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1.

SUMMARY OF MY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE

1.1

My name is Richard Landon-Lane and I hold the position of Principal Traffic & Safety
Engineer Transport at the New Zealand Transport Agency (Transport Agency). I am
also involved with the National Road Safety Reference Group.

1.2

1.3

The Transport Agency has submitted on several rules regarding digital signage:
(a)

Signs resembling official traffic control devices;

(b)

Signs containing reflective material;

(c)

Sign separation distance; and

(d)

Dwell & Transition times.

In my evidence I outline the Transport Agency’s concerns around preventing drivers
from being dazzled, avoiding driver confusion, and limiting the amount of times a driver
is distracted from their driving task. I have been involved with similar issues in other
parts of the county.

1.4

The Transport Agency acknowledges that the layout and context of digital billboard
installations can be very site specific and therefore the safety implications should be
thoroughly assessed, especially in higher speed situations where the injury severity of
crashes tends to increase.

2.

ROAD SAFETY

2.1

Regarding road safety, the Transport Agency is committed to the Safe System
philosophy. This approach recognises that humans make mistakes and that that the
transport system can be designed to minimise death and serious harm to users of the
system.

2.2

Given that road safety is a public health issue, and there are well-established driver
distraction issues, the Transport Agency considers that a cautious approach, with
strong rules and standards within the planning framework are appropriate for assessing
and mitigating safety risk.

3.

DIGITAL BILLBOARDS

3.1

Regarding digital advertising billboards, the Transport Agency recognises that these
devices are specifically designed to distract a driver from their task at hand. The
empirical evidence for measuring driver distraction due to digital billboards (and
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advertising signs in general) is considered well-established. Indeed it seems if digital
billboards were not good at distracting drivers, there would be little demand for a
commercial market for them.
3.2

Regarding increased crash risk due to digital billboards, the Transport Agency
acknowledges the evidence is much less conclusive. Crashes are rare events, crashes
near digital billboards are even rarer, and crashes near digital billboards that have
appropriate statistical controls regarding appropriate length of time, baseline conditions
and appropriate comparison are rarer still. How willingly drivers admit to being
distracted by advertising signs in crashes is another unknown.

3.3

Most before and after studies of digital billboard crash risk tend to be in urban, lower
speed situations. The results of these studies tend to lead to conclusions along the
lines of “any crash risk increase is not statistically significant”. The one before and after
study that I referred to in my evidence that did show a statistically significant difference
was in a higher speed situation.

4.

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF BP OIL NEW ZEALAND, MOBIL OIL NEW
ZEALAND LIMITED AND Z ENERGY

4.1

Regarding other submissions, I refer to the Hearing statement on behalf of BP Oil New
Zealand Limited, Mobil Oil New Zealand Limited and Z energy Limited, dated
November 7th. Specifically, the statement on Part 10 of the Section 42A report on signs
and lighting, paragraph 2.8. The submitter wishes to amend Policy SI-P8 to use the
term “manage” instead of “minimise” with regard to adverse effects on traffic safety.
The Transport Agency acknowledges that either term, “manage” or “minimise”, can be
interpreted subjectively. However, we would endorse the use of the term “minimise” as
we consider this shows a stronger intent to reduce harm.

Richard Landon-Lane
25 November 2019
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1.

SUMMARY OF MY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE

1.1

I have prepared a statement of evidence dated 7 November 2019 and will briefly
summarise key points from that statement and address new matters arising since filing
that evidence.

1.2

I hold the position of Senior Safety Engineer at the New Zealand Transport Agency's
(Transport Agency) Whangārei Office and have 26 years’ experience as a safety and
traffic engineer in New Zealand and the United Kingdom.

1.3

My key points from this statement of evidence relate to Council’s s42A
recommendation on the Transport Agency’s submission on the notified Transport
Chapter (TRA).

1.4

2.

I also provide additional evidence on the following matters:
(a)

Heron Construction Holdings Ltd;

(b)

Kainga Ora; and

(c)

Homeworld.

TRANSPORT CHAPTER (TRA)
TRA-R15 and TRA-R16 Integrated Transport Assessments

2.1

The Transport Agency requested the following amendments to R15(1) & (2) and R16.
Its requests in regards to TRA-15 have been adopted by the S42A report and I support
this.

2.2

Changes to TRA-16 have not been proposed for inclusion by the s42A report. In
particular, the Transport Agency sought inclusion of additional triggers for ITAs:
3. For any of the following:
a. 100 or more dwellings
b. 1,500+ seat events centre or similar;
c. 1,000m² and above gross retail, entertainment, leisure floor space;
d. 2,500m² and above gross office, education, health floor space;
e. 5,000m² and above gross industrial floor space; and/or
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f. 10,000m² and above gross warehousing floor space.
2.3

The Transport Agency considers that additional ITA triggers are needed as the reliance
on car park numbers (for non-residential activities as proposed by TRA-16(1))
compared with actual activities that occur on the site does not necessarily reflect the
trip generation characteristics.

