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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Timothy John Wright.  I am a director of QTP Limited 

and have held this position since April 2009. 

 
1.2 My qualifications include a Masters Degree in Civil Engineering from 

the University of Nottingham, UK (1995, class 2:1).  I am a Chartered 

Professional Engineer (CPEng) and registered under the Chartered 

Professional Engineers New Zealand Act 2002.  I am a Member of 

the Institution of Professional Engineers New Zealand (MIPENZ) and 

a Member of the Chartered Institution of Highways and 

Transportation (MCIHT), a Member of the IPENZ Transportation 

Group and of the New Zealand Transport Modelling User Group (a 

sub-group of the IPENZ Transportation Group). 

 

1.3 I have been professionally engaged in transport planning, transport 

modelling and traffic engineering for 19 years, predominantly in the 

private sector.  During my career I have prepared and reviewed many 

transport assessments including resource consents, plan changes, 

area plans, transport modelling and strategic studies. 

 

1.4 I have been engaged by the Christchurch City Council (Council) to 

provide evidence in relation to the transport effects of the new 

proposal for Residential Medium Density (RMD) areas for Linwood 

(Eastgate), Hornby and Papanui (Northlands) (notified RMD or 

Proposal).  I have also been asked to consider the transport effects 

of the additional areas sought to be rezoned to RMD via submissions 

(additional RMD). 

 

1.5 Of particular relevance to this hearing is my experience and expertise 

in relation to the traffic modelling used to inform my assessment of 

transport effects of the submissions.  In 2010, I led the development 

of Council's traffic model of Christchurch
1
 and have been involved in 

all updates to the model for Council since. 

 

1.6 I conducted traffic modelling in February 2015 to inform the 

assessment of the likely traffic effects of rezoning of land to RMD as 

part of the Stage 1 Residential Proposal of the pRDP.  The 

                                                   
1  Christchurch Assignment and Simulation Traffic model (CAST). 
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assessment was reported within Mr Nilesh Redekar's statement of 

evidence dated 11 March 2015 (Mr Redekar's Evidence) which 

addressed the traffic impacts of intensification.
2
  I am the author of 

the Traffic Modelling Report which was Attachment 1 of Mr Redekar's 

Evidence. 

 

1.7 I have visited each of the three notified RMD areas (Linwood, Hornby 

and Papanui) during both the morning and afternoon peak periods on 

the following dates: 

 

(a) Linwood – Tuesday 24 May 2016 PM peak period, Friday 27 

May 2016 AM peak period; 

(b) Hornby – Monday 23 May 2016 PM peak period, 

Wednesday 25 May 2016 AM peak period; and 

(c) Papanui – Thursday 19 May 2016 PM peak period, Tuesday 

24 May 2016 AM peak period. 

 

1.8 I have also previously provided transport evidence to the Independent 

Hearings Panel on the Rural zoning for land within the Cranford Basin 

(Stage 3). 

 

1.9 In the Commercial (part) and Industrial (part) hearings in Stage 2, I 

provided technical analysis and a will-say statement, but because of 

availability issues the evidence was ultimately provided by Mr Andrew 

Milne for the Council. 

 

1.10 In addition, I was appointed by Council to undertake the traffic 

modelling to inform the effects of the RMD zone (Residential Stage 1, 

at 14.3 of the pRDP), the Meadowlands new neighbourhood 

(exemplar housing area – North Halswell, Chapter 14.1.6A of the 

RDP) and to inform the Council's response to other submissions 

received on the Commercial and Industrial chapters.   

 

1.11 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 

                                                   
2
  Statement of Evidence of Nilesh Dasharath Redekar on Behalf of Christchurch City Council,  

Intensification – Traffic Impacts, 11 March 2015 
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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. 

 

1.12 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view 

while preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) the QTP Traffic Modelling Report dated March 2015 – 

'Proposed District Plan Rezoning to RMD' (Attachment 1 Mr 

Redekar's Evidence); 

(b) the RDP, in particular Chapter 7, Transport and 14, 

Residential, including the Independent Hearings Panel 

Decision 10 (Decision 10) ; 

(c) the Section 32 report for Chapter 14 Residential (Part) 

'Additional Residential Medium Density Areas in Proximity to 

Key Activity Centres at Hornby, Linwood and Papanui' 

(Dated 21 January 2016); and 

(d) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS). 

 

1.13 I also refer to the statement of evidence of Mr William Blake for the 

Council in relation to the likelihood of properties being developed for 

RMD.  This area is not within my area of expertise and I am reliant on 

Mr Blake's evidence as an input to my evidence. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are the 

potential transport effects of the notified RMD areas identified in 

planning maps 24, 32, 33, 36, 37, 39 and 40.  I also address the 

potential transport effects of the additional RMD areas sought to be 

rezoned to RMD through submissions. 

 

2.2 In terms of assessing the traffic impacts of the Proposal, the scope of 

my evidence is limited to drawing on the analysis I conducted for the 

Stage 1 Residential Proposal and that was presented to the Panel 

through Mr Redekar's Evidence.  I have also been asked to advise on 

the likely wider transport effects of the notified RMD zone.  My 
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evidence also addresses the specific relief sought by various 

submitters on these provisions.   

 

2.3 In preparing this evidence I have relied on evidence previously 

presented to the Panel and have cross referenced that evidence in 

my discussion below. 

 

2.4 I refer to the following areas or zones in my evidence: 

 

(a) notified RMD area/zone or Proposal – the RMD land 

notified by the Council on the planning maps, through this 

proposal; 

(b) additional RMD area/zone – the additional RMD land 

sought to be rezoned to RMD, through submissions on this 

proposal; and 

(c) additional consulted RMD area/zone – the land that was 

consulted on in Stage 1 as possible intensification areas, but 

not notified in Stage 1 as RMD. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY   

 

3.1 The traffic modelling I conducted for the Stage 1 Residential 

Proposals of the pRDP included both the Stage 1 notified RMD zone 

and additional potential areas that were consulted on, with the public, 

by the Council (additional consulted RMD).  The additional 

consulted RMD areas are largely coincident with the notified RMD 

areas for this Proposal.  However, the additional consulted RMD 

areas do not include additional RMD areas requested through 

submissions, nor the land to the east of Jollie Street, adjoining the 

notified RMD area, as identified within the Section 32 report Appendix 

3, that is of interest to Housing New Zealand Corporation (HNZC). 

 

3.2 That Stage 1 assessment was a city-wide assessment that 

considered the cumulative traffic effects of the potential intensification 

of such land parcels. Whilst local effects (on traffic volumes and 

delays) are also discernible from the modelling conducted, the 

modelling was not focussed on the potential effects of rezoning to 
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RMD at the notified or additional RMD areas at Linwood, Hornby and 

Papanui. 

 

3.3 The results of that Stage 1 assessment are dependent on 

assumptions regarding the proportion of RMD land that is assumed to 

be intensified.  For this, I was reliant on assumptions provided by 

Council, that indicated relatively low rates of intensification (between 

1% and 10% for the three areas).  The property evidence of Mr Blake 

for this Proposal also indicates relatively low rates of intensification at 

the notified RMD locations in Linwood, Hornby and Papanui over the 

next 10 years. 

