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Section A – Introduction and Scope of Rebuttal Evidence 

 I have reviewed the Statement of Evidence from Andrew James who is 

engaged by the “Save the Maitai” Group as their traffic expert.  His 

Statement of Evidence is dated 27 June 2022.  I have also reviewed the 

Section 42A – Transport S42a Addendum prepared by Mr Georgeson on 

behalf of Nelson City Council dated 28 June 2022. 

 My responses to this evidence are provided below.  In summary I have 

broken the concerns raised by Mr James into three themes.  These being 

analysis of emissions, statements about active transport and requirements 

around detailed design.  Mr Georgeson and I are mostly in agreement, and 

I agree with most of his recommended improvements.  The areas where we 

have a difference in opinion, I have set out below and how I believe they 

are addressed if need be. 

Section B – Rebuttal Statement 

Mr James Evidence 

 Mr James evidence raised concerns around the increase in emissions from 

PPC 28, parking congestion around Branford Park, cycling infrastructure 

and the potential change in active transport.  

 I agree with Mr James that the Emissions reduction policy (Section 3a) 

provides for greenfield developments, noting that not all housing needs and 

types can be provided through the intensification of the central area of 

Nelson.  I do have some comments on the assumptions of Mr James in 

respect to his analysis of increased emissions and PPC 28.  I note that I am 

note an expert on emissions.  I have restricted my comments to the 

increased vehicle use and congestion. 

 The other matters he has raised relate to design details and active transport 

that are addressed in evidence, or by the PPC 28 framework and the 

downstream planning and consenting requirements for subdivisions.  The 

PPC 28 provides the appropriate level of control for zone change 

mechanisms. 
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 Mr James provides commentary around the Emissions Policy which is 

suggesting that PPC 28 is inconsistent with the objectives.  I do not agree. 

 New Zealand has a housing shortage and to achieve the needs of its growing 

population there needs to be more development, whether that is an 

intensification of the city centre or further afield.  The intensification of 

Nelson City Centre for residential accommodation has limitations.  The 

limited housing choice, cost and amenity will not meet all of the needs of 

the growing population.  

 At the fundamental level, all development leads to an increase in vehicle use 

regardless of its location in the wider environment.  The key consideration 

is how to encourage the use of alternative modes and reducing the travel 

distances or emissions for vehicle use.  The location of PPC 28 makes these 

objectives very achievable. 

 The key aspects, which are also noted by Mr James, are set out in Section 

16, 17 and 18 of his evidence is the use of the existing infrastructure and 

planning for the future.  PPC 28 seeks to use existing road infrastructure, 

which is operating below its functional capacity as noted in the JWS for 

Transport.  It is agreed by the experts that there are some gaps in the 

network, and these have been identified in Schedule X with triggers put in 

place to address these before any occupation of PPC 28.   

 I note that the only required vehicle infrastructure improvements are at the 

intersection of Nile Street East/Maitai Road.  All other identified 

improvements are for encouraging/increasing active mode transport which 

is consistent with reducing emissions.  The gaps in the active transport 

modes exist currently and with more pressure placed on the current 

infrastructure by projects, such as the mountain bike hub (currently being 

constructed), there is already a need to provide safe and efficient active 

routes on this corridor.  PPC 28 is ideally located to assist and benefit from 

the development of these corridors.  

 Mr James in Section 19 provides the following direction that comes from 

the National Policy Statement on Urban Development.   
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A “key initiative” to achieve Action 7.2 is the National Policy Statement 

on Urban Development (“NPS-UD”) which “includes emissions-reduction 

objectives and policies that local authorities must give effect to, including 

requiring intensification in and around urban centres and rapid transit 

stops.” (underlining added) 

 This statement is clear around emissions reductions which notes 

intensification in and around urban centres.  PCC28 is located close to the 

urban centre of Nelson City and can provide positive outcomes for travel 

mode choice and is consistent with the objectives of the NPS-UD. 

 Section 20 suggests that Nelson benefits from a linear transport network 

and this in turn will drive emissions reductions.  I do not agree with this 

statement.   

