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UNDER the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA") 

IN THE MATTER of a request to Whangarei District Council for 
Private Plan Change 150: Marsden City by 
Marsden City Limited Partnership under clause 
21 of Schedule 1 of the RMA 

 

STATEMENT OF REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF HARRY JOHN LENNON ORMISTON ON 
BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 

Transportation Engineer 

20 October 2021 

 

1. Introduction 

1.1 My name is Harry John Lennon Ormiston.  I am providing transport rebuttal evidence 

on behalf of by Marsden City Limited Partnership (“the Applicant”) in relation to the 

expert evidence of submitters made on Private Plan Change 150: Marsden City 

(“PC150”). 

1.2 This rebuttal evidence relates to the expert evidence filed by Graham Norman on 

behalf of Waka Kotahi and some further changes to PC150 that have been developed 

since the hearing was delayed from its original schedule. 

1.3 I confirm that I have the qualifications and expertise previously set out in my Evidence 

in Chief (“EiC”). 

2. REBUTTAL 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence has focused on the following five key areas in relation to Mr 

Norman’s evidence: 

(a) Wider transport effects of the proposal 

(b) Adequacy of the Integrated Transport Assessment 

(c) The potential operational effects of the proposal 

(d) Council’s s42A report and the proposed provisions 
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3. Wider transport effects 

3.1 Mr Norman, in his EIC has chosen to focus on the trip generation associated with the 

Lodged and Notified land use scenarios that reflect a ‘theoretical’ land use scenario 

that may not be experienced for 50-100 years, if at all. 

3.2 In my view, this is not a helpful approach, as with such a long term view, it would be 

important to keep the timeframe of development in context with a longer term 

infrastructure scenario, where one would expect long term (+20 years) transport 

interventions being delivered to support growth in Ruakaka consistent with the  

Whangarei District Growth Strategy (September 2021). 

3.3 As such, I consider that greater weight should be placed on the more realistic, 

economically sustainable land use scenario presented by Mr Tim Heath which is set 

out in Section 12 of my EiC.   It is this land use scenario that should be measured when 

considering the known transport environment. 

3.4 With greater weight being given to a comparison of trips between the economic 

sustainable scenario and the status quo land use scenario for the Plan Change area, 

the difference in peak direction trips resulting from the Plan Change (relative to the 

status quo) is marginal, being some 200 additional vehicle trips during the morning 

peak hour and 45 additional vehicle trips during the evening peak hour as shown in 

Table 1.  In relation to travel to/from SH1, assuming the existing Census distribution of 

approximately 50%, this number is even smaller at some 100 additional vehicle trips 

during the morning peak hour and 20 additional vehicle trips during the evening peak 

hour. 
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Table 1:  Estimated peak hour traffic generation – PC150 

Peak direction 
Existing Marsden Primary 

Centre/Status Quo 

Economic Sustainable 

Scenario 

AM Peak Total 2,920 1,496 

Inbound 2,186 562 

Outbound 729 935 

Outbound difference between status quo   206 

Outbound difference on SH1 (50% of trips)  103 

PM Peak Total 3,230 1,910 

Inbound 966 1,009 

Outbound 2,263 900 

Inbound difference between status quo   43 

Inbound difference on SH1 (50% of trips)  22 

 

3.5 These differences are far from the numbers suggested by Mr Norman in Paragraph 

4.4 of his EiC, being 850 additional vehicle trips in the morning peak hour and 1,700 

additional vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. 

3.6 I therefore do not support Mr Norman’s trip generation argument and suggestions in 

Section 4 and Section 5 in his EiC, when relying on the economic sustainable land use 

scenario presented by Mr Tim Heath in his EiC. 

4. Integrated Transport Assessment assumptions 

Trip Generation 

4.1 Trip generation concerns are raised by Mr Norman in Paragraph 6.3 of his EiC.  I can 

confirm that the lower 0.5 trip rate per dwelling has only been applied to 90 dwellings, 

with the remaining 1,207 dwellings assumed having a trip rate of 0.85 applied.  Table 

2 presents the estimated number of residential dwellings and the associated trip rates.  

This table was not provided within my ITA and I can understand the confusion around 

the trip rate for medium density dwellings.  I have applied the conservative 0.85 trip 

rate to the majority of the potential dwellings rather than the 0.5 trip rate which was Mr 

Norman’s concern. 
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4.2 Should a 0.85 trip rate per dwelling be applied to the 90 high density dwellings, this 

generates an additional 35 vehicle trips which will not materially change the outcomes 

reached in my assessment. 