 

3.4 The Stage 1 traffic modelling indicated only minor effects on the 

operation of the transport network at any particular location.  Overall, 

the traffic modelling indicated modest net transport network efficiency 

benefits due to the reduced vehicle kilometres implied by 

intensification of the proposed RMD areas, rather than further 

residential growth at other locations. 

 

3.5 I consider that, overall, the notified RMD areas will provide 

opportunities for net benefits to the operation of the transport network, 

contributing to potential environmental, economic and social benefits 

that may arise from a more compact urban form.  These accrue from 

the high levels of accessibility to more sustainable travel modes 

(walking, cycling and public transport) and the Key Activity Centres 

(KACs). 

 

3.6 The Proposal gives effect to several objectives and policies within 

Chapters 5 and 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

(CRPS), in particular Policy 6.3.7 (2) in relation to intensification of 

urban areas and 6.3.4 in relation to transport effectiveness 

 

3.7 There is the potential for some local adverse transport effects as a 

consequence of the notified RMD areas, as well as opportunities. 

Specifically, the effects of the notified RMD areas on on-street 

parking availability and congestion are issues raised in many of the 

submissions received. 
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3.8 In my view, for the levels of intensification anticipated, local effects of 

the notified RMD areas on congestion are likely to be minor.  Any 

small increase in on-street parking that occurs as a result of the 

intensification is likely to have only minor effects on the operation of 

the transport network.  Such potential minor adverse effects on the 

transport network do not, in my view, outweigh the potential local and 

wider social, economic and environmental benefits of urban 

intensification. 

 

3.9 A number of submissions seek additional RMD rezoning. From a 

transport perspective, I am supportive of these submissions where 

the properties generally meet the accessibility requirements of RDP 

Policy 14.1.1.2. 

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 I was appointed by Council in February 2015 to undertake traffic 

modelling to identify the traffic effects of proposed rezoning of specific 

land parcels within residential areas, principally from 'Living 1' and 

'Living 2' in the Operative City Plan (City Plan) to RMD in the pRDP. 

 

4.2 As mentioned above, that assessment formed Attachment 1 to 

Mr Redekar's Evidence. 

 

4.3 The assessment included both the areas notified in Stage 1 as RMD 

and additional consulted areas that were the subject of public 

consultation.  The land that has been notified as RMD in the current 

proposal, falls within the additional consulted areas, with the 

exception of an area of land in the Linwood area.
3
 

 

4.4 The assessment was based on GIS layers supplied by Council that 

identified specific land parcels that were considered viable for 

potential redevelopment, based on the age of the property and the 

land value as a proportion of the total property value. 

 

                                                   
3
  HNZ sought that the area of land to the east of Jollie Street, adjoining the notified RMD area, as identified 

within the Section 32 report Appendix 3, be notified as RMD.  The Panel approved this notification, 
despite it not being part of the additional consulted RMD.   
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4.5 The assessment was a city-wide assessment that considered the 

cumulative traffic effects of the potential intensification of such land 

parcels.  Whilst local effects are also discernible from the modelling 

conducted, the modelling was not focussed on the potential effects of 

rezoning to RMD at the notified RMD nor additional RMD areas in 

Linwood, Hornby and Papanui. 

 

4.6 I have been asked by Council to provide a brief summary of the Stage 

1 modelling in the context of the notified RMD areas for Linwood, 

Hornby and Papanui.  I have also been asked to address the 

transport-related issues raised within the submissions (and further 

submissions) received for this Proposal. In relation to the issues 

raised within the submissions, I have been asked to consider the 

wider transport effects and opportunities of the Proposal. 

 

5. MODELLED EFFECTS ON TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND DELAYS 

 

Assumptions 

 

5.1 I would emphasise that the Stage 1 modelling was based on input 

assumptions provided by the Council that directly affect the modelled 

traffic effects of the proposed intensification, these being: 

 

(a) the identification of specific land parcels within the RMD 

areas considered more likely to be redeveloped and 

therefore to be used as the basis of the traffic modelling 

conducted; and 

(b) an ultimate potential average density of 30 households per 

hectare to be assumed for these specific land parcels. 

   

5.2 I understand that the criteria for the inclusion of land parcels likely to 

be redeveloped was based on properties that were greater than 35 

years old and for which the land value constitutes greater than 70% of 

the total property value. 

 

5.3 These criteria result in a relatively small proportion of the areas 

notified for RMD at Hornby, Linwood and Papanui being assumed to 

be redeveloped.  The maps in Appendix A illustrate the extent of the 
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land parcels assumed to be subject to intensification in the Stage 1 

traffic modelling, in the context of the notified RMD proposal currently 

under consideration.  The resulting proportions of notified RMD land 

assumed to be intensified are as follows:
4
 

 

(a) Hornby 1%; 

(b) Linwood 4%; and 

(c) Papanui 10%. 

 

5.4 I understand that Mr Blake's evidence broadly reflects the above 

assumptions that, in practice, there will be limited prospects for 

extensive redevelopment within the short to medium term (the next 10 

years). 

 

5.5 Notwithstanding the above, I would suggest that the traffic modelling 

undertaken does not reflect the full potential traffic effects of the 

Proposal, especially when considered over a longer period than the 

10 year life of the plan. 

 

Traffic effects 

 

5.6 As noted at paragraph 4.5, the traffic modelling was a city-wide 

assessment that considered the cumulative traffic effects of the 

potential intensification which yielded around 2,000 additional 

households across Christchurch.  Whilst local effects are also 

discernible from the modelling conducted, the modelling was not 

focussed on the potential effects of rezoning to RMD at the notified 

RMD areas now proposed (Linwood, Hornby and Papanui). 

 

5.7 Notwithstanding the above, the traffic modelling indicated only minor 

effects on the operation of the transport network at any particular 

location.  The largest modelled impacts on traffic volumes and delays 

in the city occurred in the northwest of the city in the Papanui and 

Merivale area.  At around 20 vehicles per hour (vph) two-way or less 

in the peak hours, I consider the effects on traffic flows (and 

associated delays) to be minor. 

 

                                                   
4
  Allows for the assumption that 15% of the notified RMD zoning is required for roads and other services. 
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5.8 The modelling conducted assumed that increases in traffic generation 

at locations of the notified RMD rezoning would be balanced by 

reductions in traffic generation that would otherwise occur in future 

years at areas identified as residential growth areas (including 

Greenfield areas).  The modelling, based on peak periods only, 

indicated net efficiency benefits in terms of monetised values of travel 

time and distance of around $1 to $2 million per year.  Quantification 

of full annual benefits would require further analysis to identify such 

efficiency benefits attributed to the interpeak, night-time and weekend 

periods, and also those due to impacts on emissions and road safety. 

 

6. MERITS OF REZONING 

 

6.1 Any potential localised traffic effects should be considered in the 

context of the potential wider transport benefits that urban 

consolidation brings and the local opportunities for improvements to 

the transport system. 

