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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Mark Andrew Gregory. My qualifications and experience are 

set out in my evidence in chief for the Stage 2 Rural hearing, dated 16 October 

2015.  In addition, I have also previously provided rebuttal evidence for the 

Stage 2 Rural hearing. 

 

1.2 As part of my role at the Christchurch City Council (Council) I have been 

asked to provide evidence on the Central City transport provisions (and 

submissions on them) relating to car parking, cycle parking, queueing spaces, 

maximum formed width and the assessment matters of the proposed High Trip 

Generator rule. 

 
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 professional 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 Hearing Panel's Phase 1 Decision on Chapter 7: Transport 

(Stage 1 Decision); 

(b) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP), including 'An 

Accessible City;' (AAC) (Replacement Transport Chapter, October 

2013) and 'An Acceptable City - transport projects: proposed 

changes' (Consultation document Number 3, April - May 2015). (Co-

authors: Christchurch Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA), 

Environment Canterbury Regional Council (ECan), Christchurch 

Central Development Unity (CCDU), Council); 

(c) Christchurch Central Parking Plan, 2015 (CCDU, CERA, Council); 

(d) Joint signed statement from Expert Conferencing, held on 26 

November between myself, Mr Ian Clarke (representing the Crown) 

and Mr Nicholas Fuller (representing Carter Group); and 

(e) The Central City Transport Provisions at 13.9 (Proposal). 
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2. SCOPE 

 
2.1 The focus of my evidence is on the technical standards of the Proposal. I also 

address the phrasing of rules where I would anticipate specific and significant 

negative impacts upon strategic movement functions resulting from the 

omission of key wording.  

 
2.2 Of the matters discussed at Expert Conferencing (held on 26 November), a 

large number of issues were agreed between myself, Mr Clarke and Mr Fuller. 

Matters where agreement was not reached are included in paragraph 5.3. 

There are some matters included within this evidence that were not discussed 

during the Expert Conferencing. 

 
3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

3.1 The technical matters addressed in this evidence are considered from the 

perspective of each provision being a contributing factor to a broader policy 

approach to Transportation in the Central City. The AAC document refers to 

the word 'Accessible' in its title; it is in my view the role of the District Plan 

provisions, including the technical standards, to promote accessibility across 

all modes, as required by the CCRP and covered in Mr Falconer's evidence.  

In my view, it is not appropriate to consider changes to a single provision in 

isolation of the remaining package of provisions, as the transport network is 

highly interconnected. 

 

3.2 I support that there should be consistency between the technical standards in 

the Transport Chapter that apply both in and outside of the Central City.  I 

acknowledge that there is a CCRP which includes the ACC relating to 

transport (that applies within the five avenues), and that the pRDP must not be 

inconsistent with that CCRP. 

 

3.3 I also acknowledge the "AAC - Transport Projects: proposed changes" 

document that has undergone public consultation and is presently being 

implemented. I consider that the Transport provisions in the pRDP are part of 

a wider strategic approach to delivering a sustainable and efficient transport 

system in the Central City. I therefore recommend the rejection of submissions 

that would, in my opinion, be counter-intuitive to the anticipated benefits of the 

new Central City transport network. Specific issues will be outlined in more 

detail for each provision covered. 



3 
 

 

3.4 Through the Stage 1 Transport decision the Hearings Panel made changes to 

the technical standards that apply outside of the Central City, in part, to reflect 

the revised design vehicle included in Appendix 7.4 of Chapter 7. Operating 

vehicles, and subsequent access design would mostly be the same in the 

Central City as in the rest of the city. 

 

3.5 The only exception would be that there are no Industrial zones within the 

Central City and therefore transport provisions which allow for vehicle access 

associated with Industrial zones (including for very large trucks), are not 

required. Such provision includes a 9m wide maximum access way width, 

which was included in the Stage 1 Transport decision. 

 

3.6 Therefore, the maximum access way width provision is proposed to be 

different from the Stage 1 decision dimension that applies outside the Central 

City. 

 
3.7 With the exception of the maximum access way width provision, vehicle 

access design and manoeuvring provisions should be the same as those 

which apply to the rest of the city.   

