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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Anthony Thomas Penny. I am a Fellow of the Institute of 

Professional Engineers of New Zealand Civil Engineers and I hold a 

Bachelor Degree in Mathematics and a Bachelor Degree in Civil 

Engineering from the University of Canterbury.  

2 I have over 35 years’ experience in traffic engineering and 

transportation planning with the Christchurch City Council, the 

Department of Transport in the United Kingdom, the MVA 

Consultancy in Hong Kong and Traffic Design Group (TDG) Limited. I 

have worked for over 25 years practising as a traffic engineering 

specialist on projects throughout New Zealand and am a former 

Managing Director of TDG.  

3 I have previously provided evidence to the Independent Hearings 

Panel with respect to: 

(a) Proposal 7 : Transport 

(b) Proposal 15 : Commercial Core Zone (North Halswell) 

(c) Proposal 16 : Industrial Heavy Zone (South West Hornby) 

4 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in 

the Environment Court Practice Note 2011. I have complied with it in 

preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting 

evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area 

of expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in 

reliance on another person’s evidence. I have considered all material 

facts that are known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions that I express in this evidence. 

Scope of Evidence 

5 My evidence is presented on behalf of the Canterbury Racecourse 

Reserve Trustees and Ngai Tahu Property Limited with respect to 

development at Riccarton Park.  My evidence relates specifically to 

the Christchurch City Council’s requirement to include provision for 

future access across the Racecourse Chute. 
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BACKGROUND 

6 The “Chute” refers to the section of the existing Riccarton 

Racecourse track that extends from the main circular track in a north 

west direction towards the intersection of Yaldhurst Road and 

Steadman Road.  This section of track accommodates the 1200m 

(and 1000m) races in a manner which is of particular importance to 

the Canterbury Jockey Club (CJC) in providing for sprint races which 

are to all intents and purposes straight.   

7 The CJC has indicated that it has no current intention to close the 

Chute as it is a particular feature of the Riccarton course and their 

current race programme.  CJC has further indicated that the only 

situation where the Chute would be likely to be closed would be if the 

whole race course became untenable at the present site and were 

moved to a new location. I understand that this is not an option that 

is part of the Club’s current or future considerations.  

8 The Chute separates Area 1 from Areas 2, 3 and 4 of the Riccarton 

Park (Riccarton Racecourse) Outline Development Plan (ODP) as 

indicated in the attached Figure 1.  I have been a party to extensive 

discussions with Christchurch City Council staff regarding their 

concerns that this separation adversely affects the integration of the 

respective multi-modal road networks of Area 1 and Areas 2/3/4.  

9 As set out below it is not entirely clear to me whether the issue of 

access across the Chute is considered by the Council to be an issue 

while the Chute remains or whether it is a consideration predicated 

on providing for some future circumstance in which the racecourse 

(and therefore the Chute) is closed. 

10 In any event Ngai Tahu Properties (NTP) has endeavoured to identify 

cost-effective ways of providing such links across the Chute for 

motor vehicles, cycles and pedestrians.   

11 Options investigated have included tunnels, bridges (permanent and 

temporary) and at-grade links which might be able to be closed on 

the 28 race days held at Riccarton Park.   

12 It is my understanding that the first two options proved to be 

unjustifiably expensive for the level of movement anticipated 
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between Area 1 and the rest of the ODP area.  These options would  

also require extensive areas for ramps which consume significant 

areas of developable land and would in turn affect the financial 

viability of the overall development. 

13 It should also be noted that there is some concern that a permanent 

bridge across the Chute would distract the horses.  We have been 

unable to identify any racecourse in the world where thoroughbreds 

are required to pass beneath a bridge. The safety of horses and 

jockeys is paramount to the CJC and accordingly a bridge has been 

discounted 

14 In terms of personal safety I would also have a concern with an 

underpass or tunnel particularly if it were provided only for 

pedestrians and cyclists.  Such facilities are renowned for anti-social 

behaviour particularly at night in situations where it is not possible to 

provide very shallow ramps with clear visibility of the main tunnel 

from a long way back on the ramp. 

15 The concept of providing an at-grade crossing in the form of a 

standard road was also considered but it was found to be too difficult 

to produce a surface which would be convenient and safe for horses 

to cross.   