 Linear road networks (as opposed to radial or connected networks) provide 

very little route choice which often leads to high congestion and poor 

emissions outcomes.  These types of linear networks, such as the Nelson 

City road network to the south, provide little resilience at peak times and 

during adverse events.  These constraints and poor outcomes can be seen 

every day on the road corridor from Nelson to Tasman, south of the city 

centre. 

 PPC 28 provides a development area for more housing on part of the 

Nelson City road network that does not have any capacity constraints and 

is close to the city to enable active/alternative modes to be an attractive 

option of travel choice. 

 Mr James has referenced Tasman District Council’s Household Transport 

Emissions Analysis (May 2022) to demonstrate the emission effects of PPC 

28.  In reviewing this analysis, any reliance on this material must be treated 

with caution.  It is a simple analysis of vehicle-based travel on 2018 census 

data and vehicle use, not emissions.  The vehicle use census data has been 

used as a proxy for emissions.  There are no corrections applied to the 

increased emissions for travel on congested networks, and there is no 
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assessment of changes to travel choice or other strategies to encourage 

different transport options since 2018 and into the future.   

 For example, when reviewing Figure 1 within this memo, it has 

development areas of Stoke (Brownfields), Saxton/Broadgreen 

(Greenfields) and Maitai Bayview (Greenfields) roughly producing the same 

additional vehicle kilometres travelled on the road network.  Stoke and 

Saxton areas are significantly further from the Nelson City centre than PPC 

28.  There is also no account for emissions that are created by vehicles on 

congested road networks that exist on the southern roads of Nelson.  PPC 

28 would have much lower congestion than other areas south of the central 

area suggested by Figure 1 due to the travel on an uncongested network.  

This was result in lower emissions. 

 My view of this Tasman District Council report is that its focus was to 

demonstrate the potential emission effects (high level) of developing rural 

land as opposed to intensification of existing urban areas.   

 Mr James then discusses to Schedule X and goes into some detail of 

particular concerns he has which include on-street parking, lighting, cycle 

routes and footpaths.   

 The matters raised by Mr James are details that will be addressed as part of 

the requirements in Schedule X and future subdivision applications.  The 

location crossing points, lighting, construction details and the geometric 

standards of any new or upgraded infrastructure is dealt with as part of the 

development process for subdivision.  There are sufficient mechanisms in 

place such as the Long Term Plan, the NRMP and the NTLDM to ensure 

the outcomes for good design and planning occur. 

 I note that consideration of some of these matters has started as part of 

preparing for the PPC 28.  Some initial investigation work has been carried 

out which I have noted in my evidence and provided in the Joint Witness 

Conferencing.   

 For example, due to the need to provide services to PPC 28, service bridges 

will be built.  These service bridges will be designed to provide cycle and 
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walk routes separate to the existing bridges.  Decisions around the type of 

facilities will form part of the design investigations and will be carried out 

in conjunction with Nelson City Council to ensure they account for other 

future developments/projects.  Nelson City Council will approve the final 

infrastructure improvements as part of their function to provide a safe, 

efficient and resilient transport network. 

 In regard to one particular issue raised by Mr James relating to the parking 

associated with Branford Park.  As noted in Schedule X, the requirement is 

to provide separated footpaths and cycleways.  This addresses the concerns 

raised by Mr James.  How this is achieved will be part of the detailed design 

process associated with future subdivisions and will meet appropriate 

standards and Council requirements. 

 Mr James provides his commentary around the suitability of the funding 

provided to address the existing gaps in the cycle network and in particular 

Nile Street.  He has noted the 2021 Nelson Future Access Study and that 

the route will be a “primary” route.  His assumption is that the “primary” 

route would not be able to cater for the increases that are expected from 

PPC 28.  I do not agree with this assumption. 

 The design of a primary cycle route will account for the needs of the existing 

and future movements in the same way traffic engineers design roads for 

the different hierarchical functions and growth.   

 In regard to design the practical difference between cycle lane dimensions 

from medium use to high use is small.   

 For example, Austroads guidance around shared pedestrian and cycle paths 

for a primary route is 2500mm for commuting and regular use.  These 

widths increase as cycle volume increases or more importantly as more 

concurrent use occurs (i.e. opposing movements).  For a commuting and 

recreation path the path width should be 3000mm.   