2.4

Council’s s42A recommendation is that the Transport Agency’s request be rejected
based on the advice of Mr McKenzie. Mr Mckenzie’s opinion is that the counting of
parking spaces will enable a Council processing officer a straightforward means of
assessing whether the requirements for a simplified transport assessment or ITA
assessment are met or not. He considers that the adoption of the parking space unit is
reasonable to provide the appropriate trigger for the preparation of transport
assessments.

2.5

In my opinion (and not withstanding my acceptance on the Kainga Ora submission on
this matter), the rule as notified would be suitable as it applies to residential subdivision
(TRA-16(2)).

2.6

I do not however support Council’s recommendation to retain 100 car parking spaces
as a ‘proxy’ for trip generation and consequential effects on the transport network for
industrial, retail and commercial development. I prefer a gross floor area (GFA) or
occupancy as methods as they will better reflect likely trip generation. I do not see any
difficulty with a landowner calculating the GFA of a development or occupancy
numbers. This would be a standard step when applying for a building or resource
consent.

2.7

Reliance on parking spaces as a proxy for traffic generation does not capture high
traffic generating activities that provide limited parking. Examples of land use activities
that may not be captured by reliance on a car parking trigger include logistics activities,
fuel stations, drive through activities, schools, and childcare centres. I agree with Mr
Collins' evidence on this point.

2.8

The potential transport effects from such activities may not be assessed or mitigated as
part of development under car park based triggers, potentially compromising the safe
and efficient operation of the transport network.

2.9

I consider that TRA-R16 should be amended to include a trigger for GFA (for
retail/commercial/industrial activities) and person capacity (for education, places of
assembly, community facilities, etc.).
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2.10

Specifically, I recommend the changes included in Ms Heppelthwaite’s Hearings
Statement to TRA-16 be accepted.

3.

HERON CONSTRUCTION HOLDINGS LIMITED

3.1

I have reviewed the primary submission (number 161) and further submission (number
X372) from Heron Construction Holdings Limited and the evidence of Mr Mark
Arbuthnot. It is my opinion that the Heavy Industry Zone should not be exempt from
undertaking Integrated Traffic Assessments and that Rules TRA-15 and TRA-16 should
be applied (including the Transport Agency’s proposed amendments). This will ensure
the safe, efficient and effective operation of the transport system.

3.2

The critical nature of the transport environment in this part of the transport network,
especially along Port Road, Rewa Rewa Road and the intersection SH1is
demonstrated in the latest District Traffic Model report. This shows with reported
Based on Operative District Plan zoning and development potentials the output of the
model shows a number of over-capacity intersections.

4.

HOMEWORLD

4.1

I have reviewed the primary submission and further submission from Homeworld
seeking to amend proposed Planning Map 66 by rezoning the subject land as Local
Commercial (LC) rather than Medium Density Residential (MDR). I have also
considered the evidence of Mr Henehan. I agree with Mr Henehan that any ingress and
egress at the site will require careful consideration regardless of the underlying zoning.

4.2

Both the LC and MDR (now named General Residential) zoning have potential to
impact on the safe, efficient and effective operation of the transport system and will
likely require further assessment as part of the resource consent process for future
development.

5.

KAINGA ORA

5.1

I have reviewed the primary submission and the further submission from Kāinga Ora
and the evidence of Mr Masefield (paragraphs 6.39 to 6.43). I am supportive of Mr
Masefield’s proposal which effectively seeks deletion of TRA-15(2) and TRA-16(2) and
replacement of the general subdivision triggers with more refined ‘dwelling number’
triggers. Ms Heppelthwaite’s Hearings Summary includes these provisions (along with
my other recommended changes).
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6.

CONCLUSION

6.1

My key points from this statement of evidence are:
(a)

The s42A report recommends inclusion of this provision of State Highway in the
list of roads where access is not a permitted activity in TRA-R5 Design and
Location. I support this because the current format of the rule (based on road
classification) would result in State Highway 15 not being managed (in terms of
access) in the same manner as the remaining State highways on the network.

(b)

It is my opinion that TRA- R16 should be amended to include a trigger for GFA
(for retail/commercial/industrial activities) and person capacity (for education,
places of assembly, community facilities, etc) to enable a Council Officer to
better assess if an ITA is required.

(c)

The relief sought by Heron Construction Holdings Limited should be rejected as
proposed by the s42A report.

(d)

The relief sought by Homeworld should not be rejected on the basis of transport
network effects assuming the Transport Agency’s relief in relation to TRA-15
and TRA-16 is accepted.

(e)

The relief sought by Kāinga Ora in relation to new ITA triggers TRA-15 and
TRA-16 is considered suitable for the Transport Agency and is reflected in the
provisions within Ms Heppelthwaite Hearings Statement.

Tim Elliott
25 November 2019
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1.

SUMMARY OF MY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE

1.1

I have prepared a statement of evidence dated 7 November 2019 and will briefly
summarise key points from that statement and address new matters arising since
filing that evidence.

1.2

I am an independent planning consultant with more than 20 years’ experience, mainly
in Auckland and Northland. I have previously advised the New Zealand Transport
Agency (Transport Agency) on a number of district plan reviews and plan changes.

1.3

My key points from this statement of evidence are:
(a)

A large number of the Transport Agency's submissions and amendments
have been recommended for inclusion by the various reporting planners; I
support these items.

