodating the extra 

traffic associated with the rezoning request.  

 

(b) Julie Anderson #2030 seeks the rezoning of part of 23 Thorneycroft 

Street Open Space and Water and Margins (OWM) to RS.  The area 

of land is very small and this rezoning will have no effect on the 

surrounding transport infrastructure. 

 

(c) Christchurch Central Methodist Mission #2082 seeks rezoning of 91 

Harewood Road (the Wesley Care development) from RSDT and RS 

to Specific Purpose Hospital Zone. As this land is already developed 

into a care facility, the zoning change will result in no change to 

demands on the transport network. 

 

(d) Pegasus Health (Charitable) Limited #2085 seeks rezoning of land at 

929 Colombo and 8 Caledonian Road to Specific Purpose Hospital 

Zone. As this land is already developed into a health facility, the 

zoning change will result in no change to demands on the transport 

network.  
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(e) Hillview Christian School #2087 seeks rezoning of 132 and 136 

Wilsons Road from RS to Special Purpose School Zone. As this land 

is already in use for school purposes, the zoning change will result in 

no change to demands on the transport network. 

 

(f) BFD Family Trust #2088 seeks rezoning of the land between Main 

South Road, Barters Road and the railway from RuUF to Industrial 

General (IG) or RS. Much of this land is developed as residential with 

only a narrow triangular area left on its southern section. In my view 

rezoning to RS will simply reflect what the subject land is currently 

used for and as such there is likely to be no change in trip generation 

from the site. Additionally, access to the site is taken directly from 

SH1, therefore the development of the subject site to IG will not affect 

roads controlled by Council.  

 

(g) Catholic Bishop of Christchurch #2089 seeks rezoning of the former 

Marian College site on North Parade in Shirley from Special Purpose 

School Zone to RS. At 16 ha and applying a yield of 15 lots/ha, the 

site could generate up to 80 lots, which would trigger the high traffic 

generator rule. As a high trip generator,
17

 I am satisfied that the 

matters for discretion are suitably robust to enable the traffic effects 

of development of the site to be addressed at resource consent 

stage. 

 

(h) Julia Burbury #2100 seeks rezoning of 83 Clyde Road from Special 

Purpose Tertiary Education to RSDT. This is a minor zoning 

boundary adjustment, and as such will not change traffic generation 

from the site.  

 

(i) Christchurch City Council #2123 (various) seeks various 

amendments and corrections to drafting errors to the Stage 2 

provisions, and consequential text changes.  I do not consider that 

any of these requests will result in changes to trip generation from the 

subject sites. 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
17

  pRDP Decisions Version Rule 7.2.3.10 High trip generators (residential trigger 60). 
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(j) M Slemint #2134 seeks various changes to rules regarding baches, 

particularly the location of the ON zone boundary in relation to land 

owned by the Taylors Mistake Association. This submission relates to 

the relocation or replacement of baches, and as such will have no 

nett change in transport effects. 

 

(k) Castle Rock Limited #2169
18

 seeks rezoning 195 Port Hills Road 

from RuUF to RH and IG. The submission includes a 2011 Transport 

Assessment that assesses a variety of development options with trip 

generation ranging from 89 vph up to 265 vph for office activity. 

Based on the assumptions used in the Transport Assessment, right 

turn out capacity could be limited. As access to the site is taken from 

the limited access road of SH76 and located close (with 30 metres) to 

the merge between SH74 and SH76 there may be some road safety 

issues with the access as proposed. As road controlling authority, 

NZTA may not support the submission based on safety and 

operational concerns. However, if such concerns can be addressed 

to the satisfaction of NZTA, then I do not oppose the submission. 

 

(l) Papanui Club #2219 opposes zoning of 310 Sawyers Arms Road 

from Rural to RS and seeks commercial zoning. Given the site is 

already developed for a commercial use (Papanui Club), I am of the 

view that from a transport perspective there will no change in traffic 

demands and subsequently no change on the surrounding road 

network. The request therefore will have no transport implications. I 

therefore do not oppose the rezoning sought. 

 

(m) Kauri Lodge Rest Home #2222 seeks the rezoning of 148, 154 and 

154A Riccarton Road from RS to RMD, and for the Accommodation 

and Community Facilities Overlay to be extended across the whole 

site to reflect its existing use as the Kauri Lodge retirement home.  

This would have no effect on the surrounding road infrastructure and 

therefore I do not oppose the request. 

 

(n) Submitter #2238 seeks rezoning of 900m2 of land at 100 and 120 

Hawthorndon road from Rural to RS. I estimate that the request could 

                                                                                                                                                              
18

  The subject site takes access from State Highway 75 for which NZTA are the road controlling authority. The 

submission should be brought to their attention. 
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yield 2 lots, generating a negligible amount of traffic equivalent of up 

to 2 vph during peak times. Therefore, I do not oppose the request.  