 Mr James has provided some design commentary to his view of what 

improvements “are likely” to be needed.  There are a range of methods to 

achieve the outcome of providing a safe and efficient pedestrian cycle route 



P a g e  | 8 

 

along Nile Street.  Some of the suggested changes are unlikely due to the 

reasons he has noted.  That is not an impediment to providing a solution, 

noting Nelson City Council’s objectives to remove reliance on vehicle use 

and shift to alternative transport modes.  This change in focus will see the 

space within the road corridor reallocated to provide safe and convenient 

alternative modes in preference to on-street parking in some places. 

 The policy direction from Nelson City is to encourage alternative transport 

modes and encourage active transport.  There are a number of policies that 

will provide for this.  One of those is the changes to the parking strategy 

that will discourage commuter parking.  The loss of angle parking along 

Nile Street to better provide for active modes, is consistent with Mr James 

views on reducing vehicle use and in line with Waka Kotahi and Nelson 

City Council strategic direction to encourage active modes.  Improved 

active routes can be provided without removing street trees. 

 In regard to funding, all projects that sit within the Long Term Plan have a 

high level of contingency to allow for project variability and account for 

growth.  PPC 28 will be contributing financially to any future projects 

through the Long Term Plan process and through subdivision development 

contributions.  Any concerns around funding and design are addressed 

through the Council processes and future subdivision applications. 

 Mr James in Section 41 through to 44 suggests that the active transport 

uptake for PPC 28 will be less than what is anticipated.  This opinion is 

based on a geographical assessment and analysis of census data.   

 Mr James has helpfully provided an aerial snapshot showing relative 

distances.  He has described the distance from PPC 28 at around 3.6 kms 

as a distance along the road within the network.  He has then used a 3.6 km 

radius circle to demonstrate similar catchment areas.  This comparison is 

not strictly correct as it does not take into account the road network 

distance, which he used for PPC 28. 

 By way of an example from Stoke to the reference point being the Museum, 

via Waimea Road is around 5.5 kms along the road network.  From 
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Tahunanui via Rocks Road it is around 5.4 kms to the Museum.  These are 

significantly more than from the reference points used by Mr James for 

PPC 28 which is 3.6 kms. 

 I also note that the catchment to the west of Nelson has the Port Hills.  The 

Port Hills and the Bishopdale saddle are impediments to active transport 

modes when compared to the Maitahi part of PPC 28, both in terms of 

topography, route amenity and route choice. 

 Mr James appears to have misinterpreted the active transport expectations 

provided in my analysis.  My Further Information Response dated 30 

August 20211 clearly sets out the breakdown of active transport across the 

two distinct areas of PPC 28.  As expected, there are lower rates of active 

transport from the Bay View part of PPC 28 when compared with Maitahi.  

Mr James suggests my analysis assumes that all of the PPC 28 development 

area will have the higher rates of active transport.  This is not the case. 

 Mr James opinions around active transport is also inconsistent with major 

policy shifts and directions coming out of Central Government including 

Waka Kotahi and also Nelson City Council.  These organisations are 

providing significant funding and assistance to encourage more active 

transport in response to climate change and reduced emissions.  These 

changes are expected to encourage more active transport. 

 For example, Waka Kotahi who Mr James is an employee and Nelson City 

Council have clear policy directions to encourage active modes which are 

set out in the 2021 Future Access Study.  I understand Mr James was 

involved in this project. 

 The 2021 Future Access Strategy set out goals and objectives to increase 

the use of active and alternative transport choices.  More recently Nelson 

City Council’s Draft Travel Strategy, which is currently being consulted on, 

seeks to double the proportion of people walking and cycling to work and 

school by 2035.  PPC 28 is ideally located to meet these objectives. 

 
1 Page 9 and 10 – Gary Clark - Further Information Response dated 30 August 2021 
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 One of the opportunities identified in the Nelson Future Access Business 

Case was the ability to increase walking and cycling, as census day showed 

that 60% of the trips are local and less than 5 kilometres.  Again, PPC 28 

fits well in meeting the objectives of active transport as it is less than five 

kilometres from the city centre. 

