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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

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

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 16 

December 2016.  

 

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.  The Council, as my employer, has 

agreed for me to give expert evidence on its behalf in accordance 

with my duties under the Code of Conduct.  

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in 

chief of Mr Nicholas Fuller on behalf of Carter Group Limited 

(Carter Group) (#3602 & FS5062), dated 18 November 2015. 

 

3. NICHOLAS FULLER ON BEHALF OF CARTER GROUP (#3602 & 

FS5062) 

 

3.1 In response to Mr Fuller's evidence, I address the following two 

matters:  

 

(a) the proposed Queuing spaces table, (proposed Table 7.12); 

and 

(b) the maximum width of access, (proposed Table 7.10);  

 

located within Appendix 7.8 and 7.7 of the Revised Proposal, 

respectively.  
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I met with Mr Nicholas Fuller on 18 January 2016 (Meeting).  As a 

result, I understand that agreement has been reached on both 

matters. 

 

Queuing spaces rule – Table 7.12 

 

3.2 In paragraph 25 of his evidence, Mr Fuller states that in his view the 

queuing space requirement should be the same "throughout the city" 

and that activities in the Outer Zone of the Central City should not 

"warrant their own unique requirement compared to the rest of the 

City".  He sets out on page 7 a revised table (his Table 2), which I 

now agree should be included in the Revised Proposal as Table 7.12 

for the reasons that follow.  

 

3.3 Mr Fuller also states in paragraph 27 that in the Chapter 7 decision, 

distinction was not made between "residential and other activities" 

and Mr Fuller sought clarity as to why this approach was proposed in 

my evidence in chief. 

 

3.4 To clarify, I consider that the reason for treating the Outer Zone 

differently is to reflect the importance of the transport network within 

it. A core function of the Main Distributor roads in the Outer Zone is to 

provide a high capacity passage to the Core. The function of the 

higher order roads in the Core is to provide access to activities which 

fulfil significant cultural and economic functions for the entire City. 

Ultimately, the Core is a destination of strategic economic and cultural 

significance and therefore the performance of the higher order road 

network in the Outer Zone, which serves to connect the rest of the 

City to the Core is of significant strategic importance. This importance 

is reflected in the wider objectives of AAC and associated proposed 

changes to the transport network.  

 

3.5 The reason that I recommended distinguishing between land uses 

(i.e. residential and non-residential activities) in my evidence in chief 

was due to the anticipated greater effects of non-residential 

operations. In my opinion, the probability of 'vehicle conflict' (which 

the queuing spaces rule seeks to avoid) would be greater in a 

commercial activity, where access and egress movements conflict 
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throughout the day.  Comparatively, residential is often more 'tidal'
1
 in 

nature. I do however acknowledge that certain non-residential 

activities, including offices could arguably operate on a 'tidal' basis.  

 

3.6 In response to paragraph 26 of Mr Fuller's evidence, in my opinion 

there are two types of effects to consider: 

 

(a) Direct effects: Effects of a vehicle being obstructed entering 

a site (by a manoeuvring vehicle within the site), where the 

site is accessed from a higher order road; and 

(b) Indirect effects: Where a vehicle is obstructed on a lower 

order road (resulting from externalised effects resulting from 

on-site vehicle conflict) and where the traffic function of this 

road is sensitive so as to cause knock on effects to 

surrounding roads. 

 
3.7 The 'direct effects' are already accounted for in the initial proposal 

(and again in Mr Fuller's proposed table
2
). Queuing spaces for 

accesses onto Arterial or Main Distributor roads are required for all 

activities serving more than four parking spaces 

 

3.8 The indirect effects are more difficult to quantify. The Local roads in 

the Inner Zone will be developed to a greater scale of intensity than 

Local roads outside of the Central City. Mr Fuller, at paragraph 26, 

bases his argument on the low traffic function of the Local and Local 

Distributor roads. This is an opinion with which I now agree. 

 

3.9 Mr Fuller refers to Land use zoning in his evidence, stating in 

paragraph 24 that a significant area of the Outer Zone is zoned 

residential. The primary concern of the proposed Queuing space was 

around the impacts of non-residential traffic, as shown in Table 1 

which distinguishes between residential and non-residential activities.  

 

3.10 Upon investigating this in greater detail, I have identified those parts 

of the network which would most likely be sensitive to the queuing 

spaces rule. However, this assessment was restricted to zoned 

                                                   
1
  By which I mean during the AM peak, most vehicles tend to leave a residential area and in the PM peak 

most vehicles tend to return. As most vehicles are travelling in the same direction, there is a marked 
lower probability of conflict between entering and exiting vehicle flows. 

2
  Evidence of Mr Nicholas Fuller dated 14 January 2016, at page 7. 
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activities and did not consider 'permitted' non-residential activities 

which could establish in a Living / residential zone. It would not be 

possible to have foresight of where such activities would occur, or to 

what extent parking for the activity would be provided on site. 

However, given that many proposed non-residential activities in a 

residential zone would be subject to a resource consent, my primary 

concern was locations where the Mixed Use zone would be accessed 

from the higher order road network.  