 

(o) Nurse Maude Association #2280 seeks the underlying zoning of the 

Nurse Maud hospital site at 24 McDougall Avenue to be RMD rather 

than RSDT.  Given that the current uses of 24 McDougall Avenue 

relate to hospital activities, rezoning to RMD will create little change 

in traffic generation from the site, and therefore I do not oppose this 

element of the submission. The submitter also seeks the rezoning at 

28 Mansfield Avenue from RMD to Special Purpose Hospital zone to 

allow for future development of the site.  Given the potential for traffic 

generation associated with its current residential zoning, I am of the 

view that the requested change in zoning to SPH is unlikely to create 

significant nett changes in traffic generation from the site, therefore I 

also do not oppose this part of the submission 

 

(p) St Georges Hospital #2296 seeks rezoning of 130-170 Heaton Street 

from RS to Specific Purpose Hospital Zone. This would expand the 

hospital operations and has the potential to attract a higher amount of 

traffic movements in comparison to the current pRDP Residential 

zoning. However, given that there are numerous access options 

associated with the hospital, which has three road frontages, I am of 

the view that any increased traffic movements have the opportunity to 

disperse freely onto the surrounding road network, so I do not oppose 

this submission. 

 

(q) JDH Holdings No 1 Limited #2328 seeks the rezoning of the Peg 

access lot (Lot 1 DP 334238, 899 Main North Road) and the Peg 

rural lot (Lot 2 DP 334238, 9A Dickeys Road) from RuUF to RS.  The 

area of the two lots is 9,066 m². Based on an assumed yield of 15 

households/ha, I estimate that 13 lots could be developed, equating 

to 13 vph during peak times. I am of the view that the surrounding 

transport infrastructure has capacity to accommodate this level of 

traffic generation.   

 

(r) Canterbury District Health Board #2360 opposes zoning of land at 1 

Lincoln Road opposite Annex Road to RS and requests Specific 

Purpose Hospital Zone. This would expand the hospital operations 
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and has the potential to attract a higher amount of traffic movements 

in comparison to the current pRDP Residential zoning. However, 

given the numerous access options associated with the hospital, I am 

of the view that any increased traffic movements have the opportunity 

to disperse freely onto the surrounding road network, so I do not 

oppose this submission. 

 

(s) Fortress Services Limited #2370 seeks rezoning of 121 Papanui 

Road from RMD to Commercial Core. This site contains a building 

and car parking associated with current commercial use.  A change 

of zoning as requested by the submitter would therefore have zero 

traffic changes and hence no effects on the surrounding road 

network, therefore I do not oppose the rezoning sought. 

 

(t) John Gregory Keith Olive #2374 seeks that Map 44 is amended to 

show the correct position of Knights Stream.  This would have no 

effect on the road network, so I do not oppose the rezoning sought. 

 

(u) The Crown #2387 seeks to extend and amend the Specific Purpose 

School zones as shown on Map 31 (showing extent of Kirkwood 

Intermediate School), Map 36 (showing the extent of Hornby High 

School) and Map 37 ( showing the actual extent of Harewood School) 

to reflect actual extent of school property. From my understanding 

these requests are to correct drafting errors on pRDP mapping and 

have no transport implications. I therefore do not oppose the rezoning 

sought. 

 

(v) University of Canterbury #2464 seeks the rezoning of 112 Waimairi 

Road from RSDT to Specific Purpose Tertiary Education zone as part 

of the University of Canterbury.  The property area is 809 m² and the 

rezoning sought would make little difference to traffic movements 

from the site. I therefore do not oppose the rezoning request. 

 

(w) The Advanced Holdings Limited #2470 seeks that 106 and 110 

Papanui Road, and 10 Webb Street (the Charlotte Jane site), are 

included in the Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay to 

reflect existing use.  Given that the existing uses of the sites reflect 

the requested zoning, I do not anticipate any change in demands on 
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the surrounding road network. I therefore do not oppose these 

properties being included in the Overlay.   

 

(x) Denis Harwood #2486 seeks the rezoning of 20–24 Cameron Street 

from RS to Open Space Community Park. This has no effect on the 

surrounding transport infrastructure, therefore I do not oppose the 

rezoning sought. 

 

(y) Denise Margaret Milne #2570also seeks the rezoning of the 

proposed zoning of 20-24 Cameron Street to Open Space 

Community Park. This has no effect on the surrounding transport 

infrastructure therefore I do not oppose the rezoning sought.  

 

(z) Ernest Glad #2587 seeks the rezoning of 180 and 180A Johns Road 

from RS to Commercial Local, to reflect existing use as Rosebank 

Estate. Given that the existing uses of the sites reflect the zoning that 

is being requested, I do not anticipate any change in demands on the 

surrounding road network. I therefore do not oppose these properties 

being included in the overlay.    

 

 

 

Andrew Milne 

18 August 2015 