 

Wider Benefits of Urban Consolidation 

 

6.2 Urban intensification at appropriate locations has a number of 

potential environmental, economic and social benefits that may arise 

from a more compact urban form, relative to increased development 

of Greenfield areas at typically lower residential densities.  Such 

relative benefits, relating to transport, are likely to accrue from: 

 

(a) reduced vehicle kilometres travelled for trips by car between 

residential areas and locations of work, services, shops, etc; 

(b) a reduction in the proportion of trips by private car due to 

relatively better accessibility by public transport, cycling and 

walking to employment, services, shops and schools; 

(c) improved viability (and reduced subsidy) of public transport 

services; 

(d) reduced impact on other locations within Christchurch 

through reduced through-traffic to/from Greenfield urban 

fringe locations; 

(e) over time, reduced travel distance for all modes arising from 

a more compact city; 
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(f) reduced spending on highway infrastructure, both to serve 

new Greenfield areas and to address wider impacts of 

longer-distance travel; and 

(g) reduced maintenance liability for a more compact road 

network. 

 

6.3 Policy 14.1.1.2 in the Replacement District Plan is to support the 

establishment of RMD zones where bus routes, commercial centres, 

open spaces and schools are within a walkable distance of the area. 

This policy increases the potential for the transport-related 

environmental, economic and social benefits identified above. 

 

6.4 The notified RMD areas have been defined by Council with due 

regard to the above criteria and thus I consider it appropriate that any 

potential localised adverse traffic effects are considered in the context 

of the wider transport-related urban consolidation benefits that the 

Proposal is seeking to achieve. 

 

6.5 Chapters 5 and 6 of the CRPS contain many objectives and policies 

that are intended to achieve consolidated, well designed and 

sustainable growth. The Council as a Territorial Authority is required 

to include provisions in its district plan that give effect to these 

policies, including: 

 

"Policy 6.3.7 – Residential location, yield and Intensification 

In relation to residential development opportunities in 

Greater Christchurch: 

… 

(2) Intensification in urban areas of Greater Christchurch is 

to be focused around the Central City, Key Activity Centres 

and neighbourhood centres commensurate with their scale 

and function, core public transport routes, mixed-use areas, 

and on suitable brownfield land…" 

 

"Policy 6.3.4 – Transport effectiveness 

Ensure that an efficient and effective transport network that 

supports business and residential recovery is restored, 

protected and enhanced so that it maintains and improves 
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movement of people and goods around Greater 

Christchurch by: 

(1) avoiding development that will overload strategic freight 

routes; 

(2) providing patterns of development that optimise use of 

existing network capacity and ensuring that, where possible, 

new building projects support increased uptake of active and 

public transport, and provide opportunities for modal 

choice…" 

 

6.6 Thus RDP Policy 14.1.1.2 gives effect to the CRPS policy 6.3.4 

Transport Effectiveness with regards to providing opportunities for 

modal choice, including walking and cycling, whilst adhering to Policy 

6.3.7 in focusing urban intensification around KACs. 

 

Local Opportunities for Improvements to the Transport System 

 

6.7 A key transport benefit of urban consolidation is the increased 

population living within close proximity to public transport services. 

Linwood, Hornby and Papanui KACs are all served by multiple high 

frequency bus routes (four or more buses per hour) and other lower 

frequency services.  An increase in population at these locations 

would result in an overall improvement in public transport 

accessibility.  Standard multi-modal transport modelling practice is for 

this reduced 'cost' of travel by public transport, relative to other 

modes, to result in a higher proportion of trips by public transport. 

 

6.8 Increased use of public transport on the services serving the three 

areas would contribute to higher fare-box revenue, providing further 

opportunity for improvement in service frequency and quality.  Thus, 

in theory at least, the notified RMD areas should contribute to 

opportunities for improvements to public transport serving these 

notified RMD areas. 

 

6.9 A further opportunity for transport improvement lies in the increased 

rating base that the notified RMD implies.  Increased residential 

density should contribute to higher overall rates available per unit 
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area for the city, providing increased opportunity for the funding of 

transport improvements across the city. 

 

7. POTENTIAL LOCAL ADVERSE EFFECTS ON TRANSPORT 

 

7.1 Against the potential wider transport benefits described above as a 

consequence of urban intensification, there is the potential for local 

adverse transport effects, as well as opportunities.  Specifically, the 

potential effects of the Proposal on on-street parking availability and 

congestion are issues raised in many of the submissions received on 

this Proposal. 

 

On-Street parking 

 

7.2 On-street parking availability is an emotive issue and the most 

frequent transport-related issue raised in the submissions in 

opposition to the Proposal.  In relation to on-street parking availability, 

I make the following general points in addition to addressing specific 

issues raised in the submissions in the subsequent sections of this 

evidence: 

 

(a) Roads are public places and nobody has priority rights to 

park at a specific location, including outside of their own 

property. 

 

(b) RDP Rule 7.2.3.1
5
 requires (outside the Central City) at 

least one space per residential unit, or two spaces for units 

with a Gross Floor Area greater than 150m
2
.  I consider the 

requirement of a single space for smaller units to be 

appropriate.  This would be sufficient for single occupants 

and some couples (and some families).   

 

                                                   
5
  Rule 7.2.3.1 refers to Appendix 7.1 – Parking space requirements. It also allows reductions in the  

minimum number of spaces to be provided based on the parking reduction factors of Appendix 7.14.  
Application of the factors is complicated insofar as there are various permutations of reduction factors, 
each of which varies in relation to accessibility to bus services of different frequencies, a KAC zone, and 
a Major Cycle Route. From preliminary inspection, a very small proportion of the Additional RMD areas 
may qualify for a reduction factor of greater than 50% (and therefore a parking requirement of zero). 
Qualifying areas may be in the RMD Addition north of the Papanui KAC, but within 200m of the KAC zone 
(around 30 properties) and in Linwood within 100m of the Buckleys Rd ‘Superstop’ (around 20 
properties). 
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(c) Residents have the ability and right to park at least one 

vehicle on their own property.  The choice of owning 

additional vehicles should be made on the understanding 

that on-street parking, where provided, is a publicly-

contested resource and there may be some inconvenience 

in accessing parking when ownership of vehicles exceeds 

the rate allowed for in the RDP.  

 

(d) In my view, this rule strikes an appropriate balance in 

providing for car-use, but encourages the use of alternative 

modes for some trips.  The RDP parking rules do not differ 

by residential zoning (for example between Residential 

Suburban (RS) and RMD).  I note that the principal change 

in parking requirements between the RDP and the 'old' City 

Plan is that, generally, two spaces were required 

irrespective of the size of the unit
6
, of which one was 

required to be garageable.  

 

(e) In addition to the 'inconvenience' introduced for residents 

and visitors where households choose to own more cars 

than they can accommodate within their property, the key 

effect of a high demand for parking on residential streets is 

primarily one of amenity value.  A reduction of efficiency 

caused by 'side-friction' is not necessarily an adverse effect 

in residential areas.  

