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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Ian David Clark. I am a Director of Flow Transportation 

Specialists Limited, which was established in February 2005. Prior to 

October 2005 I was the Manager of the Transportation Planning Section at 

the Auckland office of Opus International Consultants Ltd. I was employed 

by Opus for eight years. 

1.2 This is the seventh statement of evidence I have prepared on the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan"): 

(a) My first statement of evidence was provided in respect of the Stage 

1 hearing for the Commercial and Industrial Proposals;1  

(b) My second statement was provided in respect of the Stage 1 

hearing for the Transport Proposal;2  

(c) My third and fourth statements were provided in respect of the 

Stage 2 hearing for the Memorial Avenue Investments Limited 

Business Park Proposal;3 and 

(d) My fifth and sixth statements were provided in respect of the Stage 

2 hearing for the Commercial and Industrial Proposals.4  

1.3 I confirm that I continue to rely on my previous statements of evidence to 

the extent that they are relevant to this hearing, and do not intend to repeat 

that evidence. 

1.4 A summary of my qualifications and relevant past experience is set out in 

paragraphs 1.1 to 1.3 and Appendix IDC1 of my statement of evidence for 

the Stage 1 Transport hearing. 

                                                
1
 Statement of evidence of Ian Clark on behalf of the Crown (Proposals 15 and 16: Commercial and Industrial – 

Transport – Access off SH75), 24 April 2015; http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-
Crown-Evidence-of-Ian-Clark-Commercial-and-Industrial-24-4-15.pdf.  
2
 Statement of evidence of Ian Clark on behalf of the Crown (Proposal 7: Transport – High Trip Generators and 

Integrated Transport Assessments), 10 June 2015; http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-
content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Statement_of_Evidence_-_Ian_Clark-Transport-10-6-15.pdf.  
3
 Statement of evidence of Ian Clark on behalf of the Crown (MAIL Business Park Hearing – Transport), 9 

September 2015: http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/private-plan-change-mail/; and Statement of rebuttal 
evidence of Ian Clark on behalf of the Crown (MAIL Business Park Hearing – Transport), 14 September 2015: 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/private-plan-change-mail/.  
4
 Statement of evidence of Ian Clark on behalf of the Crown (Proposals 15 and 16: Commercial and Industrial, 

dated 17 September 2015; http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/2387-Crown-Evidence-
of-Ian-Clark-Stage-2-Commercial-and-Industrial-Transport-17-9-15.pdf and rebuttal evidence of Ian Clark dated 30 
September 2015; http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/2387-Crown-Ian-Clark-Rebuttal-
Commercial-Industrial-30-09-15.pdf.   

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Evidence-of-Ian-Clark-Commercial-and-Industrial-24-4-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Evidence-of-Ian-Clark-Commercial-and-Industrial-24-4-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Statement_of_Evidence_-_Ian_Clark-Transport-10-6-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Statement_of_Evidence_-_Ian_Clark-Transport-10-6-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/private-plan-change-mail/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/private-plan-change-mail/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/2387-Crown-Evidence-of-Ian-Clark-Stage-2-Commercial-and-Industrial-Transport-17-9-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/2387-Crown-Evidence-of-Ian-Clark-Stage-2-Commercial-and-Industrial-Transport-17-9-15.pdf
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1.5 I have been engaged by the Crown, through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA"), to provide evidence in relation to transport 

planning aspects in Proposal 13 (Central City) ("Proposal 13").   

1.6 I have been providing the Crown with my expertise in relation to transport 

planning matters since 2014.    

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide evidence in relation to the transport provisions 

of Proposal 13.  My focus has been on ensuring consistency between the 

proposed transport provisions for the Central City and: 

(a) the transport provisions confirmed by the Hearings Panel's decision 

on Chapter 7 – Transport (Stage 1) ("Chapter 7 Decision")5;6 and 

(b) the intent of the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan – Te Mahere 

'Maraka Ōtautahi' (CCRP)7. 

