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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is David Ian Falconer. My experience and qualifications are set 

out in my evidence in chief for the Stage 1 hearing of the Transport Proposal 

dated 26 May 2015.
1
 I have also previously provided evidence on the 

proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) at the Strategic Directions 

hearing,
2
  the Stage 1 Definitions and Introductions hearing,

3
 and most 

recently the Stage 2 Transport hearing.
4
 

 

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

relation to the transport planning matters in the Specific Purpose Zone 

Proposal, specifically the Hospital, School and Tertiary Specific Purpose 

zones.  

 

1.3 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.  The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the 

Code of Conduct.  

 

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

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) The decision of the Independent Hearings Panel on the Stage 1 

Transport Chapter (Decision 7); and 

(b) Specific Purpose Revised Proposal dated 17 September 2015. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are:  

 

(a) 21.5 Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone (Hospital Zone); 

                                                   
1
  I also provided rebuttal evidence dated 17 June 2015 for the Stage 1 Transport hearing. 

2
  Evidence in chief dated 18 November 2014; Rebuttal evidence dated 27 November 2014. 

3
  Evidence in chief dated 9 June 2015; Rebuttal evidence dated 2 July 2015. 

4
  Evidence in chief dated 7 September 2015; Rebuttal evidence dated 21 September 2015. 
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(b) 21.6 Specific Purpose (School) Zone (School Zone); and 

(c) 21.7 Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone (Tertiary Zone). 

 

2.2 My evidence addresses transport planning matters relating to these three 

zones and the specific relief sought by various submitters on these matters. As 

chapter leader for the Transport chapter, my evidence also addresses the 

relationship between the Transport Proposal and the Hospital, School and 

Tertiary Zones of the pRDP.  I have also read the evidence of the following 

Council witnesses for this hearing: 

 

(a) Planning evidence of Mr Blair (for the Hospital Zone); 

(b) Planning evidence of Ms Dixon (for the School and Tertiary Zones; 

and 

(c) Urban Design evidence of Ms Schroder (for all of the above three 

zones). 

 

2.3 Mr Blair and Ms Dixon both attach updated Revised Proposals to their 

evidence in chief.  The changes that I recommend in this evidence are shown 

in those updated Revised Proposals. 

  

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 Proposal 7, the Transport chapter of the pRDP, addresses effects of activities 

on the safety and function of the city's transport network, whereas effects on 

the amenity of neighbourhoods are generally covered by the zone chapters. 

Therefore I consider that any matters of discretion for transport effects in the 

Specific Purpose zones should focus only on the transport effects on the 

amenity of the neighbourhood.  

 

3.2 I have supported a number of changes made in the Revised Proposal dated 

17 September 2015.  My evidence recommends two additional minor changes 

(and some consequential amendments), and these are shown in the updated 

Revised Proposals attached to Mr Blair's Hospital Zone evidence, and Ms 

Dixon's Schools and Tertiary Zone evidence. 

 

3.3 I support the rule in the Hospital Zone that requires a setback for the location 

of vehicular access from residential zones.  I also support listing car parking, 

ancillary to the hospital activity, as a permitted activity in the Hospital Zone. 
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3.4 I do not support the amendment to the definition of "site" sought by the 

University of Canterbury and Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of Technology 

(CPIT).  This is because it could result in carparking for an activity being 

located a considerable distance from the activity and thus discourage the use 

of the car park. 

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 
Relationship between the transport and specific purpose chapters 

 

4.1 The Transport Proposal addresses effects from activities on the safety and 

function of the city's transport network, by setting: 

 

(a) minimum car parking, cycle parking and loading space requirements; 

(b) standards for the location and design of access; and 

(c) requirements for an Integrated Transport Assessment for activities 

that could have adverse effects on the function of the transport 

network (these activities are defined as high trip generators in the 

Transport chapter). 

 

4.2 The final position put forward by the Council in the Stage 1 Transport hearing 

included amenity as a matter of discretion for high trip generating activities. In 

its Decision on the Stage 1 Transport Proposal (Decision 7) the Panel decided 

to delete this part of the matter of discretion for the high trip generating 

activities.  