16 While there is a crossing of the main race course circuit at the 

eastern end that enables horses and vehicles to reach the infield, this 

is not a sealed crossing but a dirt crossing.  In addition at the 

eastern point of the track, horses do not travel at speed.  They are 

either slowing down (having finished a race) or are racing beyond 

2000m in which case they are travelling relatively slowly due to the 

long distance of the race and because they are travelling around a 

bend in the track.  Horses undertaking a 1200m (or 1000m) sprint 

are travelling at greater speed and therefore the consistency and 

texture of the track surface is paramount.  Horses have a tendency 

to jump where crossings of the track occur and this is not a safe 

action at sprint speed for jockeys or horses.  Horses have particularly 

fine legs and any inconsistency in the track surface can cause fatal 

injuries. 

17 Given these difficulties NTP has also considered the possibility of a 

low level “mobile” bridge for pedestrians and cyclists which could be 
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removed on race days.  However this was dismissed as a viable 

option partly because of the cost and partly because of concerns 

regarding the effect of wheels on the track surface and the 

consequential effect of the bridge on grass growth. 

18 In short, I do not consider that there is a financially feasible, safe 

and viable way to provide a crossing of the Chute while the 

Racecourse continues to race from this location. 

CITY COUNCIL POSITION  

19  As set out previously it is not entirely clear in the Council’s evidence 

as to whether there is considered to be a need for a crossing of the 

Chute during initial development or only if the racecourse is 

ultimately closed. 

20 In Ms Oliver’s evidence she refers to “provision of a future road 

connection across the Chute to connect Areas 1 and 2”.  This does 

not define whether “future” means with development of the ODP area 

or following closure of the Chute.  I believe that the Council intention 

is the latter.  However the ODP (Figure 1) is not specific as the plan 

includes red arrows either side of the Chute that are labelled in the 

key as “road access point indicative location”.  The same arrows are 

shown along the Area 1 frontage to Yaldhurst Road and these access 

points are essential to any development of Area 1. 

21 If the Council intention were that a link should be provided across 

the Chute while it remained in operation, then my comments relating 

to the viability of such crossings above are valid.   

22 If the Council’s concern is providing vacant lots in Areas 1 and 2 to 

accommodate a future connection if the Chute (and Racecourse) 

were to be closed, then issues of both financial viability and necessity 

fall to be considered.. 

23 With respect to the issue of necessity, I understand that the Council’s 

transportation planner Mr Milne is of the opinion that it is important 

to have total integration between Area 1 and the rest of the ODP for 

motor vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians.   

24 In his Paragraph 13.5 he refers to “high quality, barrier free, multi-

modal connections”.  He references the Canterbury Regional Policy 
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Statement (CRPS) - Policy 6.3.2 relating to development form and 

urban design which notes an emphasis on “walking, cycling and 

public transport.”   

25 While this is a very laudable policy there are certain cases where it is 

just not practical to have barrier free facilities.  For example, where 

there are rivers, motorways or railways, such connections between 

directly adjacent residential areas are often considerably longer 

distances than the length of the Riccarton Park Chute (which is about 

400m long).   

26 It should be noted that a walking and cycling track is proposed along 

the north eastern side of the Chute which will provide a route around 

the end of the Chute into Area 2 and connect with the pedestrian and 

cycle facilities in the rest of the ODP area.  This link will be connected 

to Area 1 and also to a walking and cycling track right around the 

perimeter of the racecourse.   

27 It is expected that these facilities would be used primarily by people 

for recreation and therefore a direct connection across the Chute is 

not essential.  In my opinion for the few people who wish to walk or 

cycle from Area 1 to the rest of the ODP area the additional distance 

around the end of the Chute is not unusual or particularly inefficient. 

28 The CRPS policy would tend to indicate that a road connection across 

the Chute is a lessor priority than a pedestrian/cycle link. Motor 

vehicle drivers would be required to use Yaldhurst Road and 

Steadman Road to travel between Area 1 and the rest of the ODP 

area. This involves a relatively minor extra distance compared with 

the indicative crossing location provided on the Council’s version of 

the ODP.  Furthermore, there would be very little delay for traffic 

making this trip in either direction. Also, the small amount of traffic 

would have little effect on other traffic utilising Yaldhurst Road,   

29 Travelling from Area 1 only involves left-turns and for the reverse 

trip where right turns are required, delays would be at an acceptable 

level because part of the ODP and Narrative requires the  provision of 

traffic signals at the Yaldhurst Road / Steadman Road intersection 

prior to occupation of Areas 2 and 3. 
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30 The vast majority of the overall ODP area is for residential 

development and the number of trips between the residential 

properties in Area 1 and the remaining area of the ODP will in my 

opinion be very small.  It is anticipated that there may be a small 

community and commercial mode in a central location of Area 3 and 

this may attract some traffic from Area 1.  However it is expected 

and consistent with the Council’s multi-modal policy that this trip 

could be made by foot or by cyclists from Area 1, even if they need 

to travel around the end of the Chute. 