3.2 Following notification, the Council circulated a revised proposal dated 11 

November 2015 which integrated the Council's proposed Central City 

transport provisions from section 13.9 of Proposal 13 into Proposal 7.  I will 

refer to this 11 November 2015 proposal as the "Revised Proposal" 

throughout my evidence. A new version of the proposal was provided with 

                                                
5
 Chapter 7 Decision, dated 7 August 2015. 

6
 I have also considered the Hearings Panel's decision for the Stage 2 Transport Proposal (Decision 12) dated 22 

December 2015.  The matters addressed in the Stage 2 decision do not relate to matters addressed in my 
evidence.   
7
 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, 2013, including Replacement Transport Chapter, October 2013 
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the evidence of Mr Falconer.  I will refer to this 16 December 2015 proposal 

as the "Further Revised Proposal" throughout my evidence. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 I conclude that: 

(a) I support the use of the same triggers for transport assessments for 

the Central City as for the rest of the city. 

(b) I support the adoption of the same assessment matters for transport 

assessments for the Central City as for the rest of the city. 

(c) I consider that the NZ Transport Agency ("the Agency") need not 

be consulted for consent applications within the Central City that are 

not publicly notified, or subject to limited notification. 

(d) I support the retention of the maximum parking standards in the 

Central City.  This is different from the parking requirements for the 

rest of the city, but the approach is consistent with the CCRP.   

5. THE CROWN'S SUBMISSION 

5.1 The Crown's submission generally supported the transport provisions in the 

notified version of Proposal 13 ("Notified Proposal 13"), and the intention 

in the advice note at the beginning of section 13.98 that the Central City 

transport provisions are to be incorporated into Proposal 7 (Transport).  

However, the Crown's submission was concerned to ensure that the 

Central City transport provisions: 

(a) are integrated with the transport provisions in Proposal 7 in a 

manner that ensures consistency and coherence with Proposal 7, 

and the intended outcomes for both the Central City and the wider 

network;9 and 

(b) are consistent with the CCRP.10 

5.2 My evidence will comment on integration and consistency issues 

associated with Integrated Transport Assessments ("ITAs"), assessment 

matters for high trip generators, consultation, and parking requirements. 

                                                
8
 Notified Proposal 13, at page 109. 

9
 Crown's Stage 3 submission, at paragraph 23.3, page 181. 

10
 Crown's Stage 3 submission, at paragraphs 23.4 and 23.5, page 181. 
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6. TRIGGERS FOR INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS  

6.1 In my evidence for the Stage 1 Proposal 7 hearing, I discussed the need for 

ITAs11, and noted that the thresholds for triggering Basic and Full ITAs were 

agreed in the third expert conferencing statement for Stage 1 Proposal 7, 

dated 3 June 201512. 

6.2 The Chapter 7 Decision adopted the triggers that were recommended in the 

third expert conferencing statement13. I support the adoption of the same 

triggers within the Central City, because there are no substantive transport 

reasons to justify the use of different triggers for high traffic generating 

activities within the Central City from the triggers used for the same 

activities occurring outside of the Central City. In my opinion, using the 

same triggers for both within and outside of the Central City will maximise 

consistency across the district, be easier to understand for plan users and 

clarify and simplify Proposal 7.   

6.3 I support the triggers in the Revised Proposal and the Further Revised 

Proposal as they are consistent with those confirmed in the Chapter 7 

Decision.14 

6.4 However, there is a difference in how High Trip Generators are viewed 

within and outside the Central City, in that, as set out in the CCRP, 

permitted activities are exempt from the High Trip Generator rule in the 

Central City.  This does create an issue of consistency within Chapter 7, but 

it is consistent with the CCRP.  High trip generating ("HTG") activities are 

generally anticipated in the Central City and, as noted in the evidence of Mr 

Bargh, a strategic assessment of such a scenario has already been carried 

out.15 The transport effects of these activities can generally be expected to 

be lower in the Central City compared with activities in other areas (due to 

the greater proportion of walking, cycling and public transport trips). 

Therefore, I support the proposals in this respect.   

                                                
11

 Statement of evidence of Ian Clark on behalf of the Crown (Proposal 7: Transport – High Trip Generators and 
Integrated Transport Assessments) dated 10 June 2015, at paragraphs 10.1 to 10.2 and 11.1 to 11.4. 
12

 Ibid at paragraphs 11.1 to 11.4.  See also the Joint Statement of Expert Witnesses – Transport Proposal: 
Chapter 7 (Topic 1: Integrated Transport Assessments), dated 3 June 2015, section 3.1. 
13

 Chapter 7 Decision: Rule 7.2.3.10 High Trip Generators (pages 57 and 58); Clause 7.3.19 Table 7.1 (pages 69 
to 70). 
14