(b)

With some amendments, the Strategic Direction (Growth Urban Form) chapter
will provide a reasonable framework for the provision of Regionally Significant
Infrastructure (RSI).

(c)

The provision of Integrated Transport Assessments (ITA) are supported,
however, amendments to the ‘triggers’ for when an ITA is required are
necessary (including for the Northland Hospital). Mr Elliott will provide more
detail on this and I provide clarification in regards to how this is reflected TRA16. In summary, the Transport Agency seeks new triggers based on GFA, as
contained within its original submission.

(d)

Provisions to provide amenity for new and alternated residential activities (and
other Nosie sensitive activities) where located close to road and railway are
required. These provisions will assist in reducing effects on human health
and better manage reverse sensitivity effects. I rely on Dr Chiles’ expert
opinion on the potential effects related to these new provisions and consider
there are sound planning reasons, including under section 32AA of the Act,
for including these rules.

(e)

The Council section 42A report suggests that changes to the Signs provisions
would have resolved a number of the Transport Agency’s concerns, however,
additional changes would potentially further reduce the effects of signage on
the transport network. I rely on the evidence of Mr Landon-Lane and Mr Muir
about the technical basis for the amendments sought.
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(f)

Amendments are required to the provisions associated with two precincts
(Port Nikau and Marsden Technology Park) to ensure that effects on the
transport network are appropriately managed. I rely on Mr Collins’ expert
opinion on the appropriate provisions.

1.4

I have also reviewed evidence of other submitters and provide the following
assessment.
Transpower

1.5

The evidence of Ms McLeod1 for Transpower discusses SD-05 and SD-P2, both of
which provide guidance on reverse sensitivity.

1.6

I do not agree with Ms McLeod’s proposal2 to amend Objective SD-05 to remove
remedy and mitigate and retain avoid. I continue to support the SD05 as set out in
the Council’s s42A report as it appropriately recognises the mitigation hierarchy
contained within the RMA.

1.7

Ms McLeod has provided evidence on Policy 16 and its relationship with Policy 17. I
have re-considered how Policies P16 (now P33) and P17 (now P34) work together
and refer to the s42a report which indicates both P16 and P17 are proposed to give
effect to RPS Method 5.3.3 (1)3. I suggest the s42A report should refer to RPS
Policy 5.3.3(1) in relation to P16 and RPS Policy 5.3.3(2) in relation to P17:

1.8

RPS Policy 5.3.3(1) allows for new and reconsenting of existing; it does not seek to
manage effects of maintenance or upgrading. This falls to RPS Policy 5.3.3 (2)
(emphasis added):
Policy 5.3.3 (1) Allow adverse effects arising from the establishment and operation
of new regionally significant infrastructure and the re-consenting of existing
operations where: […]
Policy 5.3.3(2) Allow adverse effects arising from the maintenance and upgrading
of established regionally significant infrastructure wherever it is located, where: […]

1.9

The s42A report recommends the following:
Policy 16
To manage adverse effects created by new or upgraded network utilities and
regionally significant infrastructure by:

1

EIC Ainsley McLeod, 7 November 2019, paragraphs 39-48.
EIC Ainsley McLeod, 7 November 2019, paragraphs 48.
3
Section 42A Report, paragraphs 320 and 339.
2
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1. Avoiding adverse effects, or allowing adverse effects that have been avoided
remedied, and mitigated or off-set to the extent that they are no more than minor;
and […]
Policy 17
To manage adverse effects from the operation, maintenance and upgrading of
existing network utilities and Regionally Significant Infrastructure by:

1.10

1.

Allowing adverse effects that are not significant while the maintenance or
upgrading is being undertaken.

2.

Requiring that any permanent adverse effects are the same or similar to the
adverse effects that existed before the maintenance or upgrading was
undertaken.

I do not consider P16 is well aligned with RPS Policy 5.3.3(1) and agree with
Ms McLeod that the s42A report would result in both P16 and P17 managing effects
of upgrading. I no longer support the s42A recommendation for including or
Upgraded in P16.

1.11

In relation to P16, I also retain my concerns that the s42A amendment proposes to
retain the ‘avoid’ terminology and appears to elevate it above ‘remedy or mitigate’. In
particular, the proposed s42A amendment appears to offer a two tier ‘test’ of avoid
adverse effects or allowing effects which have been remedied or mitigated. P17 also
does not reflect Policy 5.3.3(3) of the RPS which provides a range of items to be
given weight to when managing adverse effects of RSI which are no more than
minor.

1.12

My (updated) preferred wording for Policy 16 (with s42A recommendations in bold) is:
SD-P16 – Adverse Effects of New or Upgraded Regionally Significant Infrastructure
To manage adverse effects created by new or upgraded network utilities and
regionally significant infrastructure by:

1.13

1.

Avoiding adverse effects, or allowing adverse effects that have been avoided
avoided, remedied, and or mitigated or off-set to the extent that they are no
more than minor; when managing adverse effects, taking into account the
matters listed in the Northland Regional Policy Statement Policy 5.3.3(3); and

2.