 

(f) There is conflicting research into the effects of on-street 

parking on pedestrian safety
7
 and very little hard evidence, 

particularly for residential streets.
8
  On one hand, the 

presence of on-street parking tends to slow vehicles, 

reducing the occurrence and severity of crashes.  On the 

other, visibility is reduced allowing less reaction time for 

motorists to avoid hazards such as children 'dashing out' 

into the road.  

 

                                                   
6
  Volume 3, Part 13, Table 1 of the DP identifies some exceptions where only one garageable space is  

required per unit where two units are created from a single-unit site.  
7
  TRL PPR 241 ‘Factors Influencing Pedestrian Safety: A Literature Review’, para. 4.2.4. TRB ‘ 

Reassessing On-Street Parking’, Abstract. US DoT FHA Safer Journeys, Selecting Pedestrian Safety  
Improvements, Measures 55 On-street Parking and 56 Remove/Restrict Parking. 

8
  Highway Safety Manual (HSM) Knowledge Base, November 2009, s.3.2.8. 
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(g) A high demand for on-street parking in residential areas is 

prevalent throughout much of the developed world, 

particularly in towns and cities throughout Europe that have 

extensive areas of higher-density housing. 

  

Congestion 

 

7.3 Whilst the net effect of allowing for higher-density residential 

development in appropriate locations should be a reduction in vehicle 

kilometres travelled, with associated economic, environmental and 

social benefits, I would acknowledge that there will likely be some 

detrimental effects on congestion in specific areas of Papanui, 

Linwood and Hornby.  Each of these areas presently has congestion 

issues, which I broadly set out in the following paragraphs, based on 

my on-site observations.  

 

7.4 The degree to which the effects of the Proposal on existing local 

congestion issues is perceptible is highly dependent on the actual 

level of intensification that will occur in practice (refer section 5 

above).  The opportunities for intensification will increase with time as 

properties age and thus a long-term view should be taken as to the 

effectiveness of the rezoning and the potential local traffic effects 

(and wider transport benefits).   

 

7.5 The local traffic effects will be dependent on a host of other factors, 

such as the success of the public transport system and the Major 

Cycle Routes (MCRs) in attracting trips by other modes.  In the longer 

term, the success of these modes will be affected by developments 

with regard to car travel, such as social and fuel price changes and 

the success and cost of emerging technologies such as driverless 

cars and electric vehicles. 

 

Local Issues - Papanui 

 

7.6 In Papanui, from my on-site observations, the key congestion issue 

occurs in the PM peak period, being northbound and caused by the 

capacity of the QEII / Main North Road intersection.  The northbound 

approach (on Main North Road) is over capacity in the PM peak hour 
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and this forms a long queue of slow moving vehicles all the way down 

Main North Road and Papanui Road through notified RMD area.  In 

the morning peak hour, the southbound (citybound) volume of traffic 

on Main North Road and Papanui Road is 'gated' to some degree by 

the capacity of the QEII / Main North Road intersection, resulting in 

generally relatively good traffic conditions for the notified RMD areas.  

 

7.7 The CRPS and the RDP contain policies that look to protect the 

efficiency of the Strategic Road network.
9
  The Regional Land 

Transport Strategy (RLTS) defines the strategic road network at a 

regional level and illustrates the Papanui Road / Main North Road 

corridor.
10

  It is somewhat perplexing as to why this corridor has been 

specified as such, in preference to Cranford Street, particularly given 

the imminent construction of the Northern Arterial (and its inclusion in 

the RLTS as a planned strategic road). Conversely, the RDP 

identifies Cranford Street (north of Innes Road) as a Major Arterial 

and hence part of the Strategic Road network, with the Main North 

Road / Papanui Road corridor defined as a Minor Arterial. 

 

7.8 I note that the Northern Arterial (NA), with construction commencing 

in 2016, and the Northern Arterial Extension (NAE) will relieve the 

Main North Road / QEII Drive bottleneck to a large degree, as 

reflected in the current version of Council's CAST traffic model for 

2021.  Whilst this is anticipated to resolve the northbound queueing 

issue in the PM peak period, I would note that the CAST traffic model 

does not indicate any net significant change in two-way traffic 

volumes through Papanui, when comparing the 2021 and 2013 

models.  This is because the route remains attractive for more-

localised trips and also because traffic growth is anticipated to 

continue to/from the KAC, and to a lesser extent, to/from the 

surrounding residential areas. 

 

Local Issues - Hornby 

 

7.9 In Hornby, the Strategic Roads (as commonly identified within the 

RLTS and the RDP) of SH1 Main South Road, SH1 Carmen Road 

and Shands Road intersect within the Hornby KAC.  As might be 

                                                   
9
  CRPS Policy 5.3.7. RDP 7.1.1.1 Policy 1a. vi.  

10
  Canterbury Regional Land Transport Strategy 2012 – 2041 page 21. 
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expected at this high-volume intersection, carrying over 4,000 vph in 

the peak hours,
11

 delays do occur on approaches due to the long 

cycle times, but generally the intersection was observed to operate 

within capacity.  The key issue noted in relation to the notified RMD 

land to the south of the KAC, on Amyes Road, is the delays that 

occur at the Amyes Road intersections with Springs Road and 

Shands Road. 

 

7.10 In the morning peak hour, the Amyes Road intersections were 

observed to operate generally within capacity, but with some 

significant delays at the height of the peak hours.  In particular, in the 

PM peak hour, queues on approach to the give-way intersection with 

Springs Road extend back to Witham Street (around 250m), but had 

fully dissipated soon after 5:30pm. Queueing on approach to the 

Shands Road signals were intermittent during both peaks, but being 

generally longer in the PM peak hour.  I would note that capacity of 

this intersection could be improved by extending the 'no parking' 

broken yellow lines on approach to the intersection further back to the 

location of Tower Street.  There are also opportunities to alter the 

phasing to provide an 'early cut-off' on the opposing Goulding Street 

approach.  The relatively low demand on this approach interferes with 

the right-turning capacity from Amyes Road. 

 

7.11 The Christchurch Southern Motorway Stage 2 (CSM2) is 

programmed for construction to start later this year.  It will significantly 

affect traffic volumes in the Hornby area.  Comparing the 2021 and 

2013 CAST traffic models indicates reduced traffic volumes on the 

orbital routes of Halswell Junction Road and Amyes Road / Awatea 

Road, as traffic diverts to take advantage of the extended motorway. 

This in-turn results in reduced modelled queues and delays on the 

Amyes Road approach to the Springs Road intersection. 

 

7.12 In the longer term, it is quite possible that the Springs Road 

intersections with Amyes Road and Awatea Road will be signalised. 

The improvement schemes were listed as unfunded works within 

Council's 2015 Draft Long Term Plan (LTP) Capital Programme.  As 

                                                   
11

  Source: CCC Intersection Count Database, 2011 Count. 
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such, the intersection upgrades are included within the longer-term 

default versions of Council's CAST model (2031 and 2041). 