 Revised Proposal, Rule 7.2.3.10 High Trip Generators (page 27) and Clause 7.3.19, Table 7.1 (pages 50 to 51). 
15

 Statement of evidence of Angus Bargh dated 14 January 2016, section 5.    
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7. ASSESSMENT MATTERS FOR HIGH TRIP GENERATORS  

7.1 The notified version of Stage 1 Proposal 7 included 21 assessment matters 

for high trip generators (17 for developments exceeding the lower triggers 

and a further 4 for developments exceeding the higher triggers)16.  These 

assessment matters were subject to significant debate between the traffic 

experts involved in Stage 1 Proposal 7, which led to recommendations in 

the second expert conferencing statement for Stage 1 Proposal 7 dated 18 

and 21 May 2015, to include a much shorter list of assessment matters17.  I 

gave evidence on the shorter list of assessment matters as part of my 

evidence for the Stage 1 Proposal 7 hearing18. The Chapter 7 Decision 

confirmed a list of six assessment matters19, which would apply outside of 

the Central City. 

7.2 Notified Proposal 13 was circulated after the Stage 1 Proposal 7 hearing, 

but before the publication of the Chapter 7 Decision, and it included 14 

assessment matters for the Central City20.  These assessment matters 

generally replicate the HTG assessment matters outside the Central City in 

the Operative Plan.  In the Revised Proposal, the 14 assessment matters 

for the Central City were retained, while the six assessment matters 

confirmed in the Chapter 7 Decision apply outside of the Central City21.   

7.3 The differing number of assessment matters for within and outside of the 

Central City was discussed at the Expert Witness Conference of 26 

November 2015, and the experts agreed that the six assessment matters in 

the Chapter 7 Decision should refer to all areas of the city22.  I agree with 

this position because I consider that the vast majority of the fourteen 

matters are included, either implicitly or explicitly, within the six matters in 

the Chapter 7 Decision.  I provide further analysis of each of the 14 

assessment matters at Table 1 (attached at the end of this evidence).  

7.4 In my view, the only assessment matters that are not covered by those in 

the Chapter 7 Decision relate to amenity, specifically assessment matters 

10 and 11.  This matter was discussed at the Expert Witness Conference of 

                                                
16

 Notified Stage 2 Proposal 7 – Transport, clause 7.3.19 High trip generators (pages 19 to 21). 
17

 Expert Conferencing Statement – Transport Proposal: Chapter 7 (Topic 1: Integrated Transport Assessments), 
18 May and 21 May 2015, section 4.5. 
18

 Statement of evidence of Ian Clark on behalf of the Crown (Proposal 7: Transport – High Trip Generators and 
Integrated Transport Assessments), 10 June 2015, at paragraphs 12.1 to 12.18. 
19

 Chapter 7 Decision, clause 7.3.19 (page 68). 
20

 Notified version of Proposal 13, Clause 13.9.3.23 (pages 124 to 125). 
21

 Revised Proposal, clause 7.3.19 (pages 47 to 51). 
22

 Expert Conferencing Statement of Traffic Experts, Central City Proposal, Chapter 13, 26 November 2015, 
section 3.6 
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18 May and 21 May 2015 for the Stage 1 Proposal 7 hearing, where the 

transport experts agreed that references to on site amenity should be 

deleted as this was understood to be covered by other plan provisions.23  

The amenity of surrounding activities was not included in the assessment 

matters outside the Central City in the Chapter 7 Decision.  Mr Richard 

Shaw, who is providing planning evidence for the Crown, comments on this 

issue from a planning perspective.   

7.5 I consider that applying the six assessment matters in the Chapter 7 

Decision to the whole city (i.e. including the Central City), as proposed in 

the Further Revised Proposal, will improve consistency across the city. 

8. NZ TRANSPORT AGENCY CONSULTATION 

8.1 Rule 7.2.3.10.8 (b) of the Revised Proposal states that within the Central 

City, where a consent application is not publicly or limited notified, 

consultation with the Agency will be appropriate where significant transport 

effects are identified24.   

8.2 This rule was discussed at the Expert Witness Conference of 26 November 

2015, and the experts agreed that the rule should not require Agency 

consultation25. I agree with this position because: 

(a) The State Highway network does not extend to the Central City. 

(b) While it is possible that very large developments within the Central 

City could affect the operation of the State Highway network, it is 

unlikely that very large developments will be non-notified, or that 

they will be subject to limited notification.   