Table 2:  Estimated households for Marsden City Plan Change area 

Land Use 
Number of dwellings 

(Economics Report*) 

Trip rate  

(per dwelling / hour) 

Residential 

Low density1 103 0.85 

Medium density 1,104 0.85 

High density 90 0.5 

Retirement 225 0.13 

Total 1,522  

*Assumes no residential dwellings within the mixed use zone 

4.3 Mr Norman’s evidence states, at Paragraph 8.3: 

I have concerns that the assessment undertaken to inform the 500 dwelling 

threshold underestimates residential trips in the peak direction and could 

compromise operation of the One Tree Point / SH15 intersection.  The threshold 

chosen shows a priority intersection close to capacity on key movements (i.e., right 

turn from One Tree Point in the AM peak) and any increase is likely to lead to safety 

and efficiency issues  

 

4.4 I understand that Mr Norman’s concern is around the level of internal or cross-visitation 

trips assumed in my assessment, particularly in the morning peak, when some 

residents will turn right out from One Tree Point Road to SH15. 

4.5 However, in the critical morning peak hour, I have assumed no internal trips / cross 

visitation, for exactly the reasons Mr Norman outlined. 

4.6 During the evening peak hour, the majority of trips are predicted to turn left from SH15 

to One Tree Point Road, and this is not predicted to be close to triggering the need for 

an intersection upgrade at the proposed threshold. 

4.7 The proposed threshold within the proposed MCP additional information request is for 

500 dwellings only.  I believe the 500 dwelling threshold is set at a conservative level 

 
1 These terms reference traffic generation potential and differ in terminology from the PC150 zoning 

which refers to low, general and medium density. 
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beyond which further assessment of the SH15/One Tree Point Road intersection is 

required in line with TRA-R152 or TRA-R16.  Noting that an Integrated Transport 

Assessment may still be required below this threshold in accordance with TRA-R15 or 

TRA-R16.  As mentioned, I have assumed no internal trips / cross visitation in the more 

critical morning peak hour and I have clarified the trip rates used for each dwelling 

type.  Through these clarifications, Mr Norman’s concerns should be addressed. 

4.8 With regard to traffic distribution heading north on One Tree Point Road, I note that 

traffic generators and attractors (such as One Tree Point School) do exist to the north 

and that not all vehicles should be assumed to travel south towards SH1.  

4.9 However, I have considered a sensitivity test where the potential distribution to the 

north is lower than that predicted in my assessment, at the 500 household threshold.  

By reducing the northern distribution to 10%, then the One Tree Point Road 

southbound volume would increase by only 20 vehicles per hour. This small number 

of trips distributed across the peak hour will not materially alter my assessment. 

4.10 Further to this point regarding distribution, I have discussed the development 

composition within my EiC, and I note that the Plan Change allows for a significant 

proportion of retail and commercial activity, including a town centre and supermarket, 

leading to some cross visitation trips within the site.  In addition, providing additional 

retail, commercial and residential activity within the Marsden-Ruakaka area will 

complement the existing industrial zoning and help reduce the need to travel to or from 

the area.  Northport and the surrounding industrial areas will continue to grow, as noted 

within Hannah Thompson’s evidence for Waka Kotahi. 

Background Traffic 

4.11 Responding to paragraphs 5.3 and 4.4 of Mr Norman’s evidence, I have used the most 

recent regional traffic model information available from Whangarei’s TRACKS model.  

As discussed in my RFI, the recent population growth forecast has predicted an 

increase in 590 people in 2034 across the wider Ruakaka-Marsden area, over and 

above the previous forecast.  Given this relates to the entire area in 2034, I consider 

 
2 Note that my EiC refers to TRA-R14 and TRA-R15 and this has now changed to TRA-R15 and TRA-

R16 within the District Plan 
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the difference in traffic growth about the immediate Plan Change area to be minimal, 

again noting that this will not materially impact on my assessment. 

4.12 More importantly though, given it is proposed that the district wide transport rules 

(TRA-R15 and TRA-R16) are applied, an ITA at the time of Resource Consent will 

determine the existing traffic conditions or ‘background traffic’ at that time.   

5. Walking and Cycling Connectivity 

5.1 Footpaths are currently provided on the eastern side of One Tree Point Road adjacent 

to the Plan Change area.  The proposed cycle infrastructure within the Plan Change 

area will link to One Tree Point Road to provide connection to any future north-south 

route.   

