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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Timothy John Wright.  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. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the following 

statements and evidence filed on 15 December 2015: 

 

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

(#3280); and 

 

(b) Michael Braithwaite (Surveyor) on behalf of the Case Family 

(#3280). 

 

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

THE CASE FAMILY (#3280) 

 

Cranford Street Upgrade Scheme Plans 

 
3.1 The Cranford Street Upgrade (CSU) scheme plans referred to at 

paragraph 3.2 of Mr Carr's evidence, forming Attachments A and B to 

his evidence, differ from those included as Figures 5.1 and 5.2 of 

Attachment A to my evidence in chief.  As set out at paragraph 5.3.6 

of Attachment A to my evidence in chief, the scheme plans referred to 

by Mr Carr are potential right turn and U-turn positions along 

Cranford Street as considered at the Hearing of the Notices of 

Requirement (NOR) for the Northern Arterial (NA), Northern Arterial 
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Extension (NAE) and CSU
1
. The Joint Recommendation / Decision of 

document of Commissioners is for the potential additional U-turn 

facilities not to be included as part of the scheme due to the safety 

implications of uncontrolled turns. Paragraph 5.215 of the Joint 

Recommendation / Decision states: 

 
"CCC has not asked for authorisation of the additional U-turns 

and we accept that are not are not part of the application before 

us. However, we do not consider that this should unnecessarily 

restrict further discussions between submitters and CCC with 

respect to other possible turn or U-turn facilities during the final 

design. We consider we cannot prejudge the road safety audit 

process and we are not prepared to prioritise convenience over 

safety." 

 

3.2 Thus, to the best of my knowledge, access to the site should be 

considered in the context of the plans provided in the NOR Scheme 

Assessment Report (which are the plans attached to my evidence in 

chief).  I do however acknowledge that the detailed design is ongoing 

and that there could be changes to the design to accommodate U-

turn facilities. 

 

 Road Safety and Efficiency Issues Assuming Cranford Street Upgrade is 

completed 

 

3.3 Mr Carr states at paragraph 5.2 that there would likely be an effect on 

the efficiency of the road, should the submitters' land be developed 

with each lot having access to Cranford Street, and subsequently 

does not support that outcome.  He notes that through-traffic is likely 

to be delayed due to vehicles slowing within the southbound traffic 

lane before turning into residential lots and that through-traffic may 

also need to slow to accommodate vehicles that have emerged from 

the lots.  He considers this would be contrary to Objectives 1a(i), 

Policy 1a(i) and Policy 3.  I agree and do not support multiple 

individual accesses onto Cranford Street. 

 

                                                   
1
  Paragraph 5.198 of Notice of Requirement /Resource Consents – NZTA and CCC - the Joint 

Recommendation / Decision document of Commissioners, 24 July 2015. 
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3.4 Mr Carr then goes on to say in paragraph 5.3 that it would be possible 

to consolidate the accesses to each lot onto one access road, that 

would in turn connect to Cranford Street.  I consider that the degree 

to which the efficiency effects that Mr Carr describes can be reduced 

(but not eliminated) will depend on the proposed consolidated access 

intersection design of the one access road with Cranford Street. Mr 

Carr states that suitable acceleration and deceleration lanes or a 

splay will eliminate (my emphasis) the potential for delays to through 

traffic.  I disagree.  As set out in Section  3 of Appendix D to my 

evidence in chief, under the projected traffic volumes on Cranford 

Street, intersection modelling indicates that there will likely be 

significant delays to the side-road traffic in the morning peak hour 

(assuming 8 sections are developed) that will result in drivers taking 

relatively small gaps in the mainline traffic flow, resulting in disruption 

to the smooth flow of traffic on the Major Arterial. 

 

3.5 Further, whilst acceleration and deceleration lanes may reduce 

delays to through-traffic, the effects of such an intersection design 

requires careful consideration of the impacts on other road users. 