8.3 In my opinion, clarification that Agency consultation is not required would 

not be inconsistent with the intent of the CCRP, because Rule 2.4.13 

indicates that consultation with the Agency "will be appropriate where 

significant transport effects are identified".26 

8.4 This rule has now been removed from the Further Revised Proposal.   

                                                
23

 Expert Conferencing Statement of Traffic Experts, Stage 1 Transport Proposal, Chapter 7, 18 and 21 May 2015, 
page 5. 
24

 At page 30. 
25

 Expert Conferencing Statement of Traffic Experts, Central City Proposal, Chapter 13, 26 November 2015, 
section 3.8. 
26

 See CCRP, Replacement Transport Chapter, October 2013, “An Accessible City”, page 29. 



 

BF\55648844\1 Page 8 

9. PARKING REQUIREMENTS  

9.1 The proposal for parking in the Central City is very different from that for the 

rest of the city.  For the rest of the city, the Chapter 7 Decision specifies 

minimum parking standards, accepting that parking reduction adjustment 

factors may be appropriate in some circumstances.  However, for the 

Central City, the Revised Proposal and Further Revised Proposal provide 

that no onsite car parking is required, but if car parking is to be provided, 

then any parking area shall be no greater than 50% of the gross leasable 

floor area of the buildings on the site.27   

9.2 I support the concept of a different approach to the provision of parking in 

the Central City from the rest of the city for the following reasons: 

(a) Such an approach is consistent with Rules 2.4.1 and 2.6.1 of 

CCRP28.  The CCRP states that a maximum parking provision has 

been prescribed overall within the zone, consistent with the 

pedestrian-friendly focus, but not to the extent that economic 

recovery is compromised.   

(b) Such an approach is also consistent with the approach adopted in 

the other large cities within New Zealand, with maximums also 

currently applicable to the Auckland and Wellington city centres.  (I 

note that the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan is seeking to 

introduce maximums to the “lower order” centres within Auckland).    

9.3 The provision of parking outside of the Central City was considered at the 

Stage 1 Chapter 7 hearing, and the Chapter 7 Decision records the 

Hearings Panel’s deliberations on the need for a “stick and carrot” approach 

(with “the carrot” enticing people to use modes of transport other than the 

private car, and “the stick” discouraging people from driving).  The Hearings 

Panel stated that it considered that "the carrot" is sufficient to achieve and 

give effect to the higher order documents, and the admirable aim of 

promoting active transport29.  

9.4 However, the Chapter 7 hearing considered centres other than the Central 

City (such as the Key Activity Centres) and in my view the situation is very 

different in the Central City.  This is reflected in the CCRP objective30 and 

                                                
27

 Revised Proposal, Rule 7.2.3.1(ii)(d), page 19 and Further Revised Proposal, Rule 7.2.3.1(ii)(d), page 21. 
28

 CCRP, Replacement Transport Chapter, October 2013, “An Accessible City”, page 18. 
29

 Chapter 7 Decision paragraph 104. 
30

 CCRP, Appendix 1, July 2016, Objective 7.9 (page 41). 
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policies31, which are in turn reflected by Objective 7.1.3 and related policies 

7.1.3.1 to 7.1.3.9 in the Revised Proposal.  This is now reflected in 

Objective 7.1.1 and related policies 7.1.1.1 to 7.1.1.6 in the Further Revised 

Proposal.   

9.5 The policies specifically refer to encouraging walking and cycling within the 

Central City, and promoting the use of public transport to, from and within 

the Central City.  Policy 7.1.3.5 of the Revised Proposal refers to the 

potential for commercial car parking buildings to adversely affect public 

transport.32  This is now reflected in Policy 7.1.1.4 of the Further Revised 

Proposal which requires the development of commercial car parking 

buildings and sites within the central city to be managed so that they, 

amongst other things, "do not significantly adversely affect the demand for 

public transport to, from or within the Central City".33   

9.6 I fully support the concept of a different approach to parking within the 

Central City from that in the rest of the city, as reflected in the Revised and 

Further Revised Proposals, because of the greater proportion of walking, 

cycling and public transport trips that are likely for activities locating in this 

area, and the desire to ensure that trips by these modes are encouraged.   

Mr Bargh provides evidence on the excess of parking within the Central 

City, relative to major cities within Australia and New Zealand, and I 

consider that an excess of parking adversely affects the ability to attract 

people to use public transport and modes of transport other than a private 

car.   