Mr Georgeson Addendum S42a 

 Council’s Transport expert Mr Georgeson has provided response to my 

evidence in an Addendum to the S42a Report which I have the following 

comments/responses to.  I note that I am mostly in general agreement with 

his opinions and analysis.   

 Mr Georgeson has reviewed the changes to Schedule X and has suggested 

changes for clarity and certainty.  Generally, the suggested changes are 

helpful in providing clarity and I can support them.  I agree with the 

additions proposed in Sections 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 24 and 25.  There are 

some exceptions and commentary which I have noted below. 

 Section 4 discusses Section 329 of the Local Government Act.  While 

interesting, I do not believe this is relevant as Council standards can be 

varied, as provided for in Section 329.  Any consents that may be applied 

for as part of the subdivision process may also have exceptions approved 

under the RMA planning framework. 

 Section 11 seeks to remove reference to Hardy Street as an option for active 

transport.  As part of the initial design process for PPC 28, options for 

active transport have been investigated which show alternative connections 

to the city centre including Hardy Street via the Centre of NZ.  This 

connection could provide a more direct and convenient route than Nile 

Street and should remain as an option.   

 I therefore recommend that the reference to Hardy Street remains to 

provide flexibility to any future linkages and can be discounted as part of 

the design process.  The preferred route can be investigated more fully and 

confirmed as part of the subdivision process noting that council will have 

the final approval to what is constructed.  
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 Section 14, 15 and 15 discuss Bay View Road and notes existing operational 

matters that are outside the control of the applicant for PPC 28.   

 Mr Georgeson’s opinion is that the “current issues associated with kerbside 

parking practices reducing the carriageway width to one lane and triggering 

safety concerns.”  He is also of the view that these current issues give rise 

to capacity constraints too.  

 My understanding from the Joint Conferencing was the constraint related 

to safety, active transport provisions and not capacity.  Information 

prepared through the subdivision process for Bay View provided an 

assessment of Bay View Road.  This assessment included vehicle tracking 

curves that showed two-way traffic was possible with vehicles parking along 

one side of the road.  Observations have also showed that the on-street 

parking demand was very low and did not obstruct two-way flow. 

 These constraints are being considered as part of council managing the road 

network and existing granted consents.  These existing operational changes 

will be in place before PPC 28 lots become available for occupation.  I also 

note that Council has already started this process with proposed changes 

and consultation shown on “Shape Nelson – Safety on Bay View Road”. 

 The need for the expanded provisions noted in Section 15 are considered 

unnecessary as they are being addressed.  The wording provided within 

Schedule X.11 is sufficient to provide the outcome sought which that any 

operational improvements are completed before the first dwelling with 

access to Bay View Road.  However, the suggested changes to Schedule 

X.11 have been made as they are still consistent with the overall outcomes. 

 Section 23 discusses the road grades of the linking road from Maitahi and 

Bay View and proposes a maximum grade of 1 in 15 for bus stops.  As 

discussed in the Transport Conferencing the topography on the southern 

hills is steep and achieving flatter grades than 1 in 8 is difficult and could 

have other impacts.   

 As part of the detailed design process for future subdivisions the road 

design will be reviewed, and opportunities will be taken to look at flatter 
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grades.  This assessment will go through an approval process with Council 

before construction.  This is the appropriate mechanism to consider this 

matter, as a better understanding of bus stop locations, who they serve and 

the need to have different grades can be evaluated as part of the design 

process.  I also note that it is Council that will determine the location of bus 

stops and provide the bus service infrastructure.   

 It is unclear why a 1 in 15 grade for the bus stops or routes are necessary 

apart from trying to meet the technical provisions of the NTLDM.  There 

are no impediments to the public transport use for services and 

infrastructure being on roads steeper than 1 in 15.   

 As noted in the JWS, the existing roads that may form part of the future 

bus route are already steeper than 1 in 15 with Bay View Road around 1 in 

8 and Walters Bluff 1 in 7.  There are also many examples of bus routes and 

stops being on steeper roads in New Zealand that operate successfully.  

Accordingly,  

 Refining the grades to specifically bus stops rather than the route, as 

suggested, will enable a more practical design to be considered.  This 

recommendation has been included in Schedule X.3 c) i). 