Specifically, at this location, the CSU plans include a footpath and an 

on-road cycle lane. The cycle lane is an extension of the planned off-

road cycle path transitioning to an on-road facility around 40 metres 

to the northwest of the existing Case property access on Cranford 

Street.  At this location, acceleration and deceleration lanes will, in my 

view, have an adverse impact on the safety and amenity of the 

planned pedestrian and cycle facilities.  Such auxiliary lanes would 

result in a longer distance over which cyclists are exposed to conflict 

with turning vehicles.  An acceleration lane would reduce the 

likelihood of vehicles giving way to cyclists compared to a standard 

give-way intersection.  If the intersection were to be located at the 

existing access to the Case residence as indicated in Attachment 4 to 

submission #3280, there is little scope to provide an acceleration lane 

due to the proximity to the adjoining residences at 336 Cranford 

Street.  All intersections need to be designed with an appropriate 

visibility splay. This would not, in my view, eliminate the potential 

delays to through-traffic resulting in vehicles to/from the site slowing 

or accelerating. 
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3.6 It is still my view that access to the site is best consolidated with the 

existing accesses to the adjoining residential area, being via Frome 

Place and Croziers Road, thereby eliminating the potential for safety 

and efficiency impacts on all road users that may otherwise be 

introduced at an additional location on Cranford Street. 

 

 Mr Carr's specific comments on my evidence in chief 

 

3.7 Mr Carr states at paragraph 7.1 that I have not set out which pRDP 

Objectives and Policies I believe are better achieved by providing 

access via local roads nor do I explain the detail of these concerns. 

Mr Carr refers in his footnote to paragraph 8.2 of my evidence in 

chief, being part of a summary of my assessment in relation to the 

Case site. Relevant policies and objectives are set out at Section 7 of 

my evidence in chief and referenced at paragraph 8.16. I do however 

agree with Mr Carr that in addition, Policy 3 of the RDP is highly 

relevant: 

 

7.1.1.3 Policy 3 - Vehicle access and manoeuvring 

Provide vehicle access and manoeuvring, including for 

emergency service vehicles, compatible with the road 

classification, which ensures safety, and the efficiency of the 

transport system. 

 

3.8 In relation to this policy, vehicle access should be provided that is 

compatible with the road classification, which ensures safety and the 

efficiency of the transport system. This policy directly references the 

road classification described in Appendix 7.12 of the RDP, which 

states that Major Arterial roads are managed to minimise adverse 

effects from access on network efficiency. Further, I do not consider 

that Mr Carr's proposed access strategy ensures safety and efficiency 

of the transport system, particularly when impacts on all road users 

are considered (refer 3.5, above). 

 

3.9 Mr Carr further asserts, at paragraph 7.2, that I incorrectly reference 

provisions within the RDP regarding the management of Major 

Arterials because they are not part of any Objectives or Policies. The 

wording of 7.1.1.1 Policy 1 is as follows: 
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7.1.1.1 Policy 1 - Establishment of a road classification system 

 

a. Identify a road network that connects people and places and 

recognises different access and movement functions for all 

transport modes, whilst:  

i.  supporting the safe and efficient operation of the transport 

network; 

ii.  providing for public places in accordance with the function 

of the road to enable community activities, including 

opportunities for people to interact and spend time, 

iii.  providing space for utility services; 

iv.  reflecting neighbourhood identity and amenity; 

v.  recognising cross-boundary connections with adjoining 

districts; and 

vi.  providing for the efficient and effective functioning of the 

strategic transport network, including for freight. 

Refer to Appendix 7.12 for a description of the road classification 

system. 

Policy 1 also achieves Objective 2. 

 

3.10 Appendix 7.12 sets out a description of the road classification system, 

including how Major Arterial roads are managed. This is directly 

referenced as part of Policy 1 (and further referred to in Policy 3 as 

noted above) and therefore I consider this to be Council policy. 