31 If the node contains a convenience store then the residents of Area 1 

are more likely to use another convenience store on their direct route 

home unless the minor deviation around the Chute is more 

convenient than the use of other facilities. 

32 If the Council’s concern relates more to the possibility that the CJC 

may close the Chute at some stage in the future, this essentially 

requires that development  lots are left empty to guard against the 

future possibility that the Chute closes and to allow for a future road 

connection across the Chute area.   

33 Obviously this affects the number of lots that can be developed in the 

early stages and no doubt this affects the financial viability of the 

development.  In my opinion, and as indicated above, a motor 

vehicle link is not essential or necessarily desirable even if the Chute 

were to close. 

34 Furthermore it is the contention of the CJC that the Chute would only 

be closed if the whole racecourse were to close.  If the whole 

racecourse were to be relocated then a full internal road network 

would be required. In that situation it would be possible to provide a 

motor vehicle link from the eastern end of Area 1 via a road linking 

across the racecourse to Area 3.  This does not require any additional 

lots to be left vacant at this stage. 

35 In the very unlikely event that only the Chute were to close then it 

would be possible to provide the priority pedestrian and cycle links 

across the area of the Chute linking existing facilities that will be 

provided under the proposals of the ODP.  Again this does not 

require any additional lots to be left vacant.  In my opinion an 

equivalent road link is not necessary. 
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COSTS AND BENEFITS  

36 As I have outlined above, providing the indicative link across the 

Chute while it remained in operation would involve a considerable 

cost. If it were to avoid the disbenefits to the operation of the 

racecourse that an at-grade solution would generate, then a bridge 

or tunnel would be required.   In my opinion the benefits of improved 

integration and accessibility would not justify the cost of a tunnel in 

particular or a bridge.   

37 In my opinion, the reduced benefits of motor vehicles using Yaldhurst 

Road/Steadman Road and of a pedestrian/cycle link around the end 

of the Chute can be supported by the dramatic reduction in costs 

compared with providing a grade-separated crossing of the Chute.  I 

note the CRPS Policy 6.3.5(a) which recommends endeavours to 

“optimise the efficient and affordable provision of both the 

development and the infrastructure.” 

38 While an at-grade crossing may be a relatively cheap solution, safety 

concerns for horses and jockeys make it  untenable. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

39 While the Chute remains in operation the costs, benefits and safety 

implications associated with options for a direct road crossing of the 

Chute at the “indicative location” provided on the Council’s latest 

version of the ODP do not stack up in my opinion. 

40 The alternative of requiring drivers to use Yaldhurst Road and 

Steadman Road has very little disbenefit because of the relatively 

short extra distance involved and more particularly because of the 

expected very low demand for the movement between Area 1 and 

the remaining areas of the ODP. 

41 The benefits of providing a direct link for pedestrians and cyclists 

across the Chute do not justify the costs. The disbenefits associated 

with the alternative route are relatively minor and not uncommon in 

existing urban areas where there are “barriers” to transport links. 

42 If only the Chute were to close then a direct link for pedestrians and 

cyclists can be provided without any further reduction in the number 

of lots for the development because the appropriate connections are 
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already proposed from Area 1 to the track around the racecourse 

circuit and which can be linked to Area 3 across the eastern end of 

the Chute area. 

43 If, as the CJC expect, the Chute would only close if the whole 

racecourse closed then the ODP does not prohibit the future 

formation of effective and efficient road, cycle and pedestrian 

network options for the future development of the entire racecourse, 

which could also link Area 1 with the other adjacent areas. 

44 Accordingly I have concluded that the indicative access points across 

the Chute on the ODP are not necessary and would not produce 

benefits that justify the costs of effective solutions.  I also consider  

that alternative solutions are perfectly appropriate, and that any 

future development of the racecourse would not be adversely 

affected by the ODP as proposed but without the indicative access 

points. 

 

 

Anthony Thomas Penny  

16 December 2015 
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Figure 1 

 