[…]

I consider this gives effect to RPS Policy 5.3.3(1) (effects of new RSI) and leaves
management of effects from maintenance and upgrading (RPS Policy 5.3.3(2)) to
P17. I do not consider both P16 and P17 should both manage upgrading; especially
as the RPS policies provide for different outcomes in terms of effects.

1.14

I consider P17 closely resembles (and will give effect to) RPS Policy 5.3.3(2) except
that it does not include reference to RPS Policy 5.3.3(3). I provide some suggested
wording below.
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Policy 17
To manage adverse effects from the operation, maintenance and upgrading of
existing network utilities and Regionally Significant Infrastructure by:
1.

Allowing adverse effects that are not significant while the maintenance or
upgrading is being undertaken.

2.

Requiring that any permanent adverse effects are the same or similar to the
adverse effects that existed before the maintenance or upgrading was
undertaken.

3.

Allowing adverse effects that have been avoided, remedied or mitigated to the
extent that they are no more than minor; when managing adverse effects, taking
into account the matters listed in the Northland Regional Policy Statement Policy
5.3.3(3); and

ITA triggers
1.15

As outlined in Mr Elliott’s evidence the Transport Agency requested amendments to
the ITA triggers in relation to TRA-16. When reviewing Mr Elliot’s evidence, I noticed
that as well as of including the Transport Agency’s primary relief to describe changes
to TRA-16 (paragraph 5.7 of Mr Elliot’s evidence), Mr Elliot has also included
supporting information table, which I understand does not need to be included in the
District Plan4. In order to provide clarity as to relief sought by the Transport Agency
and include aspects of Kāinga Ora - Homes and Communities (Kāinga Ora) changes
to TRA-15(2) and TRA-16(2)5 supported by Mr Elliot, I have included amended
provisions at paragraph 1.16 below. These are based on the s42A report
amendments being accepted, Transport Agency relief underlined and supported
Kāinga Ora relief shown with grey shading. This supersedes the amendment to
TRA-15 and TRA-16 included within Appendix A to the Transport Agency’s legal
submissions

1.16

I note that by accepting Kāinga Ora’s proposed change, a consequential change to
the Transport Agency’s relief (deletion of 3(a)) is required. If Kāinga Ora’s change to
TRA-15(2) and TRA-16(2) is not accepted, the Transport Agency will seek retention
of TRA-16(3)(a).

TRA-15 Restricted Discretionary Activities Integrated Transport Assessments
All zones
Activity Status: Restricted Discretionary
An integrated transport assessment is required where:
1. […]
2. Any subdivision of an allotment that existed at [Operative Date] which will
provide for, or has the capacity under this Plan to accommodate more than 20
dwellings.
4
5

EIC Tim Elliot, 7 November 2019, paragraph 5.16.
EIC, Blair Masefield, 18 November, paragraphs 6.39-6.42.
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Any subdivision is of an allotment that existed at [Operative Date] and
where the area of the parent allotment is equal or larger than:
a. 1,000m2 within the Rural (Urban Expansion) Zone where any
allotment will be connected to Council reticulated water, wastewater
and stormwater services.
b. 5,000m2 within the High-density Medium Density Residential Zone.
c. 1ha within the Medium-density General Residential Zone or Rural
Village Residential Zone.
d. 4ha within the Low Density Residential Zone.
e. 6ha within the Low-density Large Lot Residential Zone.

TRA-R16 Discretionary Integrated Transport Assessments
Activity Status: Discretionary
An integrated transport assessment is required where:
1. The activity (or activities) that requires an increase of more than 100 car
parking spaces in accordance with TRA Appendix 1.
2. Any subdivision of an allotment that existed [Operative Date] which will
provide for, or has the capacity under this Plan to accommodate more
than 50 dwellings.
Any subdivision of an allotment that existed at [Operative Date] and
where the area of the parent allotment is equal to or larger than:
a. 1ha within the Medium Density Residential Zone.
b. 2.5ha within the General Residential Zone or Rural Village
Residential Zone.
c. 8ha within the Low Density Residential Zone.
3. For any of the following:
a. 100 or more dwellings
b. 1,500+ seat events centre or similar;
c. 1,000m² and above gross retail, entertainment, leisure floor space;
d. 2,500m² and above gross office, education, health floor space;
e. 5,000m² and above gross industrial floor space; and/or
f. 10,000m² and above gross warehousing floor space.

1.17

For clarity, the Kāinga Ora change of TRA-R16 from discretionary to restricted
discretionary is not supported. I have specifically assessed this relief and consider
that a progressive change between TRA-R15 (medium scale) and TRA-16 (large
scale) activities should be supported by a progressive change in activity status.

Cath Heppelthwaite
25 November 2019

BF\59587551\1

Page 5

Before the Independent Hearings Panel

UNDER

the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)

IN THE MATTER OF

a submission by the New Zealand Transport Agency (submitter
240, further submitter 331) on the Whangarei District Plan

AND
IN THE MATTER OF

Proposed Plan Changes 82A&B, 88A-J, 109, 115, 136, 143, 144,
145, 147 & 148 – Urban and Services to the Whangarei District
Plan

HEARING STATEMENT OF STEPHEN (STEVE) JAMES MUIR
ON BEHALF OF THE NEW ZEALAND TRANSPORT AGENCY
Signs and Lighting
Dated: 25 November 2019

Barristers and Solicitors
Auckland
Solicitor Acting: Mathew Gribben
Email: Mathew.gribben@buddlefindlay.com
Tel 64 9 358 2555 Fax 64 9 363 0734 PO Box 1433 DX CP24024 Auckland 1140

1.