5.2 I do not believe it is the role of the Applicant to provide a footpath or cycle lane to One 

Tree Point.  This will either be provided by Council, or through development along the 

route, as the exiting rural road environment is replaced with a more urban form as 

development occurs.  In a similar way to One Tree Point Road adjacent to the PC150 

area. 

5.3 In addition, McEwan Road bridge over SH15 provides the safest crossing point of the 

state highway currently.  Walking and cycling crossing points of SH15 should be 

addressed as part of the forthcoming SH15 business case being progressed by Waka 

Kotahi.  

5.4 In relation to the primary school to the north and secondary school to the south, both 

are connected to the Plan Change area by school bus routes. As such, there is no 

requirement for these vulnerable road users to walk across or along large sections of 

rural network. 

6. Council’s s42A report and the proposed provisions 

6.1 I note that Mr Norman supports the Council’s conclusions in the s42A report and 

supports the adoption of the modified version of TRA-R15 and TRA-R16 rules.  He 

notes that “the changes proposed by Council in the provisions limit the exposure of the 

risk around the potential development mix to influence the travel patterns from the site”. 

6.2 However, he considers that the intersection of SH1/SH15 should also be included 

within the Additional Information requirement and form part of the assessment.  I do 

not believe this is necessary given the predicted effect as shown in Table 1 previously. 
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6.3 I note that SH1 is a nationally important link and accommodates an annual average 

daily traffic (AADT) volume of some 13,500 vehicles (just north of the SH15 

roundabout). 

6.4 The Plan Change site is predicted to contribute approximately 4.5 % of the existing 

daily traffic on SH1 (north of SH15) based on the economic sustainable land use 

scenario for the Plan Change area.  This is based on the existing daily traffic volume, 

and a forecast land use scenario (15 years), rather than the long term forecast SH1 

volume where regional traffic on SH1 is expected to continue to grow.   

6.5 I consider this a low proportion of the daily traffic on this route, and I emphasise that 

this is based on the assumption that 50% of trips travel to or from SH1.  As I’ve 

discussed previously, the proposed mix of activities will help provide a more self-

contained centre, as well as residential development that will complement the existing 

industrial zoning in the area, therefore potentially reducing the proportion of 

development traffic using SH1 further. 

6.6 If capacity improvements are needed on SH1, I am of the view that , this would primarily 

be driven by inter-regional trips and the overall Marsden-Ruakaka area. 

6.7 I agree with Mr Norman’s comment regarding the SH1/SH15 intersection at paragraph 

5.10 of his EIC, being: 

I do not consider the upgrade of the intersection between SH1/SH15 and the SH1 

corridor between Whangarei and Marsden to be the responsibility of the applicant”.  

7. Additional Zoning Amendments 

7.1 Below I outline the further changes to PC150, that have been developed since the 

hearing was delayed from its original schedule, being August 2021. 

7.2 As outlined in the rebuttal evidence of Mr David Badham, the Low-Density Residential 

Zone on the eastern extent of the PC150 site adjacent to SH15 has been the subject 

of opposition in submissions, primarily with regard to reverse sensitivity effects on the 

adjacent State Highway.    

7.3 In response to these concerns, the Applicant has decided to alter the zoning framework 

to delete the low density residential zoning in PC150 and replace it with a combination 

of general residential zone and commercial zone. 
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Figure 1:  Notified Plan Change Zoning (noise 

bund shown as hatched area) 

Figure 2:  Updated proposed Marsden City 

Zoning Plan 

  

 

7.4 In terms of the number of residential allotments, as stated in Mr Badham’s evidence, 

the change in zoning is essentially neutral.  The increase in the number of residential 

allotments in the new general residential land is offset by the loss of low residential 

land to commercial zoning. 

7.5 More specifically, the area of low density residential (previously 7.5 ha + 4.2 ha) has 

been changed to a general residential area within an area of only 4.2 ha.  I consider 

that the change in zoning is essentially neutral in terms of the total number of 

allotments3. 

7.6 Whilst there is a change in the type of residential zoning and potential lots, I note that 

the predicted trip rates are the same for ‘low density’ and ‘general’ residential, as 

shown in Table 2 previously.  Hence the change in zoning is not predicted to increase 

the residential trip generation for the plan change. 

7.7 Whilst the area of commercially zoned land has increased (by approximately 7.5 ha), 

from a transportation perspective, the general scale and mix of activities enabled by 

proposed PC150 has not changed.  That being the case, the predicted trip generation 

 
3 In reality, low density lot sizes were assumed to be 800 m2 and general residential lot sizes of 400 m2 

and therefore there is a reduction of approximately 30 residential lots 
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of the economically feasible scenario (presented by Tim Heath) remains the same and 

this is still the scenario I have used for comparison with the status quo. 