 

4.3 Effects on the amenity of neighbourhoods are generally covered by the zone 

chapters, rather than the transport chapter, so that amenity can be considered 

in the context of the location and surrounding area. For example, residential 

areas are much more sensitive to amenity effects from increases in traffic than 

industrial areas. Taking the Panel's decision into account, I now consider that 

it is more appropriate that zone specific rules on amenity go in the zone 

chapter rather than form part of district-wide rules in the Transport Chapter. 
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5. EXPERT EVALUATION / ASSESSMENT OF ISSUES AND SUBMISSIONS 

 

5.1 I have been asked to provide evidence on the transport aspects of the 

following issues set out in the Updated Statement of Issues for Specific 

Purpose zones dated 13 August 2015: 

 

Hospital Zone 

 

Issue 15  Do the provisions provide for appropriate activities including car parking and 

overnight accommodation for staff? (in respect of provisions for car parking 

only) 

 

Issue 18  Are the vehicle access provisions appropriate?   

 

Issue 19  Are the assessment matters appropriate, and are there assessment matters 

for all restricted discretionary activities?   

 

School / Tertiary Zone 

 

Issue 28  Can the assessment matters be simplified, including removal of transport 

issues?   

 

6. SUBMISSIONS ON ISSUE 15: CAR PARKING IN HOSPITAL ZONE 

 

6.1 The Canterbury District Health Board (CDHB) (#2360.70) and the Crown 

(#2387.941 and  #2387.972) sought that car parking be a permitted activity in 

the  Hospital Zone. The Nurse Maude Association (#FS2748.4) lodged a 

further submission in support of this.  

 

6.2 Since the RDP Transport Chapter requires that a hospital provide a minimum 

amount of carparking (Rule 7.2.3.1), I am supportive of parking being a 

permitted activity at hospitals, so long as it is ancillary to the hospital activity. 

This change was made with the addition of P9 and P10 in the Revised 

Proposal, which I support. I consider this resolves the submissions of the 

CDHB and the Crown mentioned in paragraph 6.1. Thus I am supportive of the 

provisions P9 and P10 in the Revised Proposal. 
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7. SUBMISSIONS ON ISSUE 18: VEHICLE ACCESS IN HOSPITAL ZONE 

 

7.1 The CDHB (#2360.88 and #2360.89) and the Crown (#2387.988) sought that 

rule 21.5.2.3.1.1(f), which requires a 20m minimum distance from the 

residential zone boundary to vehicle access in the Hospital Zone, be deleted 

as it should be covered in the Transport chapter.  

 
7.2 The Transport chapter contains district-wide rules regarding the location of 

access to manage the safety and function of the transport network (for 

example there is a rule 7.2.3.8(f) setting a minimum distance between 

accesses and intersections). However, rule 21.5.2.3.1.1(f) is a rule that applies 

to the Hospital Zone only, to manage the amenity effects (such as noise) on 

surrounding residential properties, from an access to a hospital which can be 

used frequently during the night. Since this is a zone specific rule managing 

amenity of the neighbourhood, I support this rule being retained in the Hospital 

Zone Proposal rather than in the Transport Chapter. 

 

7.3 I also note a rule of this effect is not included in the Stage 1 Transport decision 

or the Council's final "position" at the Stage 2 Transport hearing.  

 

8. SUBMISSIONS ON ISSUE 19: HOSPITAL ZONE ASSESSMENT MATTERS 

 

8.1 The Crown (#2387.980 and #2387.1003) sought that matters of discretion for 

access, parking and servicing (21.5.4.3) be deleted. The CDHB (#2360.98) 

sought that 21.5.4.3 be amended to include the words: 

 
Taking into account the operational, accessibility and security requirements 

of the hospital 

 

8.2 As mentioned in section 4 above, I consider it appropriate for the Hospital 

Zone to cover effects on the amenity of the surrounding neighbourhood of the 

location of vehicle access and carparking. However, I consider some of the 

matters listed in 21.5.4.3 cover more than just amenity.  Therefore I support 

the reworking of these matters so that they only relate to amenity, and I also 

support adding them to 21.5.4.2 - Site interfaces to cover local amenity issues 

from traffic, as shown in the Revised Proposal.  I note that this recommended 

change also includes the amendment sought by CDHB above by including it 

as new matter ix.  I have also recommended a minor amendment to new viii, 
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by including reference to 'traffic' as shown below.  This amendment is shown 

in the Revised Proposal attached to Mr Blair's evidence in chief: 

 

v. Provides for legible access to the site for all transport users and 

incorporates site identification signage and wayfinding. 