 Section 26 and 27 provides recommendations around cycle path grades.  I 

generally agree with Mr Georgeson that flatter grades for the cycleways and 

footpaths will encourage more active transport.  However, this should be 

provided, where practical.  There are areas of PPC 28 where achieving these 

flat grades will be difficult because of the topography.  For example, 

providing a 1 in 15 or even a 1 in 12 grades from Bay View down to the 

valley floor would be difficult, due to the topography and the relatively 

short travel length.  It will not be impossible to construct a path to a flatter 

grade, however it may result in a poor design outcome.  

 With the rapid increase in the sales and use of E-bikes, the challenges 

around steeper grades have been removed.  This will allow some scope for 

isolated steeper grades to provide more effective links to the wider road 

network.   
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 It is my view that the recommendations suggested by Mr Georgeson is 

helpful, noting that specific assessments on active transport modes will be 

required as part of the subdivision process.  The subdivision consenting 

process will enable the new infrastructure to be designed within the 

constraints that may exist across PPC 28 which Council has final approval.  

This recommendation has been included in Schedule X.3 c) ii). 

 Section 27 provides a summary of the recommendations by Mr Georgeson.  

To assist the Commissioners, I have provided my response to each of the 

recommendations/points Mr Georgeson has made in the table below. 

Council’s Recommendation  Changes 

Update wording in Table X.11 row 2 to 
remove reference to “and / or Hardy Street”. 

Do not agree as all 
options should be 
considered as part of 
the detailed design 

Schedule X.11 
includes “and/or 
Hardy Street” 

Adjust wording in rows 1-4 of Table X.11 
under the ‘development threshold ‘column to 
read “Prior to any new PPC 28 lot that 
could access via Ralphine Way”. 

Agree with amended 
wording 

Schedule X.11 
has amended 
wording as 
suggested 

Amend wording in Table X.11 at row 5 
under ‘construction or improvement’ to read 
“measures required to achieve sightlines in 
line with the NTLDM (sic), and road 
width sufficient for a car to pass a bus”, and 
adjust wording under the ‘development 
threshold’ column to read “Prior to the first 
new dwelling/lot that could access via Bay 
View Road”. 

Agree.  I note that 
that the existing 
provisions in 
Schedule X.11 
provide for changes 
to Bay View Road to 
be completed before 
new lots are available. 

Schedule X.11 
has amended 
wording as 
suggested. 

Add definition to proposed provision X.14 
to reference the ‘Research Report 422 
Integrated Transport Assessment 
Guidelines’, and add wording to require 
“any development of 100 dwellings to 
provide as a minimum, a ‘moderate’ and 
‘broad’ ITA, respectively. 

Agree. Additional 
description and 
scope added to 
Schedule X.14 

I support the S42A Urban Design expert 
(Mr McIndoe) suggested amendment to the 
new indicative road access into the Kaka 
Valley, in that this should be realigned to 
connect with the main site spine road 
immediately adjacent to the proposed new 
commercial zone. 

Agree.  Commercial 
zone should be 
located on main 
spine and connecting 
roads. 

Changes made to 
Structure plan. 

Add a new provision that requires the final 
gradient of the north-south spine road to be 
designed to ensure that where there is no 
practicable impediment, the road achieves as 

Agree. Changes made to 
X.3 c) 
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shallow a grade as possible within the 
southern hillside environment, being no 
steeper than 1:8 and with sections no steeper 
than 1:15 where bus stops are to be 
provided. 

Add a new provision requiring off-road 
paths that serve a transport function to be 
constructed to a minimum 2500mm width 
and with grades no steeper than 1:20, and 
no steeper than 1:15 through the hillside 
environment. Where constraints are proven 
to prevent 1:15 grades being achieved, then 
sections no steeper than 1:12 will be required 
to be constructed to a minimum 3000mm 
width. 

Agree. Changes made to 
X.3 c). 

 

 In summary the recommendations by Mr Georgeson are generally accepted, 

apart from minor differences in opinion which are immaterial to managing 

the potential effects of PPC 28. 

Dated 07 July 2022 

 

__________________________ 
Gary Paul Clark 


