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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Andrew Farquharson Milne.  My experience and qualifications 

are set out in my evidence in chief dated 18 August 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 

the following parties on 27 August 2015:  

     

(a) Aaron James Grey for David and Caroline Stockman and Mark Porter 

(#2056 and #2139); 

(b) Andrew Metherell for Castle Rock Limited (#2168 and #2169);  

(c) Pauline Fiona Aston for GA and GY McVicar (#2362); 

(d) Graham Rutherford Taylor on behalf of A Pan & S Tsun Yu, RJ & CB 

Sissons, Bromac Lodge, Martin Harcourt, Mercantile Trust (#2474 

/2475 / 2476 / 2477 / 2478); and 

 

2.2 I also address the Crown submission point (#2387) relating to Hornby Primary 

School as it was inadvertently missed from my evidence in chief. 

 

3. EVIDENCE OF AARON JAMES GREY FOR DAVID AND CAROLINE STOCKMAN 

AND MARK PORTER (#2056 AND #2139) 

 

3.1 Paragraph 22 of Mr Grey's evidence highlights that I have based my 

assessment of the submission on the understanding that the whole of the site 

comprising 1.5 ha rather than an 8,500m
2
 section of the site that is sought to 

be rezoned. 

 

3.2 I agree that paragraph 6.13 of my evidence in chief has referred to the subject 

site as 1.5ha rather than 8,500m
2
. As a consequence of this I change my view 

with regards to access being taken only from Pentonville Place given that the 



 

26682181.docx  4 
 

extent of area sought for rezoning does not extend beyond the point where a 

future road connection may be established.  

 

3.3 Whilst additional traffic associated with the submission is likely to be modest, I 

consider that from a cumulative traffic impact perspective further residential 

development in the Worsleys Area is unlikely to achieve the outcomes sought 

for urban growth in relation to the objectives of the Strategic Directions chapter 

that I refer to in paragraph 4.2 of my evidence in chief.  This is particularly the 

case with regards to improving accessibility and connectivity for people, 

promoting safety and effective use of infrastructure, and co-ordinating the 

sequencing of new development with the funding, implementation and 

operation of necessary transport infrastructure. 

 

3.4 In view of the fact that there is no planned upgrade of Worsleys 

Road/Cashmere Road intersection on the Long Term Plan, and for the 

reasons set out above I maintain the position I adopt in paragraph 6.16 of my 

evidence in chief, that the intersection of Worsleys Road/Cashmere Road 

should be upgraded prior to additional peak hour traffic demands being placed 

on Worsleys Road. 

  

4. MR ANDREW METHERELL FOR CASTLE ROCK LIMITED (#2168 and #2169) 

 

4.1 In response to paragraph 4.26 of Mr Metherell's evidence I note that while a 

cycle route is planned in the area, this does not in my view offer the level of 

access to local amenities such as shops, or public transport routes that may 

be considered appropriate to achieve the degree of connectivity and 

accessibility envisaged in Objective 3.1.7 of the Strategic direction chapter.  

 

4.2 As a point of clarification, the planned cycle route referred to in paragraphs 

4.18 and 4.26 of Mr Metherell's evidence runs to the north and parallel to the 

railway line and as such has no impact on the rail crossing at Scruttons Road.  

Therefore Mr Metherell's view in his paragraph 4.18 that Council would be 

party to funding agreements regarding upgrading the Scruttons Road rail 

crossing should note be taken as a statement of fact. Any funding associated 

with the upgrade to the rail crossing necessary to improve access and safety 

of people occupying the subject site should be between Kiwi Rail and the 

developer, and I suggest that this is stipulated as a condition of the rezoning, 

should the IHP accept the submission. 
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4.3 In his paragraphs 4.22-4.23 Mr Metherell suggests that an internal loop road 

envisaged for the sites and internal pedestrian connections addresses the 

concerns I raise with regards to the poor transport outcomes associated with 

cul-de-sac development. In my view this does not address the concerns 

regarding the transport shortcomings of cul-de-sac development that I refer to 

in 6.11 of my evidence in chief because access to the site remains to be taken 

from a single route via Scruttons Road. 