SUMMARY OF MY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE

1.1

My name is Steve Muir, I am a director of an Independent Lighting Consultancy
Practice specialising on exterior outdoor lighting projects.

1.2

I have over 15 years’ experience in this field and I am a Member Illumination
Engineering Society of Australia and New Zealand (MIESANZ) and a Registered
Lighting Practitioner (RLP). I have been involved with several large exterior lighting
projects throughout NZ and have been the author or co-author of two guideline
documents for Best Practise with respect to Road Lighting.

1.3

My evidence addresses provisions about Signs and Lighting and addresses the
following key matters:
(a)

Safety and distraction from illuminated sign;

(b)

Location of signs being in the proximity of key decision-making points such as
intersections;

(c)

Brightness (or luminance) and background of illuminated sign;

(d)

Assessment of obtrusive lighting effects and reference to a recent Australian NZ
Standard AS/NZS 4182:2019;

(e)

Advantages of using AS/NZS 4282:2019 with reference to various
environmental zones for sign location;

(f)

Maximum light technical parameters such as; Spill light; Threshold Increment (or
glare); Adaptation and Sky Glow that can be assessed against Best Practice;
and

(g)

The adoption of AS/NZS4282 will lead to consistency for assessing outdoor
lighting effects throughout NZ and help the industry identify an acceptable
practice.

2.

SPECIFIC AMENDMENTS SOUGHT BY THE TRANSPORT AGENCY (RELATES TO
ANY ILLUMINATED OR DIGITAL SIGN)

2.1

The New Zealand Transport Agency (Transport Agency) seek to encourage the
Whangarei District Council (WDC) to manage the location of signs in respect to
intersections; the time the sign is visible relative to the speed of travel; sign materials
and functionality likely to cause distraction.
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2.2

I recommend the following controls be included in the Plan. Signs that do not meet
these standards should obtain resource consent and be individually assessed:
(a)

Speeds less than 70kph should have a clear unobstructed view of a sign for
100m; and speeds greater than 70kph should have a clear unobstructed view of
200m. This is also supported by Richard Landon-Lane, of the Transport
Agency, from a Safety perspective;

(b)

No sign is to be located close to an intersection, pedestrian crossing or
anywhere near where a critical decision is likely to be made;

(c)

Limit the actual number of signs in an area so no more than one image is
viewed at one time;

(d)

Provide limitation on Dwell Time (max 10 sec) that any one image is visible.
This is derived from max viewing distance divided by the speed of travel and is
consistent with AS/NZS 4282:2019. Additional time should be allocated for
when assessing dwell time to allow for changes in speed within the viewing
distance;

(e)

Encourage Transition times (changes of images) to be as quick as possible and
less than 0.5 second. This is so a driver doesn’t perceive any blinking or is
distracted by changes of images;

(f)

Limitation of maximum luminance levels relative to the Environmental Zone
where a sign is going to be located;

(g)

General reference to AS/NZS 4282:2019 (or similar) for a consistent approach
to assessing the obtrusive effects of outdoor lighting;

(h)

No messaging or sequence of messages or moving text across one image. No
“drop-in” objects or revolving objects;

(i)

Fixed luminance over the full display, with no one dominant colour and a low
luminance ratio which means the luminance of the sign is closely matched to the
background; and
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(j)

Maximum height of (12m) and a max area of (35m2).

Stephen Muir
25 November 2019
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1.

SUMMARY OF MY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE

1.1

My name is Nita Chhagan. I am a Principal Planning Advisor at the Auckland Regional
Office. I am providing corporate evidence on behalf of the New Zealand Transport
Agency (Transport Agency).

1.2

The Transport Agency’s objective and functions are set out in my evidence (4.2 - 4.10).
The legal submissions have also outlined these.

1.3

I would like to emphasise a few key points from my evidence.
(a)

The role of Government Policy Statement on Land Transport and the National
Land Transport Programme process;

(b)

Transport system and network as terminology;

(c)

Recommended principles for new zoning requests and the importance of
integrated transport assessment; and

(d)

The approach to the One Network Road Classification for a part of SH 15.

2.

GOVERNMENT POLICY STATEMENT ON LAND TRANSPORT

2.1

By way of background, I would like to re-iterate that the Transport Agency is seeking a
planning framework which will contribute to achieving the outcomes set out in the
Government Policy Statement on Land transport (GPS) and the longer-term outcomes
set out in the Ministry of Transport outcomes framework.

2.2

The GPS sets out what the government wishes to achieve from its investment in land
transport through the National Land transport Fund (NLTF). These outcomes are set
out in Section 5 of my evidence.