 

3.11 I agree with Mr Carr that Table 7.17 of Appendix 7.12 refers to 

"minimising" the adverse effects from access on network efficiency 

rather than "avoiding" any access. Clearly, there are instances of 

locations where existing access rights and / or issues relating to the 

local topography mean that access cannot be avoided. However, in 

my view, in this circumstance where options exist to provide access 

from the existing local road network, then I do not consider the 

proposed access from Cranford Street is consistent with the policy (or 

intent) to manage Major Arterial roads to minimise the adverse effects 

from access on network efficiency, in the context of servicing multiple 

lots, rather than the one existing lot under the Rural Urban Fringe 

(RUF) zoning. 

 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=24754
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3.12 Mr Carr states at paragraph 7.5 that "In my experience, making 

access to a site reliant on a third party is very unusual". I make three 

points regarding this observation: 

 

(a) In relation to proposed changes to district plans, it is, in my 

experience, frequently the case that landowners co-operate 

in order that an area may be rezoned in an integrated 

manner (for example, the Grassmere Street Residents 

Group and Grants Road Holdings); 

(b) The submission is seeking a change from a RUF to a 

Residential Suburban (RS) zoning, rather than a resource 

consent under existing residential zoning. In this regard, 

there is no existing requirement that potential development 

of the submitter's land (beyond what is presently permitted 

under the existing zoning) be serviced by an access. Thus, 

in my opinion, it is appropriate that consideration of the 

rezoning sought includes measures to ensure an 

appropriate access strategy is adopted, that reflects RDP 

objectives and policies in relation to integrated transport 

(Objective 1, Policies 1 and 3) and pRDP policies in relation 

to integrated planning as referenced in my evidence in chief 

(paragraph 7.2); and 

(c) Access could be provided via Frome Place, for a limited 

number of dwellings (between 5 and 8), potentially as an 

interim measure, pending development of both the Crozier 

and Case sites, as set out in my evidence in chief 

(paragraphs 8.3, 8.19 to 8.24).  In this regard, access to the 

site is not reliant on a third party. 

 

3.13 Mr Carr sets out at paragraphs 7.6 and 7.7 his views that the effects 

on the efficiency and safety of the access sought on to Cranford 

Street will not demonstrably exacerbate the existing situation given 

that there are already more than 20 driveways on Cranford Street to 

the south of the submitters land. This is, of course, an existing 

situation that is prevalent across the city where access to properties 

fronting an Arterial road is provided from that Arterial road. Direct 

access to properties fronting Major Arterial roads is provided in 

existing situations for reasons of practicality and for urban design 
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purposes (in which I am not expert). In my view, this observation 

should not imply that access via Cranford Street should automatically 

be provided to land that is currently rural in nature and that is sought 

to be upzoned. The submission seeks zoning to allow development of 

8 to 9 properties, set back from the Major Arterial and there are 

opportunities for this site to be accessed from the local road network. 

 

3.14 Mr Carr also states at paragraph 7.6 that "If the Council had concerns 

about the effects of these [existing driveways] on the function of 

Cranford Street, I would expect that this would be addressed through 

the proposed improvement scheme but rather, the existing access 

arrangements have been retained". This view does not distinguish 

between existing properties fronting a street and the upzoning of rural 

land sought for the development of several properties set back from 

the street.  

   

3.15 At paragraphs 8.16 and 8.17 of my evidence in chief I set out the 

importance of the road classification system and therein the 

management of Major Arterials to provide relatively efficient routes in 

order to attract traffic away from Collector and Local roads through 

our neighbourhoods. Mr Carr acknowledges this, but does not believe 

this is a risk here (his paragraph 7.6). First and foremost, the point I 

make in 8.16 is about the potential cumulative effects of such 

decisions to provide additional access onto arterial roads across the 

city. Second, I would suggest that any reduction in efficiency of 

Cranford Street in the vicinity of the Case site does have the potential 

for increased routing through other areas, remote from the site. For 

example, drivers may instead route via Main North Road / Papanui 

Road and seek the use of residential Local and Collector side-roads 

in the face of congestion on this route. In practice, I would re-iterate, 

that in this regard, the effects of this proposal in isolation are likely to 

be very small. However, cumulatively, across the city, such decisions 

with regard to the management of Major Arterial access, could, in my 

opinion, be significant. 
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3.16 Mr Carr states at paragraph 7.8: 

 

"In my view it is also unlikely that rivers [sic] would reassign onto 

other roads….Mr Wright appears to acknowledge this to be the 

case, setting out that "whilst the Case and Croziers sites could 

have different access arrangements, this makes little difference 

to the assessment of wider network traffic impacts". 