 

viii. Minimises visual and nuisance effects of traffic, storage and 

service areas on neighbours and public space; and 

 

ix.  Takes into account the operational, accessibility and security 

requirements of the hospital.  

 

9. SUBMISSIONS ON ISSUE 28: ASSESSMENT MATTERS RE TRANSPORT ISSUES 

 

School Zone 

 

Issue 28  Can the assessment matters be simplified, including removal of transport 

issues?   

 
9.1 The Crown (#2387.1028) sought that matters of discretion for traffic issues 

(21.6.3.3) be deleted for the School Zone. The CDHB (#2360.109) sought that 

21.6.3.3 be amended to include: 

 

Ability to provide safe access to cycle parking and drop-off areas for children. 

 

9.2 I support the amendment made in the Revised Proposal to 21.6.3.3.-Traffic 

issues, (now renumbered 21.6.3.2) - as it focuses the matters of discretion on 

transport effects on the amenity of the surrounding neighbourhood. 

Furthermore I consider that 21.6.3.2(b) (traffic issues) should be amended 

further in response to the CDHB submission (#2360.109), as follows (this 

change has been made to the updated Revised Proposal attached to Ms 

Dixon's evidence.): 

 

b) Ability to provide safe access to cycle parking and drop-off/pickup areas for 

children 

 

9.3 Rangi Ruru Girls School (#2351.14) sought that the cross-referencing is 

updated to accurately reflect the provision numbers. I consider that referencing 

in RD3 and D1 of the Schools Zone does need updating to refer to 'Traffic 

http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41480
http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724
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Issues 21.6.1.3.2'.  This amendment has now been made in the updated 

Revised Proposal attached to Ms Dixon's evidence. 

 

 Tertiary Zone 

 
9.4 I support the removal of the matters of discretion 21.7.3.3 (traffic issues) in the 

Revised Proposal as this group of matters of discretion have not been referred 

to in any restricted discretionary or discretionary activity listed in the Tertiary 

Zone as notified.  

 

9.5 The high trip generator rule in the Transport chapter will require an Integrated 

Transport Assessment which will consider transport effects if the number of 

Full Time equivalent students at a Tertiary education and research activity 

increases by more than 250 students.  

 

10. DEFINITION OF SITE 

 

10.1 The University of Canterbury (#2462.7 and #2462.8) sought the following 

change to the definition of site: 

 
g. for the purposes of the activity standards and general city wide 

standards (but not the built form or general city-wide standards) in 

the Specific Purposes (Schools) and Specific Purposes (Tertiary 

Education) Zones, site means all of the land used by a particular 

education or tertiary education or research facility, whether or not 

those parcels of land are contiguous with each other. 

 

10.2 Toni Carter (#FS2704.1) lodged a further submission in opposition to this 

amendment.  

 
10.3 I do not agree with the amendments to the definition of site sought by the 

University of Canterbury. The Transport rules set minimum parking 

requirements for carparking to be located on the same site as the activity and 

this change could enable carparking to be located, for example, on one part of 

the university campus which is almost a 2km walk across busy roads from the 

activity. I consider that this could deter people from using those car parks and 

instead they may park on streets closer to the activity, which could have an 

adverse effect on residential amenity. In my view parking needs to be located 

on that part of the campus where the activity is located.  
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10.4 CPIT (#2269.8) sought the same amendment to the definition of site as the 

University of Canterbury, but for a slightly different reason. However this 

amendment could also result in carparking at the CPIT being also located 

approximately 2km from the activities it serves, since CPIT's campuses are 

geographically separated. Therefore I also do not support the amendment of 

the definition of site as sought by CPIT to apply to its campuses. 

 

 

 

David Ian Falconer 

5 October 2015 

 