 

4.4 In his paragraph 4.13 Mr Metherell refers to distances of 400m-900m between 

the site and the closest bus stops. I note that the closest distance to the 

nearest bus route is over 500m with the northern most parts of the site over 

1km as measured from Councils GIS system. As set out in the Infrastructure 

Design Standards it states that in any subdivision, not less than 90% of 

households should be within a 500m crow fly distance from a bus route. The 

location of the subject sites would equate to 0% of households being within the 

recommended distance to a bus route.  

 

4.5 While I recognise that 500m does not represent a fixed threshold over which 

people will not choose to walk to a bus stop it nevertheless in my view 

represents an upper value above which people will be less inclined to find the 

use of public transport as an attractive alternative to private car use. Given that 

the site exceeds this upper value of 500m I consider the relative inaccessibility 

of the site to public transport services to be a transport constraint of the site 

that cannot be overcome and as such I maintain my opposition to the 

submission on transport grounds. 

 

4.6 Base on the above considerations, my view with regards to submission #2168 

remains unchanged from that expressed at paragraphs 6.2 8 to 6.31 of my 

evidence in chief.  

 

4.7 My view with regards to #2169 remains unchanged from that expressed at 

paragraph 9.2 (k), page 26 of my evidence in chief in that I support the 

submission subject to the necessary approvals being secured from the New 

Zealand Transport Authority.  
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5. PAULINE FIONA ASTON AND MALCOLM SMITH FOR GA AND GY MCVICAR 

(#2362) 

 

5.1 In paragraph 55 of her evidence. Ms Ashton refers to the amended rezoning 

proposal of 10 lots and that she does not consider such a yield as being a 

significant transport issue. For the reasons set out in paragraph 3.3 of this 

statement, my view remains unchanged from that expressed at paragraph 

6.21 of my evidence in chief. 

 

5.2 Mr Smith's evidence addresses the formation of access and extension of 

Worsleys Road to appropriate Council design standards with costs associated 

with this additional infrastructure being fully met by the owners.  I consider this 

element of the submission to be acceptable to Council should the IHP accept 

the submission.  However, from a wider transport perspective and for the 

reasons set out in paragraph 3.3 of this statement, my view remains 

unchanged from that expressed at paragraph 6.21 of my evidence in chief.  

 

6. GRAHAM RUTHERFORD TAYLOR ON BEHALF OF A PAN & S TSUN YU, RJ & CB 

SISSONS, BROMAC LODGE, MARTIN HARCOURT, MERCANTILE TRUST (#2474 

/2475 / 2476 / 2477 / 2478) 

 

6.1 My response to this site specific rezoning was accidentally omitted from my 

evidence in chief. This submission raises concerns regarding changes to the 

Halswell West Outline Development Plan (Appendix 8.6.6) which sees the 

planned new section of John Patterson Drive providing access to eight existing 

rural residential properties, in addition to serving planned residential 

development as part of the Knights Stream Subdivision. This will result in an 

increase in traffic along John Patterson Drive which the submitters object to. 

 

6.2 In my view the realigned section of John Patterson Drive which will be 

designed to local collector road standards will be easily capable of 

accommodating the predicted increase in traffic estimated by the submitter to 

be up to 1370 vehicles per day. I am of the view that the anticipated higher use 

of the road provides for more effective use of the public road asset. I therefore 

oppose the relief sought by the submitters on traffic grounds (ie, I support the 

notified zoning). 
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7. SUBMITTER # 2387 CANTERBURY EARTHQUAKE RECOVERY FOR AND ON 

BEHALF OF THE CROWN 

 

7.1 The Crown's submission on Hornby Primary School was inadvertently missed 

from my evidence in chief. I have no issue from a transport perspective with 

the rezoning for the same reasons as set out in paragraph 9.2 (u) of my 

evidence in chief. 

 

 

 

 

Andrew Farquharson Milne 

2 September 2015 

 

 

 

 