 

3.17 I do not accept Mr Carr's interpretation and I consider it important to 

explain the context of my statement. The text in my evidence to which 

Mr Carr refers (Appendix A, paragraph 3.1 footnote) is specifically in 

relation to my documentation of the assumptions adopted for the wide 

area traffic modelling for both the Grassmere and Case/Crozier sites. 

My statement is in relation to the potential wider network impacts 

(beyond the immediate area of the potential Case access strategy) 

associated with the assumption (in the modelling) that the Case and 

Crozier sites are accessed from the Local road network. Put another 

way, I am saying that the modelled combined effects of rezoning of all 

three sites, beyond the Case access area, is unlikely to be 

significantly affected by the local access assumptions adopted for the 

Case/Croziers sites. 

 

3.18 Mr Carr states at paragraph 7.9 that my recommendation (Appendix 

A, paragraph 5.3.15) that Frome Place does not provide access to 

more than five houses is contrary to the Joint Witness statement. This 

is not the case. The Joint Witness Statement (paragraph 4.2.2) states 

(with my emphasis in bold): 

 

"Mr Wright considers that up to 8 residential properties on 

the Case land could be served via the short, single-lane 

Right of Way onto the cul-de-sac head of Frome Street, as 

per the replacement District Plan rules." 

 

This is not my recommendation, but relates to how many 

properties could reasonably be expected to be able to be 

accessed in relation to the RDP rules. 
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3.19 The Joint Witness Statement goes on (at paragraph 4.2.2) to say 

(with my emphasis in bold): 

 

"The experts agree that if 8 or fewer residential properties 

were served via the Right of Way, the safety and efficiency 

effects on the local roading network would be negligible." 

 

I should clarify my intent of this statement that this relates to the 

effects of the access strategy on the efficiency and safety on the 

local roading network (beyond Frome Place) and not of the 

amenity and safety aspects of the access itself. 

 

3.20 Subsequent to the expert conferencing, I was asked by Council's 

Planning Expert, Mr Ivan Thompson, what number of houses I would 

recommend could be served from Frome Place, as he believed this 

information could be useful to the Hearings Panel. I set out my 

recommendations in relation to this issue at paragraphs 8.18 to 8.24 

of my evidence in chief (being largely a repetition of advice provided 

within Appendix A paragraphs 5.3.13 to 5.3.17 of my evidence, as 

referred to by Mr Carr).   

 

4. EVIDENCE OF MICHAEL BRAITHWAITE (SURVEYOR) ON BEHALF OF 

THE CASE FAMILY (#3280) 

 

4.1 Mr Braithwaite states at paragraph 6.1 that: 

 

"There is a secondary access to Frome Place. This strip of land 

is owned by the Case family but at only 3.5m wide is 

considered to be insufficient width to allow sole access from a 

proposed subdivision. However, it does provide a secondary 

point of access which is considered important for the overall 

development for the number of sections outlined." 

 

4.2 I do not disagree with the overall intent of this statement. However, I 

would add that the sufficiency of the width of the access (3.5m) is 

dependent on the number of houses proposed to be served by it. 

Further, I refer to my evidence in chief at paragraphs 8.3 and 8.18 to 

8.24 in relation to my recommendation that Frome Place reverts to a 
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pedestrian / cycle access, if and when the main access from Croziers 

Road is formed.   

 

 

 

Tim Wright 

21 December 2015 