2.3

The Transport Agency is responsible for the National Land Transport Programme. This
is a three-year programme that sets out how the Transport Agency, working with its
partners, invests national land transport funding. The NLTP must give effect to the
GPS. Regional Land Transport Plans, developed by local government, must also align
with the GPS.

2.4

The NLTP details all the land transport initiatives and activities both regional and
national, that the Transport Agency anticipates funding during the three-year period.
This includes public transport, walking and cycling activities as well as roading
improvements.
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2.5

The Transport Agency is implementing or in the planning phase for various projects in
Whangarei. While there are funding constraints, it is important to bring to your attention
that we are seeking a district planning framework that enables infrastructure provision
consistent with higher order policy.

3.

TRANSPORT SYSTEM AND TRANSPORT NETWORK

3.1

My evidence states that the terminology Transport System is used in the Strategic
Direction Chapter and Transport Network in the Transport Chapter. This may lead to
confusion.

3.2

I consider that the term ‘transport system’ encompasses both the physical infrastructure
of the transport network (for all modes) and the wider environment or factors which can
influence the operation of transport e.g. land use planning to manage demand or
achieve mode shift, parking related interventions, transport users and their behaviours.
The Transport Agency is supportive of the Council Officers report in relation to the
Strategic Direction Chapter which retains the use of “Transport System”.

3.3

Transport Network is considered a subset of Transport System. To improve clarity for
the plan user we request that the explanatory text for the Transport chapter is used to
provide greater clarity on this issue . I acknowledge, there may be some overlap with
the existing overview, which does discuss the transport network, and so a combined set
of provisions could be developed.

3.4

In addition to the above, the Transport Agency agrees with KiwiRail that rail should not
be excluded from the Transport Chapter. The rail network is part of the transport
network and wider transport system. The effects of growth and development should be
considered on all modes of transport. It is considered that this further supports the
need for improved clarity in the Transport Chapter.

4.

NEW ZONING REQUESTS

4.1

For any new re-zoning submissions, the Transport Agency considers that zoning
changes should align with high level strategic planning and, of particular importance,
zoning changes should demonstrate that they can be serviced with the right
infrastructure and services at the right time:
(a)

For rezoning requests from rural to urban, that there is some form of spatial
planning or precinct planning and an Integrated Transport Assessment is
provided to accompany the rezoning request before a decision is made.
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(b)

For rezoning requests within urban areas (for example further intensification),
these are supported in principle, particularly where they are consistent with
Growth Strategies or strategic planning. But intensification needs to be
supported by relevant and related infrastructure including transport, particularly
public transport.

4.2

Without the right infrastructure and services, the good urban form intent could become
compromised. It is important that evidence demonstrating the associated infrastructure
is in place or would be provided to support the additional density before a rezoning
decision is made.

4.3

The alternative is that appropriate rules are included in the plan (i.e. triggers) that would
avoid, remedy or mitigate effects on the transport system. In the absence of identifying
transport interventions and/or including appropriate triggers, new zoning requests
should not be included in the plan.

4.4

Integrated transport assessment remains a key tool to achieve ongoing land use and
transport integration outcomes (including identification of mode shift opportunities).

4.5

Integrated transport assessments should consider effects on the transport system and
provide mechanisms to avoid, remedy or mitigate effects which could include limiting
parking, improved walking, cycling and public transport opportunities and or a different
land use, getting the triggers right are important for any re-zoning requests.

5.

CLASSIFICATION OF STATE HIGHWAY 15

5.1

Part of SH 15 (the inland route) is currently unclassified under the One Network Road
Classification and the Transport Agency team has been seeking to obtain a formal
classification, so that it can be reflected in the District Plan. Unfortunately, a formal
classification has not yet been made and it is requested this part of SH15 remain
unclassified in the District Plan.

Nita Chhagan
19 November 2019
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1.

SUMMARY OF MY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE

1.1

I have prepared a statement of evidence dated 7 November 2019 and will briefly
summarise key points from that statement. I will also address comments made in the
evidence of Blair Masefield for Kāinga Ora relating to noise and vibration from roads
and railways.

1.2

I am an independent acoustics specialist. Most of my recent work relates to
environmental noise and vibration as it affects people, and in particular noise and
vibration from infrastructure such as roads, railways and electricity transmission lines. I
work on major capital projects and also work with issues on existing networks. I have
previously advised the New Zealand Transport Agency (Transport Agency) and
KiwiRail Holdings Ltd (KiwiRail) on numerous district plan reviews.

1.3

There is clear and uncontested evidence that environmental noise causes significant
adverse health effects on communities. Transportation noise sources such as road and
rail are the most significant environmental noise sources causing harm.

1.4

There is no single solution to address adverse health effects caused by road and rail
noise and vibration, given the current state of the legacy state highway and railway
networks co-located with sensitive receivers.

1.5

I am familiar with substantial works the Transport Agency and KiwiRail continually
undertake that contribute to the management and reduction of noise and vibration from
the state highway and railway networks. However, it is not practicable to immediately
rebuild the entire legacy networks to modern day standards, and undesirable noise and
vibration effects remain.

1.6

To avoid compounding existing issues, it is relatively straight-forward for new and
altered buildings near road and rail networks to be located and designed so that future
residents and other sensitive activities have an acceptable healthy environment. In
terms of noise and vibration I consider this should be a bare minimum land-use
planning requirement if two fundamentally incompatible activities are allowed to be
located together.