 
Local Issues – Linwood 

 

7.13 The KAC zone in Linwood spans the intersection of Aldwins Road / 

Buckleys Road / Linwood Avenue, but is predominantly located within 

the eastern quadrant of the intersection.  The notified RMD zone 

envelopes the KAC and also Linwood Park within the southern 

quadrant of the intersection.  The Aldwins / Buckleys corridor is 

identified as a Major Arterial within the RDP, whilst Linwood Avenue 

transitions from Major Arterial southeast of the intersection, to a Minor 

Arterial to the northwest.  The roads do not form part of the strategic 

network identified within the RLTS. 

 

7.14 As might be expected at this high-volume intersection, carrying over 

4,400 vph in the peak hours,
12

 delays do occur on approaches due to 

the long cycle times.  Generally, the intersection was observed to 

operate within capacity, but within the PM peak period, queues 

extend to the south-west from the intersection on Aldwins Road, as 

far as Harrow Street (some 550m) and to the north-east on Linwood 

Avenue back to Hereford Street (275m).  Observed congestion in the 

AM peak is somewhat less, the longest queue occurring on the 

Linwood Avenue south-east approach (to just beyond Chelsea Street, 

around 275m), but notably the relatively modest queue on the 

Buckleys Road approach (around 200m) does regularly extend back 

through the location of the pedestrian refuge serving the bus 

'Superstops' during both peak periods. 

 

7.15 The key issue noted in relation to the location of the notified RMD 

zone
13

 to the south of the KAC, on Amyes Road, is that of community 

severance caused by the four-lane roads and the reduction in 

accessibility as a consequence.  In my view, current severance 

issues should be mitigated through improvements to pedestrian and 

cycle crossing facilities in order that the potential benefits of the 

notified RMD zoning can be realised.  Specifically: 

 

                                                   
12

  Source: CCC Intersection Count Database, 2011 Count. 
13

  The notified RMD zone for Linwood include that of the Housing New Zealand. 
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(a) the current pedestrian refuge providing pedestrian linkage 

between the bus Superstop on Buckleys Road and Linwood 

Mall does not provide sufficient priority / safety, particularly 

for the young and the elderly; 

 

(b) similarly, the current pedestrian refuge providing pedestrian 

linkage across Linwood Avenue to the north-west of the 

KAC, between Hereford Street and Aldwins Road, within the 

areas identified for RMD, does not provide sufficient priority / 

safety, particularly for the young and the elderly; 

 

(c) the current pedestrian refuge between the bus stop on 

Aldwins Road and Linwood Park does not provide sufficient 

priority / safety, particularly for the young and the elderly.  A 

combined cycle / pedestrian crossing is to be provided as 

part of the Rapanui to Shag Rock MCR, to be constructed 

later this year; and 

 

(d) whilst there is a signalised pedestrian crossing of Linwood 

Avenue at Chelsea Street immediately to the south-east of 

the KAC, no further pedestrian crossing facilities exist further 

south-east between Linwood Park and the extent of the 

notified RMD zone (near Hay Street). 

 

8. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS – APPROACH AND 

GENERAL ISSUES COMMON TO EACH AREA 

 

8.1 I have assessed the specific relief sought by submitters and further 

submitters, insofar as it relates to my area of expertise.  As a result of 

this assessment I have come to a conclusion where I consider that it 

is appropriate for the relief sought to either be accepted or rejected. 

 

8.2 Due to the large number of submissions received (126), I have relied 

on an initial summary of the grounds of each submission provided by 

Council. Where transport issues are identified for a submission 

(traffic, parking, public transport, walking and cycling), I have 

reviewed the detail of each submission.  I have grouped and 

addressed the submissions by the points raised for the three specific 
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areas in separate sections.  General issues raised that are common 

to each area are addressed in this section. 

 

8.3 The majority of submissions received oppose the notified RMD zone 

in the relevant areas and seek deletion of the Proposal.  Unless noted 

to the contrary, I consider it appropriate to reject these submissions 

insofar as they relate to transport issues only, for the reasons set out 

below. 

 

Increased on-street parking from no off-street parking requirement 

(Submissions # 5, 31, 38, 51, 63, 82, 94, 97, 103, 104, 114, 125, FS1)   

   

8.4 Increased on-street parking is a common issue raised in submissions. 

The RDP does not, however, contain any parking standard rules that 

specifically relate to RMD zoning.  As outlined at 7.2 above, parking 

requirements are set out at 7.2.3.1 of the RDP, with parking space 

requirements listed in Appendix 7.1 and parking reduction adjustment 

factors contained as Appendix 7.14. 

 

8.5 The basic requirement is for residential activities,
14

 including 

residential units within RMD zoning, to have one space per unit where 

the unit has a GFA less than 150m
2
 or two spaces per unit otherwise. 

There is no longer a requirement for the spaces to be 'garageable' (as 

was the case with the City Plan). 

 

8.6 The parking reduction adjustment factors of Appendix 7.14 are 

however applicable to all activities.  Thus, if a residential unit qualifies 

for a reduction factor of greater than 50%, the fractional requirement 

is discarded and in the case of a small residential unit (less than 

150m
2
), the requirement could, theoretically, become zero. 

 

8.7 In order to qualify for a reduction factor of greater than 50%, 

properties generally need to be in close proximity to a KAC zone, a 

MCR and bus stops with multiple high frequency routes.  From a 

preliminary inspection, a very small proportion of the notified RMD 

areas may qualify, being the notified RMD zone north of the Papanui 

KAC, but only within 200m of the KAC (around 30 properties) and in 

                                                   
14

  Except boarding houses, care facilities, sheltered housing, social housing, residential activities provided  
under EDM and CHRM, student hostel accommodation, where other standards apply.  
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Linwood within 100m of the Buckleys Rd 'Superstop' (around 20 

properties). 

 

8.8 Thus the concern that the notified RMD areas will not require off-

street parking is not generally the case. 

 

8.9 Submission #5 seeks an amendment to the Proposal to ensure a 

dedicated car park space 'will still be provided'.  The Housing New 

Zealand Corporation (HNZ - FS 1) opposes this. 

 

8.10 I consider that the parking reduction adjustment factors are generally 

appropriate in that they reflect reduced need for car ownership as the 

accessibility of all activities to more sustainable travel modes 

increases.  In this manner, effective use is made of development land 

and intensification can be achieved.  There are some reasons why I 

am supportive of this submission: 

 

(a) in terms of equality, it would not seem appropriate that one 

unit is required to accommodate a parking space (with the 

associated property cost), whilst a neighbour, within the 

same zone, is not;  

(b) ensuring each residential unit has a parking space should 

reduce demand for on-street parking, with the associated 

amenity impacts this has; and 

(c) the perception that residents have a right to on-street 

parking availability is, in my opinion, significantly reduced 

because all residents have the ability to park a vehicle on 

their own property, but that choice of ownership of additional 

vehicles requires parking in a less convenient, publicly- 

contested space. 