 

3.11 I am satisfied that the probability of the indirect effects on the 

strategic function of the transport network is ultimately low enough to 

support a 'nil provision' of queueing spaces for car parks of up to 10 

spaces on Local and Local Distributor roads. As such, I support the 

proposed provision on page 7 of Mr Fuller's evidence (referenced 

above as Table 2).  This change is shown in the Revised Proposal at 

Attachment A of Mr Falconer's rebuttal evidence. 

 
 Maximum widths of Access ways rule – Table 7.10 

 

3.12 At paragraph 39 of his evidence, Mr Fuller supports a maximum 

vehicle crossing width of 9 metres. 

 

3.13 In my evidence in chief dated 16 December 2015, I set out that the 

maximum vehicle crossing width should be 7 metres. In my view 9 

metres (which originates from in the Transport decision) would be 

unnecessary within the Central City environment and would cause 

conflicts with pedestrian movements both within the site and in 

conflict with the vehicle crossing.  

 

3.14 Mr Fuller at paragraph 39 of his evidence stated that in accordance 

with the Australian Standard for Off Street Parking (AS2890.2 – 

2002), an available width of 9 metres is required to support the 

access of a medium rigid vehicle, if the turning movements is to be 

accommodated within a traffic lane (marked or otherwise). This 

means that in order for an 8.8 metre truck to turn left into a site, whilst 

an oncoming vehicle is present (i.e. turning out of the site), then a 9 

metre width is required in order to ensure that the opposing vehicles 

can manoeuvre independently to one another. 
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3.15 In my view, it is not always necessary to facilitate a turning 

manoeuvre that is independent of the opposing traffic 'lane'. For 

example, I consider that in low traffic environments where there are 

ultra-low probabilities of vehicles meeting one another at the access 

way, the provision of such access geometry described above would 

be considered 'over engineered' and the space better used for more 

productive purposes.  

 

3.16 It is also often the case that deliveries (made by Heavy Goods 

Vehicles) occur outside of other movement peak periods. This is 

prevalent in Council's traffic count data, which typically shows that the 

number of Heavy Vehicles in the network during the PM peak period 

is substantially lower than in other times of the day. 

 

3.17 However, in discussions with Mr Fuller since filing of my evidence in 

chief he expressed the view that there would be a large number of 

sites in the Central City for which it would not be possible to time 

restrict heavy vehicle access. Retail was cited as a specific example. 

Consequently, there would be potential for a much greater number of 

non-compliances resulting from a 7 metre maximum than under the 9 

metre maximum.  

 

3.18 Mr Fuller also posed the question at paragraph 40 as to why 

developers would want to over-engineer access, given the higher cost 

of land in the Central City area when he agreed the minimum 

crossing width for site with greater than 15 car parks should be 

5.5.metres. I agree that developers would not seek to develop 

accesses which would be any wider than necessary. 

 

3.19 However, I retain pertinent concerns about the impacts of 'wider than 

necessary' vehicle crossing widths on pedestrian safety and amenity. 

 

3.20 In the Central City, there are streets identified as "Central City active 

Frontage and Verandas", notified within the Central City Chapter 

(Chapter 13) and included in the Commercial Chapter; shown below 

in Figure 1: 
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Figure 1: Plan of proposed "Central City Active Frontage and Verandas"  

 

 

3.21 As a result of Mr Fuller's evidence and discussions since filing my 

evidence in chief, I suggest a suitable mitigation of the wide accesses 

would be to allow for a 9 metre maximum, with the exception of sites 

fronting on to one of the streets identified as "Active Frontage and 

Verandas" (i.e. the red solid and dotted lines) in Table 7.10 of the 

notified Chapter. The following amendment is shown in the Revised 

Proposal attached as Mr Falconer's Attachment A: 
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Table 7.10 of notified Chapter: 
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4. CAR PARKING AREAS GREATER THAN 50% of GLFA 

 

4.1 Mr Fuller at paragraphs 5 to 18 states he has several concerns 

regarding the implementation of rule 7.2.3.1 d that proposes a car 

parking area that is greater than 50% Gross Leasable Floor Area 

(GLFA) is a non-complying activity.  He considers it should be a 

restricted discretionary activity.  Specifically, Mr Fuller is concerned 

that the definition of "parking area" includes cycle parking and 

landscaping areas.  He also considers that the assessment matters 

associated with car parking areas (7.3.27) would remain applicable to 

a restricted discretionary activity.  

 

4.2 My concerns (from a technical basis) are outlined in paragraphs 6.1 - 

6.5 of my evidence in chief. I continue to support more careful 

consideration of parking, as outlined in my evidence in chief at 

paragraphs 6.1-6.5. 

 
4.3 In terms of the planning dimension to this question, I defer to Mr 

Falconer's evidence, who I understand is opposed to this change. 

 
5. GENERATION ZERO 

 

5.1 Generation Zero have made a subsequent submission; however I 

support Mr Falconer's evidence in response to this. I am comfortable 

with the provisions for cycle parking, as per reasons set out in 

paragraph 6.6 of my evidence in chief. No further submission has 

been made by J Ballantyne and Company Limited on the matter.  

 
 

  

 

 

Mark Andrew Gregory 

26 January 2016 
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