1.7

Most district plans that I am familiar with do include controls which address new and
altered sensitive activities locating near to existing noise and vibration sources, often
including road and rail. The Whangarei District Plan includes such controls in relation to
various other environmental noise sources. However, oddly, the Whangarei District
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Plan does not extend these controls to the most significant environmental noise and
vibration sources of road and rail.
1.8

The Transport Agency and KiwiRail have proposed rules for the Whangarei District
Plan which would allow for new sensitive development near road and rail networks
subject to minimum noise and vibration performance standards being achieved by the
developer. The proposed performance standards are not set at idealistic stringent
levels that would prevent all adverse effects; but are set at pragmatic reasonable levels
designed to avoid the worst effects. The proposed standards are more lenient than
World Health Organisation guidelines.

1.9

Controlling adverse effects on people by state highway and railway networks also
controls potential consequential reverse sensitivity effects on the Transport Agency and
KiwiRail. I am familiar with numerous cases where reverse sensitivity effects have
arisen when appropriate controls have not been in place.

1.10

In his advice attached to the section 42A report, Mr Styles agrees that rules along the
lines proposed by the Transport Agency and KiwiRail are needed at least in part.
However, in the section 42A report Mr Burgoyne recommends entirely rejecting these
aspects of the submissions. He does not propose any alternative controls to manage
the known adverse health effects on people. His analysis appears to assume these
adverse health effects on people somehow do not exist.

1.11

In paragraph 6.28 of his evidence dated 18 November 2019, Mr Masefield proposes
that adverse health effects on new and altered sensitive activities establishing near
existing roads and railways should be managed by the Transport Agency and KiwiRail
on a project by project basis. In my opinion, it is impossible for that approach to be
effective. The state highway network is approximately 11000km long and the rail
network is approximately 3500km long. Even during years with more intense activity
when significant funding is allocated to capital projects, such works would only address
noise and vibration on a fraction of a percentage of the overall networks. Furthermore,
in accordance with NZS 6806, any such works would only address noise and vibration
effects on existing receivers, so this approach would still not address future sensitive
activities that establish after the works. In my opinion Mr Masefield’s proposal could not
address the adverse health effects on people that I have identified.
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1.12

In my opinion, the controls proposed by the Transport Agency and KiwiRail are
practical and appropriate. I consider these to be important to manage adverse health
effects on people.

Stephen Chiles
26 November 2019
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1.

SUMMARY OF MY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE

1.1

A summary of my Statement of Evidence dated 7 November 2019 is as follows:
(a)

With minor amendments, the Port Nikau Precinct provisions are consistent with
the operative Port Nikau Environment provisions, and will ensure that transport
effects on the state highway network can be appropriately managed;

(b)

The Port Nikau Development Area provisions are not consistent with the
operative Port Nikau Environment (PNE) provisions, and may not provide
assurance that effects on the state highway network can be appropriately
managed;

(c)

Marsden Technology Park Precinct should include provisions to ensure the safe
and efficient operation of the McCathie Road/State Highway 15 intersection; and

(d)

That an assessment of transport effects should be undertaken prior to “live
zoning” of land to Light Industrial and Heavy Industrial along Rewa Rewa Road.

1.2

Further detail of my assessment, included in my Summary of Evidence, is provided in
Sections 2 to 4 below. I also respond to the evidence of Mr Brett Hood on behalf of
Port Nikau Joint Venture and Port Nikau Three Joint Venture in Sections 5 and 6 below.

2.

PORT NIKAU PRECINCT

2.1

The operative provisions for the PNE anticipate significant off-site transport effects as a
result of development within the precinct, with multiple intersections identified in
PNE50.5.1.5(a)(ii) as needing to be assessed as part of any Precinct Plan, and control
of any land use that is expected to generate more than 200 traffic movements within a
24 hour period.

2.2

Effects on the Rewa Rewa Road/State Highway 1 intersection are anticipated, with
Rule PNE.50.5.1.5(a)(vii) requiring a peer review of the transport assessment by or on
behalf of the New Zealand Transport Agency (Transport Agency) for any Precinct
Plan.
PORT NIKAU PRECINCT (PNP) PROVISIONS AS NOTIFIED

2.3

The proposed provisions for the PNP contain several Objectives, Policies and Rules
relating to transport, which simplify but are generally consistent with the content of the
operative PNE.
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SUBMISSION PORT NIKAU JOINT VENTURE (PNJV)
2.4

Compared with the operative PNE and the notified PNP, the proposed Port Nikau
Development Area (PNDA) does not:
(a)

specifically require the assessment of key intersections on the surrounding road
network, including the Rewa Rewa Road/State Highway 1 intersection; or

(b)

require a peer review of the transport assessment undertaken by or on behalf of
the Transport Agency to confirm that there is sufficient capacity or planned
capacity within the state highway network to accommodate the predicted
increase in traffic

2.5

Further, I consider that there is insufficient justification to remove the ITA requirements
provided for in the PNE provisions, specifically the requirement to assess named
intersections that are known constraint points (as identified in Rule PNE.50.5.1.5(a)).