 

8.11 Irrespective of this view, the IHP's decision on RMD Chapter 7 

(Transport) and part of Chapter 14, including RMD Zone rules, have 

already been made. In this regard I would reject submission #5 as I 

understand that this would imply additional rules for specific areas (in 

this case Papanui) beyond those already zoned RMD, which I do not 

support for egalitarian reasons.   
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9. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS - LINWOOD 

 

Increased Traffic Flow and Congestion (Submissions # 46, 47, 49, and 

FS19)   

   

9.1 Increased residential density does have the potential to provide a net 

increase in private motor vehicle trips locally.  However, this needs to 

be balanced against the overall potential reductions in private motor 

vehicle use that the Proposal supports (refer to paragraphs 5.8 and 

6.2 above).  Further, the magnitude of these effects will be dependent 

on the actual level of intensification that occurs (refer section 5 

above).  Traffic modelling conducted for the Stage 1 Residential 

proposal indicates minimal increases in traffic congestion in the 

Linwood area (less than five seconds at any specific location), which I 

consider to be minor.  Whilst there are current congestion issues at 

the Aldwins / Buckleys / Linwood intersections, I do not consider the 

magnitude of the effects of the Proposal is sufficient to outweigh the 

wider transport benefits. 

 

More cars parked on-street due to no garage requirement (Submissions # 

103 and 104)  

   

9.1 This view is distinct from the concerns over a no off-street parking 

requirement (refer section 8 above) as it relates specifically to parking 

rules in the RDP that no longer require a 'garageable' space to be 

provided, irrespective of the residential zoning type.  I do not consider 

this Proposal will have a significant effect on levels of on-street 

parking and that any minor increase in on-street parking demand that 

did occur would have an inconsequential effect on the operation of 

the transport network. 

 

More cars parked on-street due to reduced parking standards 

(Submissions # 46, 47, 49, 104, and 125)  

   

9.2 During my week-day visits to Linwood, I have not noted a chronic 

shortage of on-street parking on local residential streets.  Whilst there 

is a high demand for on-street parking on the arterial roads in the 

vicinity of Linwood Mall, I am not generally supportive of on-street 
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parking provision on arterial roads as they require the highest degree 

of movement function protection in conveying large volumes of traffic 

(this view is supported through RDP Policy 1, Appendix 7.12). 

 

9.3 The reduced parking standards in the RDP for residential purposes 

(relative to the City Plan) relate primarily to the parking reduction 

adjustment factors for locations of significantly-increased accessibility 

to alternative travel modes and KACs.
15

 

 

9.4 Whilst the Proposal could lead to an increase in on-street parking 

demand, this is likely to be relatively minor given the anticipated take-

up rate of intensification (refer to Mr Blake’s evidence in chief) and 

the opportunities for travel by alternative modes at these specific 

locations.  The transport effects of any such increase in the incidence 

of on-street parking is likely to be minor, being more related to 

inconvenience to car owners and amenity aspects (refer to paragraph 

7.2, above). 

 

Buckleys Road Bus Superstop (Submissions # 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, and 

73)  

   

9.5 I would agree with the comments made in the submissions that there 

are existing potential safety issues associated with the Buckleys 

Road bus 'Superstop' on the west side of Buckleys Road, opposite 

Linwood Mall.  In particular, the pedestrian crossing facilities are 

inadequate and there are safety issues in relation to property access 

'between' the bus stops. 

 

9.6 These are issues that could (and should) be addressed irrespective of 

the rezoning sought under this proposal.  The proposed rezoning 

does not preclude such improvements to the transport network. 

Moreover, with improved public transport and Linwood Mall 

patronage, as intended as a result of this proposal, such 

improvements should be more likely to occur.  

 

                                                   
15

  The DP requirement for ‘standard’ Living Zones specified visitor parking to be provided at a rate of 1 per  
5 units. In practice, this requirement was difficult to enforce, particularly for smaller residential  
developments.  
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 Submissions seeking rezoning at Linwood (Submission # 126) 

 

9.7 Submission # 126 from HNZC seeks an extension of the notified 

RMD zone in Linwood to include properties at 75, 77, 77A, B, & C, 

and 79 Mackworth Street.  These properties directly adjoin the 

notified area to be rezoned on the south side of Linwood Park. 

 

9.8 The properties meet the accessibility criteria of RDP Policy 14.1.1.2 

(to be within 800m of bus routes, a KAC, a park and a primary / 

intermediate school).  I am not aware of any transport issues that 

would result in the additional rezoning sought to have a significant 

effect on the operation of the transport network. 

 

9.9 For these reasons, with regards to transport issues, I do not oppose 

the relief being accepted. 

 

10. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS - HORNBY 

 

Amyes Road Congestion (Submissions # 17, 31, 37, 44, and FS5)  

  

10.1 The most commonly cited transport-related reason in opposition of 

the Proposal is the congested nature of Amyes Road.  I would agree, 

based on my observations, that the current level of congestion on the 

approaches to both Shands Road and Springs Road is not desirable. 

However, as explained more fully in paragraphs 7.9 to 7.12 above, I 

do not accept the deletion of the Proposal sought for the following 

reasons: 

 

(a) the notified RMD area sought for rezoning under this 

Proposal in the vicinity of Amyes Road itself is relatively 

small at only 4.5 ha and as such is not likely to have more 

than a minor effect on congestion; 

(b) traffic modelling indicates that the CSM2 will relieve current 

levels of congestion to some degree; and 

(c) there are potential engineering solutions to the capacity 

issues at the intersections of Amyes Road with Shands 

Road and Springs Road that are not precluded through the 

Proposal. 
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10.2 Submission #17 additionally questions if there are any plans to relieve 

Amyes Road and that the proposed reconfiguration of the Brynley 

Street / Tower Street intersection currently being considered by 

Council will exacerbate existing congestion issues on Amyes Road. 

The latest versions of the Council's CAST model that indicates that 

congestion on Amyes Road will be relieved to some degree by the 

planned CSM2.  I note again that the effects of the notified RMD zone 

proposed in the Amyes Road area are likely to be minor, given the 

size of the site and the degree of intensification that is likely to occur. 

 

Parking issues (Submission # 17, 31, 38, 63, 86)  

  

10.3 The issues raised in these submissions are that the proposed RMD in 

the Amyes Road area will have lower off-street parking requirements, 

that this will place further pressure on on-street parking, in particular 

with the relocation of Hornby Primary School to the former Branston 

Intermediate School site. 

 

10.4 I would note that the notified RMD zone in the Amyes Road area will 

require a minimum of one off-site parking space per property as the 

location would not qualify for parking reduction adjustment factors 

greater than 50%.  Thus an appropriate off-street parking requirement 

is required for each residential unit.  Again, given the relatively small 

size of the area identified for rezoning and the degree of 

intensification that is likely to occur, the effect of any increase in on-

street parking are likely to be no more than minor.  I further note that 

one of the key benefits of residential intensification is the reduced 

need to travel by car and the positive benefits this has on the wider 

community.  This location is highly walkable to the nearby school 

location, in addition to being within close proximity to the Hornby KAC 

and public transport services.  