 

3.8 I have also been required to consider provisions around cycle parking 

numbers and High Trip Generator rule assessment matters. The cycle parking 

numbers are proposed to be different from those included in the Stage 1 

decision, as demand is anticipated to be higher. The High Trip Generator rule 

assessment matters are proposed to be the same as those in the Stage 1 

decision, as in my opinion they are also appropriate for the Central City 

transport system. 

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 Mr David Falconer in his evidence in chief for this hearing sets out the detail of 

how the Central City Transport Proposal (Proposal) has been integrated into 

the Transport chapter.  He also sets out the background of AAC. 

 

4.2 Many of the Transport rules in the Proposal reflect changes within the 

receiving environment which have evolved since the drafting of the operative 
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City Plan. For example, the 'design vehicles'
1
 in the operative City Plan have 

now changed to be the same as those used in the design of the road network.
2
  

Changes have therefore been unavoidable, in order to respond to the evolving 

aspects of transport and society, and ensure continuing resilience and 

accessibility within the receiving environment.  Those changes have already 

been made outside the Central City as part of the Stage 1 Decision. It is 

reasonably assumed that these same changes would also be applicable to the 

Central City also, although there are some differences in the Central City 

transport environment compared to the rest of the City that are likely to require 

site specific consideration in the proposed Central City transport provisions.  

 

4.3 Therefore, in my view it is appropriate to apply the Chapter 7 provisions to the 

Central City as a 'starting point' and then make suitable changes to reflect the 

differences in the Central City transport environment compared to the rest of 

the City. 

 

5. AGREEMENT REACHED AT EXPERT CONFERENCING 

 

5.1 Expert conferencing was held on 26 November, between myself, Mr Ian Clarke 

(on behalf of the Crown) and Mr Nicholas Fuller (on behalf of the Carter Group 

Limited). The conferencing report is attached at Attachment A to my 

evidence.  I note that there are some matters that I address in my evidence 

that were not discussed at conferencing, as there were no expert 

representatives from the relevant submitters who raised those topics. I have 

however discussed those matters in my evidence. 

 

5.2 Key areas of agreement agreed to by all experts present included: 

 

(a) That the High Trip Generator Rule assessment matters
3
 should be 

the same as those included in the Stage 1 decision.  There was also 

agreement that High Trip Generators in the Central City should not 

require NZ Transport Agency notification (as currently required in 

Rule 7.2.3.10.8(b));  

(b) The proposed provisions for cycle parking; 

                                                   
1
  'Design vehicles' are templates which are intended to represent a percentile class of the vehicle size thought to be in 

operation. For example, the 85
th
 percentile design car is 4.91m in length, meaning that 15% of cars will be larger than 

this. The templates include sophisticated design aspects which informs the designer towards developing an 
environment within which the vehicles may safely operate. 

2
  Austroads standards: Design manuals which informs the design of the road network.  

3
  Chapter 7, Appendix 7.19. 
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(c) That the word 'only' be inserted into matters governing 'Vehicle 

accesses to sites fronting more than one street';
 4
 and  

(d) That a 'maximum formed width' is necessary, in order to achieve 

consistency with the remainder of Chapter 7, however there was 

disagreement as to that width. 

 

5.3 Areas of disagreement included:   

 
(a) the proposed revision to the 'Queueing spaces' table (Appendix 

13.9.8; now Appendix 7.8) as suggested in my Will say statement.  

Mr Fuller and Mr Clarke agreed in principal but suggested that the 

number of columns could be reduced from 3 to 2, and that 

requirements for sites accessed from local roads should be removed 

'where possible'; 

(b) the dimension of 'maximum formed width' of access ways / driveways 

as a permitted activity. Experts agree that a maximum should be 

required, however, I consider that a maximum of 7 metres is 

appropriate, whereas Mr Fuller considers that 9 metres is 

appropriate; and 

(c) the Activity status of parking buildings. I consider that 'non complying' 

status is appropriate; whereas Mr Fuller considers that 'restricted 

discretionary' status for sites which include greater than 50% floor 

area (within the Core) is sufficient. 