2.6

In my opinion, TRA-R15/R16 and TRA-REQ1/REQ2 are not sufficient to provide surety
to the Transport Agency that effects on the Rewa Rewa Road/State Highway 1
intersection as a result of development in Port Nikau will be assessed and mitigated.
PRIMARY SECTION 42A RECOMMENDATION (PNP)

2.7

Ms McGraths’ primary recommendation is that the Commissioners maintain the notified
Port Nikau Precinct [Section 42A Hearing Report: Part 12 para 73]. Subject to some
minor amendments, I support Ms McGraths’s primary recommendation.
SECONDARY SECTION 42A RECOMMENDATIONS (PNDA)

2.8

Ms McGrath makes a secondary recommendation that the PDNA be accepted, subject
to PNVJ providing some further information and amendments to PNDA [Section 42A
Hearing Report: Part 12 para 74, 75].

2.9

However, I consider that the PNDA does not provide sufficient acknowledgement of the
constrained nature of the surrounding road network, particularly the Rewa Rewa
Road/State Highway 1 intersection.

2.10

If the PNDA (secondary recommendation) is accepted, I recommend that amendments
are made such that the intent of Policy PNE.50.2.2(14), Rule PNE.50.5.1.5(a), and
Rule PNE.50.7.5 are carried across to the PNDA.
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3.

MARSDEN TECHNOLOGY PARK PRECINCT [MTPP]

3.1

Ms McGrath’s recommendation is [Section 42A Hearing Report: Part 8 para 157]:
“Amend the LI zoning and insert a new Precinct as detailed in Attachment 1 subject to
acceptance of recommendations in response to submission points listed in Part 5”

3.2

I generally support this recommendation but recommend that provisions requiring the
upgrade of the McCathie Road/One Tree Point Road/State Highway 15 intersection
and protection of sight lines are included.

4.

REWA REWA ROAD LIGHT INDUSTRIAL AND HEAVY INDUSTRIAL REZONING

4.1

The Transport Agency opposed a proposal by Whangarei District Council (WDC) who
sought to rezone several large land parcels near Rewa Rewa Road to Light Industrial
and Heavy Industrial.

4.2

The Section 32 analysis of the proposed rezoning was not accompanied by an
assessment of transport effects. Although the individual parcels would be subject to an
assessment of effects via TRA-R15/R16 as part of future resource consent
applications, I consider that the cumulative effects from all parcels should be
considered prior to rezoning due to the extent and quantum that the effects may have.

4.3

As the rezoning proposed by WDC would affect the over-capacity intersections, I
consider that an assessment of transport effects should be undertaken prior to “live
zoning” these parcels.

5.

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF BRETT LEWIS HOOD ON BEHALF OF PORT
NIKAU JOINT VENTURE (PNJV)

5.1

Mr Hood provided a Statement of Evidence on behalf of Port Nikau Joint Venture,
dated 7 November 2019. I have provided my opinion on his evidence, where it
concerns the Transport Agency.

5.2

Mr Hood makes several references to the provision of transport infrastructure and
requests exemption from TRA-R15 and TRA-R16:
(a)

In paragraph 18, Mr Hood states that Objective PNDA-O2 Infrastructure is
“somewhat redundant” as he believes that infrastructure capacity for Port Nikau
has been confirmed;

(b)
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In paragraph 23 he requests that TRA exemptions be added to PNDA-R1;

(c)

In paragraph 30 he states that a multitude of traffic infrastructure reports exist in
relation to development in the PNE; and

(d)

An Integrated Transport Assessment from July 2008 is attached to his evidence
as Exhibit 6, although this exhibit is not referenced in his evidence. I assume
that Mr Hood has provided this evidence in support of his request that Port
Nikau be exempted from Rules TRA-R15 and TRA-R16.

5.3

I consider that Exhibit 6, while useful for background information, cannot be relied on as
an accurate assessment of transport effects due to it being over 10 years old. I have
not been provided with evidence that confirms the existence and availability of sufficient
transport infrastructure to support the development of Port Nikau.

5.4

I therefore oppose Mr Hoods request that Port Nikau be exempted from Rules TRAR15 and TRA-R16. Further discussion on this matter is provided in paragraphs 5.8 to
5.14 of my Statement of Evidence, dated 7 November 2019.

6.

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF BRETT LEWIS HOOD ON BEHALF OF PORT
NIKAU THREE JOINT VENTURE (PNTJV)

6.1

Mr Hood provided a Statement of Evidence on behalf of Port Nikau Three Joint
Venture, dated 7 November 2019. I have provided my opinion on his evidence where it
concerns the Transport Agency.

6.2

Paragraph 36 is headed “Exemption from Rules TRA-R15 and TRA-R16 and the TWM
chapter”. However, the following paragraph only discusses exemption from the TWM
chapter. Should Mr Hood be seeking exemption from TRA-R15 and TRA-R16, as the
header indicates, I oppose this request for the reasons I have outlined in paragraphs
5.8 to 5.14 of my Statement of Evidence, dated 7 November 2019.

Mathew Collins
21 November 2019
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