 

Public Transport issues (Submission # 38, FS5)  

  

10.5 Submission #38 lists the lack of a direct bus service between Amyes 

Rd and the City / hospital, whilst FS5 identifies difficulty in crossing 

Springs Road to use the southbound bus stop. 
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10.6 Generally, I would agree that having to interchange bus services is a 

significant impediment to public transport use.  In transport modelling 

terms, this impediment is typically represented by an interchange time 

'penalty' and 'wait time factor'.  The wait time perceived is typically
16

 

around 2.0 times the actual wait time whilst the act of interchanging 

itself attracts a further 'penalty' of around 10 minutes.  Thus it can be 

seen that even for a high-frequency service (4 buses per hour), a 

typical interchange wait time of 7.5 minutes is 'worth' around 25 

minutes 'penalty' alone when comparing the attractiveness of 

competing transport modes. 

 

10.7 However the notified RMD rezoning on Amyes Road is within a 

1.0 km walk of frequent direct services to the Hospital and Central 

City (the Yellow line) whilst service 80 on Springs Road, 

approximately 550m from the zoning, also provides a direct service 

(typically 2 to 4 per hour) to these locations.  Additionally, service 125 

routes via Amyes Road (typically 2 to 4 per hour), adjacent to the 

notified RMD zoning, providing the opportunity of interchanging at 

Hornby Mall for the less physically-able. Thus, I consider the 

accessibility of the proposed location to public transport to be very 

good. 

 

10.8 With regard to access to the southbound bus service (80) on Springs 

Road, this can be inconvenient during peak times, due to the high 

traffic volumes on the specific section between Amyes Road and 

Awatea Rd.  The modelled effects of the CSM2 on traffic flows 

indicate relief to this orbital movement in the peak hours of around 

300vph (two-way) in 2021 compared to 2013.  Additionally, a 

pedestrian refuge is currently provided within the two-lane road to 

assist pedestrians crossing to/from the bus stop.  I also note that the 

Proposal does not diminish the likelihood of potential future 

signalisation of the Amyes Road / Springs Road intersection, which 

would assist pedestrians crossing Springs Road at this location. 

 

                                                   
16

  For example, based on values quoted in NZTA research report 537, the Christchurch multi-modal CTM  
model uses 2 x wait time + 12-minute interchange penalty whilst the Auckland ART model uses a wait  
time of a 3-minute wait time penalty + 8-minue interchange penalty. The UK Department for Transport’s 
TAG Unit M3.2 on Public Assignment Modelling summarises UK research into this subject providing wait 
time factors of 1.5 to 2.5 times in-vehicle time plus an interchange penalty of 5 to 10 minutes.  
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Submission seeking rezoning at Hornby (Submissions # 10, 72, 77) 

 

10.9 These submissions all seek rezoning to RMD for specific properties 

on the south-west side of Brynley Street in Hornby.  Submission # 10 

relates to numbers 36 to 56, # 72 to number 60 and # 77 to number 

66. 

 

10.10 The properties meet the accessibility criteria of RDP Policy 14.1.1.2 

for proximity to bus routes, a KAC, and a primary / intermediate 

school (when Hornby School relocates to the Branston Intermediate 

School site in 2017).  Numbers 36 to 56 Brynley Street generally 

meet the proximity criteria (within 800m) for proximity to a public open 

space greater than 4,000m
2
, whereas numbers 60 and 66 are around 

1,000m from a large park (Goulding Reserve).  Whilst numbers 60 

and 66 do not strictly meet all the accessibility criteria, I would note 

that they are within 450m of Helmore Park, at around 3,000m
2
 (and 

adjoining the larger Branston Intermediate School grounds).  Thus I 

would consider all these properties to be highly accessible to public 

transport and key services and facilities.  I am not aware of any 

transport issues that would result in the additional rezoning sought to 

have a significant effect on the operation of the transport network. 

 

10.11 For these reasons, with regards to transport issues, I do not oppose 

the relief being accepted. 

 

10.12 However I wish to add, these properties represent just a sub-set of 

properties on Brynley Street (and indeed Amyes Road) generally 

meeting the RDP Policy 14.1.1.2 accessibility criteria.  In this regard, 

for reasons of practicality and equality, Council may be minded to 

either consistently rezone (to RMD) or retain the RS zoning of the 

properties located in south-west Hornby that meet the policy criteria.  

More comprehensive rezoning would involve land outside of the 

notified and additional RMD areas and thus I understand there are 

likely to be statutory reasons why this land cannot be rezoned as part 

of this Proposal. 
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11. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS - PAPANUI 

 

Congestion (Submissions # 1, 3, 9, 18, 22, 27, 30, 48, 50, 51, 53, 59, 60, 61, 

62, 75, 82, 83, 85, 89, 90, 91, 93, 94, 97, 110, 113, FS6-15)  

  

11.1 At least 28 submissions cite worsening traffic congestion in opposition 

to the notified RMD zone, specifically on Papanui Road, Main North 

Road and the minor intersection side-roads.  Five of these 

submissions question what consideration there has been on the 

effects of congestion (and / or parking). 

 

11.2 I would agree that congestion on Papanui / Main North Road is a 

significant local issue, particularly northbound in the PM peak hour, 

as set out in paragraphs 7.6 to 7.8 above.  However, as also 

described above, traffic modelling indicates that the NA and NAE are 

anticipated to greatly relieve the PM peak congestion caused by the 

capacity limits of the Main North Road / QEII Drive intersection. 

 

11.3 Paragraph 5.7 above summarises the effects of the traffic modelling 

of the pRDP Stage 1 Residential Chapter RMD rezoning, which 

included the notified RMD areas now proposed for Papanui.  For the 

level of intensification assumed, the modelling indicated only minor 

effects on the operation of the transport network at any specific 

location.   

  

11.4 During my peak hour site visits, I have investigated the specific side-

road locations in the Papanui area where submitters have raised 

issues with access and congestion.  I accept that my observations are 

merely a snap-shot and that there is likely to be significant variation in 

congestion on a daily basis.  However, based on my observations, 

the single location where I have observed significant issues 

associated with access is at the intersection of Shearer Avenue with 

Main North Road.  

 

11.5 This is because the intersection becomes blocked with northbound 

traffic queueing back from QEII Drive and southbound traffic queuing 

back from Sawyers Arms Road in the PM peak hour.  In practice, the 

delay caused is typically limited to the cycle time of the adjacent Main 
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North Road / Sawyers Arms Road intersection (around two minutes in 

the peak hours), when movement of the southbound queue results in 

courteous drivers giving way to a waiting right-turning vehicle into, or 

out of Shearer Avenue.  

 

11.6 In this regard, delays experienced by Shearer Road residents are 

similar to those experienced by residents relying on access to/from 

Main North Road via traffic signals, such as at Halliwell Avenue and 

Mary Street. 

 

 Parking Issues (Submissions # 3, 5, 9, 18, 23, 30, 48, 51, 61, 70, 75, 82, 85, 

88, 89, 90, 93, 94, 96, 97, 110, 113, 114, and FS6-15)  

  

11.7 Some 24 submissions raise increased on-street parking as an issue 

in opposing the notified RMD zone for the Papanui area.  In a number 

of cases the reasons provided appear to be associated with issues of 

convenience and amenity, rather than regarding a specific efficiency 

or safety issue.  Streets mentioned where a concern has been raised 

around the effects of more on-street parking are: 

 

(a) Hawthorne Street; 

(b) St James Avenue; 

(c) Windermere Street; 

(d) Bellvue Avenue; 

(e) Marblewood Drive; 

(f) Paparoa Street; 

(g) Blighs Road; 

(h) Rayburn Avenue; 

(i) Perry Street; 

(j) Dormer Street; and 

(k) Grants Road. 