 

                                                   
4
  As set out in the Will say Statement of Mark Andrew Gregory, paragraph 11. 
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5.4 Subsequent to the conferencing, I had further discussions with Mr Clarke and 

Mr Fuller and now agree with their views towards the layout of the proposed 

queueing spaces.  I agree that the following layout should instead be used:  

 

 Table 1: Proposed revised Queueing spaces table 

 

5.5 I note that I also attended mediation on 7 December 2015.  No further 

technical matters were agreed to at the mediation. 

 

6. EXPERT EVALUATION OF MATTERS 

 

Car Parking 

 

6.1 The outstanding matter in terms of car parking is the activity status of parking 

buildings and parking areas greater than 50% of the Gross Leasable Floor 

Area. Activity status is a planning matter that will be considered in Mr 

Falconer's evidence. 

 

6.2 I support retaining the proposed car parking requirements as notified, as I 

consider the proposed activity status and subsequent assessment matters 

enable the assessment of network transport effects and key technical 

standards.  Matters of discretion can potentially include:  
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(a) the suitability and location of a proposed vehicle access, in relation to 

the function and operational efficiency of the frontage road and 

network. Such assessment can be cognisant of a 'Full' Integrated 

Transport Assessment,
5
 which would include the level of detail 

required to recommend supporting a consent application, supporting 

an application with conditions, or recommending the decline of a 

consent, on transport network grounds;  

(b) internal design matters, and how these can affect the operations of 

the network. An example of effects that could be measured and 

assessed would be the impact of vehicles queuing from a site onto 

the road frontage; 

(c) internal vehicle access design, and the extent to which they are safe 

for use by the public (for example, ensuring appropriate ramp grades 

and grade change designs that will not result in vehicle damage); and 

(d) multi-modal accessibility, and whether access design includes safe 

and appropriate pedestrian and cycle facilities, and whether or not 

these are likely to support the objectives and policies of the CCRP. 

 

6.3 Car parks, and parking buildings are significant, in terms of design (and public 

safety), and impact on network efficiency, mode choice and travel behaviour.  

 

6.4 When applied with full discretion, the technical and access provisions are 

effective instruments in ensuring design outcomes which uphold the design 

intentions of the network, as laid out in the AAC. This includes ensuring the 

promotion through design of accessibility which is safe and in balance of the 

design needs of all modes.  

 

6.5 Whilst change to restricted discretionary status would not necessarily preclude 

any of the transport matters discussed above, it is often the practice that the 

provision of required technical standards and design for accessibility is often 

achieved through the collaboration with non-transport professionals. For 

example - urban design which promotes an attractive environment for 

pedestrians. In this regard, the technical standards and accessibility design 

are part of an inter-disciplinary approach to ensuring outcomes which meet the 

CCRP objectives and policies. 

   

                                                   
5
  Matters of inclusion in a Full ITA are included in Chapter 7, Matter 7.3.19. 
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Cycle parking requirements 

 

6.6 For the reasons set out below I support the proposed cycle parking 

requirements as included in the revised proposal attached to Mr Falconer's 

evidence in chief at Attachment A. 

 

6.7 The proposed Central City standards were introduced through the CCRP and 

AAC, incorporated into the operative City Plan and then rolled over into the 

Proposal.  In my view, the currently proposed Central City cycle parking 

provisions are necessary in order to address the objectives and policies set 

out for the Central City. The proposed cycle parking requirements have also 

been considered as part of a wider multi-modal Transport strategy, which 

includes network design and impacts upon other technical matters. 

 

6.8 I have also read the Panel's Stage 1 Decision on the cycle parking 

requirements. In the Central City, minimum cycle parking requirements are 

often the same as those outside of the Central City as set out in Table 7.5, 

except for the following activities: 

 

(a) Education Activities (Pre-schools, Schools, Tertiary Education and 

Research Activities); 

(b) Guest Accommodation Activities; 

(c) Offices;  

(d) Food and Beverage outlets; and 

(e) Other Retail Activities (if not otherwise specified). 