7.8 Further to this, I note again that the proposed framework provides an opportunity for 

assessment to be completed at incremental stages of development in accordance with 

TRA-R15 and TRA-R16. 

7.9 I have also considered the transport characteristics of the proposed zoning change 

with regard to safety of the internal road network.  Additional commercial zoned land 

could lead to further heavy vehicle trips through the Plan Change area.  I am of the 

view however, that the proposed narrower streets and traffic calming features about 

the Town Centre will help direct larger commercial vehicles to use the outer ring road 

(which will already accommodate heavy vehicles).   

7.10 In noting this however, the type of commercial activity permitted is unlikely to generate 

significant levels of heavy vehicle traffic.  The type of activities can potentially be light 

commercial and professional services (such as medical practitioners, child care, 

drycleaners, gym etc).  Activities such as these will generate fewer trucks than the 

current industrial zoning allows. 

8. Transport Rule within MCP provisions 

8.1 Within my EiC, I recommended that TRA-R14 and TRA-R15 (now TRA-R15 and TRA-

R16 within the District Plan) are relied upon in the first instance, presenting a consistent 

approach to development across the District, with the District Plan rules being 

supported by an Additional Information Requirement. 

8.2 While my recommendation was for an Additional Information Requirement, this has 

been changed to an additional rule with the MCP provisions, at the recommendation 

of Mr Badham.  This does not alter the intent or outcome of the provision, but rather 

the change is included to make the application of the provision clearer. 

8.3 Table 5 within my EiC has therefore been updated to Table 3 below, with the changes 

highlighted.  MCP-REQX shown in Table 3 refers to MCP-RXX.3 (shown in Table 3 to 

follow), and MCP-RXX.3 in turn refers directly to TRA-R15, TRA-R16 and the proposed 

500 unit residential threshold. 
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Table 3:  Proposed Information Requirement 

MCP-REQX Information Requirements for Integrated Transport Assessments in the 

Marsden City Precinct 

 Any application pursuant to either TRA-R14 or TRA-R15 and when the 
cumulative residential activities within the Marsden City Precinct 
exceeds 500 residential units MCP-RXX.3 shall include an Integrated 
Transport Assessment prepared by a suitably qualified and 
experienced professional pursuant to TRA-REQ1 and TRA-REQ2 
respectively and shall include additional assessment of the following 
matters: 
 

a. The vehicle trip generation and distribution associated with 
the activity. 

b. Travel management measures that promote alternative 
travel behaviour (to the private car) 

c. The performance the intersection of SH15 and One Tree 
Point Road, with the assessment detailing whether 
upgrading is required to  

i. maintain Level of Service (LOS) D or better 
ii. queues not extending to or through upstream 

intersections 
iii. restrict queues from coming within any location 

where sight distance cannot be achieved 
iv. have a degree of saturation for individual traffic 

movements no higher than 95%. 
d. The performance of the local road intersections that the 

Marsden City Precinct takes access from with One Tree 
Point Road, with the assessment detailing whether safety 
and or capacity measures are required to support the 
activity, with the capacity upgrades being based on 

i. maintaining an overall intersection LOS D or better 
ii. queues not extending to or through upstream 

intersections 
iii. having a degree of saturation for turning 

movements no higher than 95% 
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Table 4:  Proposed MCP rule with regard to Transport 

MCP-RXX Any Activity 

All Zones 

within the 

Marsden City 

Precinct 

Activity Status: Restricted Discretionary  

1. Where the activity results in a non-compliance with the thresholds of Transport 

Chapter Rule TRA-R15.1 – 4; or 

2. Where the activity results in a non-compliance with the thresholds in TRA-R16.1 – 

4; or 

3. The activity results in the total number of residential units within the MCP 

exceeding 500. 

Matters of discretion 

1. The matters of discretion listed in Transport Chapter Rule TRA-R15 and TRA-

R16. 

Compliance Standard 

1. Compliance standards listed in Transport Chapter Rule TRA-R15 and TRA-R16; 
and 

2. MCP.RXX.3 does not apply for any activity where consent has previously been 
granted for the activity under MCP-RXX.3. 

 
Notes: 
1. Applications shall comply with information requirement TRA-REQ1. 
2. Where MCPXX.3 is infringed, applications shall also comply with MCP-REQX. 

 

 

 

Harry Ormiston 

Date: 20 October 2021 