  

11.8 During morning and afternoon site visits, I noted significant spare on-

street parking capacity on most of these streets. St James Avenue is, 

however, a particularly popular parking location in its northern 

section, due to its proximity to the KAC.  Bellvue Avenue is also near 

capacity. 
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11.9 Seven of these submitters are concerned that requiring no on-street 

parking at residential units will increase on-street parking demand.  I 

refer to paragraphs 8.4 to 8.8, above, confirming that this requirement 

will not apply in the vast majority of cases, including for the streets 

listed above. 

 

11.10 Some submissions express concern that increased on-street parking 

will effectively render some streets as a single lane (submission # 82 

and 90).  This is not true in most cases, with most streets mentioned 

being around 9m wide.  In these cases (Rayburn Avenue, Paparoa 

Street, Claremont Avenue, Tomes Road) they do, at some locations, 

already accommodate parking on both sides of the road, leaving 

around five metres for two-way traffic to pass cautiously.  

 

11.11 Some submissions express the view that increased on-street parking 

will affect visibility for all road users (submission # 48 and 75) and 

safety for cyclists and pedestrians (submission # 82, 85, 88, 90, 94, 

110 and 113).  I refer to paragraph 7.2(e) above regarding the 

conflicting effects that on-street parking has on vehicle speeds (and 

therefore crash frequency and severity) and visibility (reduced driver 

reaction time increasing crash frequency). 

 

11.12 I do not accept the view offered that the Proposal will increase the 

proportion of children being driven to school, rather than walking or 

cycling (submission # 58 and 75).  In my view, any small increase in 

on-street parking that does occur is unlikely to affect people's travel 

choices.  Conversely, I consider that increasing residential density 

within close proximity to schools (Paparoa Street School, Waimairi 

School, St Josephs School) has the potential to provide a net 

increase in the proportion of children walking and cycling to school.   

 

11.13 The issue of parking around street trees being hazardous is raised in 

submission #70, in relation to St James Avenue.  St James Avenue is 

wide, generally having a width of around 12 to 14m over which 

parking and traffic movement occurs.  Generally, drivers park 

'between' trees on the verges, but at wider points, some drivers park 

on the roadside of the trees. Because of the available width, this does 

not overly impede through-traffic.  This issue is, in my view, more of 
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an amenity issue rather than a traffic safety or efficiency issue.  It is 

also an existing issue (occurring at the northern end of St James 

Avenue), and one that is more likely to be impacted upon by 

expansion of retail activity at the KAC, rather than an small increase 

in on-street parking that may occur as a consequence of the notified 

RMD zone.  

 

Public Transport issues (Submission # 51, FS5)  

  

11.14 Submission #51 lists the lack of a direct bus service between 

Harewood Rd and the city in combination with the requirement for no 

off-street parking in opposition to the Proposal.  I refer to paragraphs 

8.4 to 8.8 above where I confirm that in the large majority of cases 

off-street parking is required within RMD zoning. 

 

11.15 With regards to indirect bus services on Harewood Road to the 

Central City, then I would agree that requiring a change of buses at 

Main North Road is a significant impediment to public transport use 

for residents of Harewood and Bishopdale.  However, in Papanui, 

within the areas identified for notified RMD zone, the nearest location 

to Harewood Road is the St James Avenue area to the west of the 

railway line.  The part of the zoning closest to Harewood Road is 

approximately a 400m walk from the Harewood Road bus stops and 

approximately 700m to the Papanui Road bus stops (via Bellvue 

Avenue).  South of Dalrinda Street, it is approximately equidistant 

between the Harewood Road and Papanui Road bus stops.  Thus the 

majority of the St James notified RMD area is closer to Papanui Road 

and within reasonable walking distance of bus stops providing a 

direct, frequent service to / from the Central City.  

 

11.16 Given the relief to congestion on Papanui Road / Main North Road 

that the NA / NAE projects will likely bring and the relatively minor 

effects that the notified RMD rezoning will likely have on congestion 

and parking issues, I recommend rejection of the submission to 

delete the Proposal in relation to transport effects. 
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 Submissions seeking rezoning at Papanui (Submissions # 9, 50) 

 

11.17 Submission #9 seeks additional rezoning to RMD, on both sides of 

Hawthorne Street. 

 

11.18 All properties on Hawthorne Street meet the accessibility criteria of 

RDP Policy 14.1.1.2 for proximity to a bus route and a primary / 

intermediate school.  However, not all properties quite meet the 

criteria of being within an 800m walk of a public open space or a 

KAC, but all properties are within around 900m of these facilities. In 

this regard, for reasons of practicality and equality, I would agree that 

Hawthorne Street would form a practical southern boundary to RMD 

zoning.  This would result in the properties on the Lansbury Avenue 

and Walnut Avenue cul-de-sacs also being rezoned, but I understand 

there are legal reasons why this land cannot be rezoned through this 

hearing process. 

 

11.19 I am not aware of any transport issues that would result in the 

additional RMD rezoning sought to have a significant effect on the 

operation of the transport network. 

 

11.20 For these reasons, with regards to transport issues, I do not oppose 

the relief being accepted.   

 

11.21 Submission #50 identifies additional areas that "could be considered 

for medium residential density", but from my interpretation does not 

appear to seek this as part of the submission, which is primarily 

focused on excluding St James Avenue and Bellvue Avenue from the 

proposed rezoning.  However, I have commented on these areas for 

completeness.  

 

11.22 The areas identified in the submission for rezoning are on the north 

side of Sawyers Arms Road (and east of the railway line) and in the 

Hoani Street area bounded by Langdons Road, Chapel Street, 

Harewood Road and Sails Street.  Properties in the Hoani Street area 

are not located within close proximity to a primary or intermediate 

school (over 1.2 kms).  The properties on the north side of Sawyers 

Arms Road are not located within 800m of a public primary school 
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(the majority are located over 1,000m from Papanui Primary School, 

but are located within close proximity to St Joseph’s School, a 

Catholic primary school).  In this regard the locations identified within 

submission #50 do not meet the RDP accessibility requirements and 

as such I would recommend that the relief sought be rejected.  

 

 

 

Timothy John Wright 

8 June 2016 
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APPENDIX A – INTENSIFICATION ASSUMPTION MAPS 
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Figure A1: Land Parcels Identified For Redevelopment Potential for Residential Stage 1 Traffic Modelling – Linwood 
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Figure A2: Land Parcels Identified For Redevelopment Potential for Residential Stage 1 Traffic Modelling – Hornby 
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Figure A3: Land Parcels Identified For Redevelopment Potential for Residential Stage 1 Traffic Modelling – Papanui 
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