 

6.9 J Ballantyne and Company Limited (#3551) have sought a change to the cycle 

parking standards for 'other retail activities'.  The requirements for Visitor 

Parking outside the Central City for other retail activities are 1 space / 300m
2
 

GLFA and for within the Central City 1 space / 350m
2
 GLFA; for Staff Parking 

the requirement is 1 space / 750m
2
 GLFA outside the Central City and 1 space 

/ 200m
2
 GLFA within the Central City.  In my view, the difference is justifiable, 

in particular for Staff Parking.  

 

6.10 The cycle parking provision amounts to the design of 'end of trip' facilities, 

which is a vital design component of the wider cycle network identified in the 

AAC. Staff parking, in particular, is longer term and longer term parking is not 

likely to be available free of charge. Therefore, given the improvements of the 
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city-wide cycle network, and the accessibility of the Central City by bicycle, the 

provision of an increased level of cycle parking is likely to attract an increase 

of users. The design and economic environment is likely to yield an increase in 

cyclists which the transport provisions need to be ready to accommodate. 

   

6.11 No expert on behalf of J Ballantyne and Company Limited attended expert 

conferencing and no evidence on such a change has yet been submitted.  

Therefore I currently consider that the above ratios are appropriate. 

 

6.12 In my opinion the proposed cycle requirements for the Central City represent a 

sensible and logical adjustment from the Panel's Stage 1 Transport decision 

on cycle parking requirements.  This is because those requirements would be 

expected to differ based on the different requirements for transportation modes 

within the Central City, particularly to and from work, compared to that outside 

of the Central City. 

  

Vehicle accesses to sites fronting more than one street: 

 

6.13 I support the Council's submission to include the word 'only' in proposed 

Appendix 7.15, as follows: 

 

If the site fronts more than one street then vehicular access shall 

only be gained from the most preferred street that the site has 

frontage to, as shown in Table 7.20, except that, where the higher 

preference street is on one-way street or is divided by a raised 

median, a second access point may be gained from the next most 

preferred street. 

 

6.14 It is my view that the word "only" is required as per the above, in order to give 

the intended effect to the rule. Without the insertion of the word "only" the 

wording of the rule would not contain a basis to achieve the desired outcome 

of promoting the efficient function of higher order roads. In my view, access 

should be restricted to lower order roads, where possible, in order to minimise 

delays to the Arterial road network. 

 

6.15 The AAC transport projects were designed with this rule in place and to give 

effect to the requirement of providing access to lower order roads, as 

described above.  



10 
 

 

6.16 Therefore, in my view, enabling the rule to have effect (by merit of inclusion of 

the word 'only') will ensure that the network can operate as it was planned to.  

 

6.17 I support the relief sought by the Crown (New Zealand Fire Service) (#3721) 

with regards to the exclusion of the Fire Service site (located on Kilmore 

Street) from being limited to access from only one street on its site. I support 

this exception to the position discussed above, in recognition of the strategic 

importance of the fire service relative to the functioning of the road network.  I 

have also considered that the effects of this exception will be limited to one 

site and will not directly affect the Arterial Road network. 

 

Maximum number of vehicle crossings (Table 7.15) 

 

6.18 The Crown (#3721) have submitted that the term "inner core" may be 

confused with the terms "inner zone" and "core" and that as such, Table 7.15 

may be in itself confusing. 

 

6.19 During expert conferencing it was agreed that this matter should be deferred to 

planners.  Mr Falconer has considered this in his evidence. I have read and 

considered his evidence on this matter and agree with his position.  

 

High Trip Generators 

 

6.20 The Carter Group (#3602) seeks that the assessment matters proposed for 

High Trip Generators in the Central City should be consistent with the 

assessment matters included in the Panel's Stage 1 Transport decision.  It is 

my view that the assessment matters should fully reflect the design 

requirements of the Central City transport network.  

 

6.21 I consider that the Stage 1 Transport decision assessment matters (Matter 

7.19) does reflect the design requirements of both the operative and proposed 

Central City transport networks, based on the known design attributes of the 

AAC road network. Transport infrastructure design is governed by a series of 

design manuals
6
 and these design considerations are encompassing of all 

tangible design variables. In my opinion, the scope that is included in the 

Assessment Matters are encompassing of all relevant design matters affecting 

                                                   
6
  The Austroads design guidelines.  



11 
 

the AAC network. This includes multi-modal design and access 

considerations, and allows for 'network' assessment.  

