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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Ivan Thomson.  My experience and qualifications are 

set out in my evidence in chief dated 10 December 2015. 

 

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 to me 

giving 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 filed on 

by Andrew Carr (Traffic Engineer) on behalf of the Case Family 

(#3280). 

 

2.2 I have read the evidence of: 

 

(a) Mr Case, Mr Braithwaite and Mr Sinclair on behalf of the 

Case Family (#3280); and 

 

(b) Mr Mitchell on behalf of the Grassmere Street Residents 

Group and Grants Road Holdings Limited (#3193); 

 

and I do not consider there are any matters I need to respond to in 

those briefs. 

 

3. EVIDENCE OF ANDREW CARR (TRAFFIC ENGINEER) ON BEHALF OF 

THE CASE FAMILY (#3280) 

 

3.1 Mr Carr states at paragraph 7.10 that my evidence in chief (at 

paragraph 9.17) is contrary to that of Mr Wright's in relation to gaining 

access to the Case property from Cranford Street. 
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3.2 It is not correct that my evidence contradicts Mr Wright's evidence 

because: 

 

(a) I acknowledge in my evidence in chief (at paragraph 9.14) 

that Mr Wright has difficulty in supporting access from 

Cranford Street for reasons set out in Section 8 of his 

evidence; 

 

(b) I agree in my evidence in chief (at paragraph 9.15) that in 

principle access to the Case property should come via 

Croziers Road in order to avoid the need for access from 

Cranford Street. Attachment C to my evidence in chief 

indicates that this is an option that should be left open. This 

was agreed by the parties who attended the Session 1 at 

mediation (which I have attached to my evidence as 

Attachment 1); 

 

(c) At paragraphs 9.14 and 9.15 of my evidence, I have referred 

to those parts of Mr Wright's evidence where he states that, 

in isolation, the effects of eight households would have a 

minor effect on the efficiency and safety of the road network.  

I also reference Mr Wright's view that the traffic effects of 

access to/from Cranford Street gained via a "LILO" 

intersection would be dependent to some extent on 

intersection design; and 

 

(d) I explicitly acknowledge Mr Wright's preference for access to 

come from Croziers Road and I agree with that approach (as 

stated at paragraph 9.15 of my evidence in chief).  I go on to 

note that other planning considerations such as cost and 

uncertainty for the Case family mean that the option of 

Cranford Street access can be considered (subject to 

intersection design). 

 

3.3 Therefore my evidence is not inconsistent with Mr Wright's evidence – 

I have taken the concerns that he has raised and applied my planning 
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expertise to conclude that the Cranford Street access option can be 

considered (subject to intersection design).   

 

3.4 Mr Wright at paragraph 8.16 of his evidence outlines his concerns 

with cumulative effects if similar decisions were made elsewhere 

allowing access onto Major Arterials across the city.  I have formed 

the view that further access to Cranford Street is unlikely to be sought 

along this section of Cranford Street. For the sake of clarity, I am not 

supporting direct individual access to each proposed section, but the 

use of the existing access point to serve up to four or five dwellings.  

 

3.5 I also accept I have taken a broader perspective on this issue by 

having regard to other resource management and planning 

considerations other than just traffic. These considerations include:  

 

(a) enabling the Case Family to meet their economic and social 

needs;  

 

(b) having particular regard to Section 7(b) of the Act;  

 

(c) keeping options open regarding possible future access 

choices to the site; and 

 

(d) minimising effects of additional traffic accessing the site from 

Frome Place.  

 

3.6 As part of this balance I consider that I have ensured that Mr Wright's 

expert evidence is incorporated into my reasoning.  

 

 

Ivan Thomson 

21 December 2015  