9.7 The provision of parking was discussed at the Expert Witness Conference 

on 26 November 2015.  I understand that the only matters of debate relate 

to the activity status of parking buildings and for activities not complying 

with the maximum parking standard, and these are issues which are 

addressed in the evidence of Mr Shaw.  

 

Ian David Clark 

14 January 2016 

                                                
31

 CCRP, Appendix 1, July 2016, Policies 7.9.1 to 7.9.8 (pages 41 to 42), and as subsequently amended by 
CCRP, Replacement Transport Chapter, October 2013, “An Accessible City” (pages 23 to 24). 
32

 Revised Proposal, 7.1.3.5, page 12. 
33

 Further Revised Proposal, 7.1.1.4(d), page 10.   
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TABLE 1: ASSESSMENT MATTERS PROPOSED FOR CENTRAL CITY 

 

 Assessment matters in clause 7.3.19 of 
Revised Proposal  

Comment against 
assessment matters in 
Chapter 7 Decision 

1 The actual or potential level of vehicle, cycle 
and pedestrian traffic likely to be generated 
from, and moving past, the proposed access 
point(s). 

The identification of trip 
predictions is not 
specifically referred to in the 
Assessment Matters for the 
rest of the City (as set out in 
the Chapter 7 Decision), but 
it is implicitly required to 
assess any effects. 

2 The extent to which the traffic using the 
access, either alone or in association with 
other nearby activities, will adversely affect the 
traffic function and/or the safety of the 
surrounding road network.   

Covered by Assessment 
Matter 1 for the rest of the 
City. 

3 Whether the present and projected vehicle, 
cycle and pedestrian flows along the frontage 
road will exacerbate any adverse effects 
created by extra on-street parking and 
manoeuvring associated with the site. 

Implicitly covered by 
Assessment Matter 1 for the 
rest of the City. 

4 The ability to gain access to an alternative road 
which has a lesser traffic function and the 
environmental impacts on that alternative road 
in respect of residential amenities where 
relevant. 

Covered by Assessment 
Matter 1 for the rest of the 
City. 

5 The extent to which the physical form of the 
frontage road may mitigate the adverse effects 
of the extra vehicle movements generated for 
example, the presence of a solid median to 
stop right hand turns.  

Implicitly covered by 
Assessment Matter 1 for the 
rest of the City. 

6 Whether the speed of vehicles travelling on the 
frontage road is likely to exacerbate the 
adverse effects of the access on the safety of 
road users.  

Implicitly covered by 
Assessment Matter 1 for the 
rest of the City. 

7 The proximity of the access to other high traffic 
generating land use access points and 
intersections. 

Implicitly covered by 
Assessment Matter 1 for the 
rest of the City. 

8 The extent to which any extra conflict may be 
created by vehicles queueing on the frontage 
road past the vehicle crossing. 

Implicitly covered by 
Assessment Matter 1 for the 
rest of the City. 

9 Whether the sight distances at the access are 
adequate to provide safe access/egress. 

Covered by Assessment 
Matter 1 for the rest of the 
City. 

10 The extent to which the noise, vibration and 
fumes of vehicles using the access would 
affect surrounding activities, particularly 
residences. 

These amenity issues are 
not covered in the 
Assessment Matters for 
the rest of the City.   

11 The adverse effects of extra traffic, particularly 
heavy vehicles, generated by the development 
on the amenity and safety of surrounding 

As above, amenity is not 
covered by the 
Assessment Matters for 
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residential streets. the rest of the City, but 
safety is covered.  Matters 
relating to heavy vehicles 
(within Assessment Matter 
3) relates to the roading 
infrastructure, ie 
maintenance. 

12 Any cumulative effects of traffic generation 
from the activity in conjunction with traffic 
generation from other activities in the vicinity. 

Covered by Assessment 
Matter 5 for the rest of the 
City (only for full ITAs). 

13 The extent to which the traffic generated by the 
site will adversely affect the frontage road, 
particularly at times of peak traffic flows on the 
road. 

Covered by Assessment 
Matter 1 for the rest of the 
City. 

14 Whether the adverse effects of the traffic could 
be minimised/mitigated by on-street traffic 
management measures including the 
installation of signals or pedestrian refuges or 
deceleration and acceleration lanes. 

Implicitly covered by 
Assessment Matter 1 for the 
rest of the City. 

 

 

 