 

6.22 Examples of the outstanding Austroads design matters which would not be 

relevant in the Central City are matters of topography, lighting and design for 

rural roads and freeways. These matters are either irrelevant to the Central 

City, or such that there are no anticipated concerns. For example, I anticipate 

that the road design environment will be suitably lit and therefore there would 

be no necessity in requiring a specific matter with regards to lighting. The 

wording of the assessment matters is suitable enough to be applied to the 

Central City transport design environment. The use of these assessment 

matters was agreed upon by the experts during Conferencing. 

 

6.23 It is therefore my opinion that the scope of technical matters included in the 

assessment matters in Chapter 7 will be sufficient to ensure a suitable traffic 

engineering design outcome in the Central City as well. 

 

Maximum formed width 

 

6.24 Carter Group (#3602) have submitted that some assessment matters should 

be amended because there is no maximum formed width for accesses in the 

Central City. There was a maximum formed width included in the Stage 1 

Transport decision for outside the Central City and I consider this should apply 

to the Central City for consistency. 

 

6.25 There is presently disagreement with regard to what the dimension should be. 

Mr Fuller, representing Carter Group, seeks 9m, which is consistent with the 

Stage 1 Transport decision. 

 
6.26 However, I support a maximum formed width of 7m for the Central City. The 

proposed 9m for the rest of the City was determined based on the needs of 

activities within industrial zones, which include larger truck operations with 

larger turning area requirements.
7
  

 

6.27 I understand there to be no industrial zones within the Central City. Therefore I 

know of no activities in the Central City at this time that would require access-

way design to be greater than 7m.  Wider access design encourages greater 

                                                   
7
  CCC commissioned Abley transport Consultants to provide technical guidance on this matter: District Plan Review 

Access Management Rules Report, October 2013. 
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vehicle speeds, which is contrary to the interests of designing attractive and 

safe through block connections, which is a design aspiration of AAC (see page 

8).  Further, CRPS Policy 7.9.2 requires pedestrian linkages to be safe, 

comfortable and have amenity. 

 
6.28 Pedestrian linkages include both public and private realm space. In my 

opinion, a maximum access way width of 7m will be a much more effective 

response to Policy 7.9.2 than a 9m maximum width. There is no demonstrated 

requirement for a 9m access width and therefore in my opinion 7m would 

achieve a better design outcome.  

 

Minimum distance of vehicle crossings from intersections 

 

6.29 This provision was not discussed at mediation and is not subject to a specific 

submission.  It is a change that the Council seeks to make, for reasons 

specified below. 

 

6.30 In the Stage 1 Transport decision the following diagram was provided to show 

how to measure the required minimum distance between the vehicle crossings 

and intersections as Figure 7.14 in Appendix 11.  

 

 

 
 

   Figure 1 

 

 

6.31 However in the AAC a slightly different diagram was provided to show how to 

measure the required minimum distance between the vehicle crossings and 

intersections, as shown below. 
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  Figure 2 

 

6.32 Figure 2 was included in the draft AAC, but was subsequently excluded from 

the latter versions.  

 

6.33 Figure 2 requires that the minimum distance between an intersection and 

vehicle crossing also applies on the opposite side of a T intersection from the 

intersecting road. I consider it is important that this approach continues to apply 

to the Central City and therefore should be incorporated into the Proposal.  
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6.34 This is particularly important for the Central City as the High Trip Generator rule 

does not apply to permitted activities in the Central City, so the effect of a 

vehicle crossing for a permitted activity opposite an intersecting road cannot be 

considered through the High Trip generator rule.  I would therefore recommend 

that Figure, which is from the draft AAC, is included in the Proposal for the 

purposes of the Central City, or alternatively that it is clarified that the Stage 1 

Transport decision's version does not apply to the Central City. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mark Andrew Gregory  

16 December 2015 










