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DECISION

Chapter 1: Introduction

(1]

Transit New Zealand {Transit) is 2 stetutory authority established under the Transit New
Zealand Act 1989 (Transit Act). It was originally established with the primary focus on
the provision of an integrated and safe roading network. An amendment to the Transit Act
has resulted in Transit's role being focussed on its state highway activities. Section 5 of
the Transit Act now states that the principal objective of Transit is "To operate a safe and
efficient Stute Highway systera". State Highway 1 (SH1) is the primary national
strategic highway route out of Wellington - combining motorway, rural highway and urban
road over its length.

Transit is a requiring authority pursuant to s.167 of the Resource Management Act 1991
(RMA). In August 1887 Transit gave notice cf its requirement (NOR) for designation(s) for
the Full Urban Section Upgrade of the section of SH1, from Plimmerlon to Paremita (the
Urban Section), north of Wellingtoi.

These five appeals arise from Transit's decision to reject the recommendation of the
Hearing Commissioners acting under delegated authority for the Porirua City Council
(PCC) to withdraw the requirement for the designation for the Full Upgrade. Transit did
not accept the Commissioners' recommendation that inadequate consideration was given
to the alternatives and in particular a two lane two way bypass option.

As it was mindful of the concerns raised by the Commissioners however, Transit
commissioned further investigation and a further review of three bypass options.  Transit
revisited the Full Upgrade design of the Urban Section of SH1 and a “Reduced Upgrade”
design was consequently developed.

The Reduced Upgrade is therefore Transit's response to the safety and congestion issues
which currently exist on the Urban Section of SH1. It is this upgrade we primarily address
in this decision.




Chapter 2: The Site and Existing Roading Arrangements

(6]

(1]

[13]

The land to which these appeals relate is located within the area of Porirua City. It
extends for a distance of about 4.1 kilometres between a point approximately 300 meires
north of the nortnern end of the weigh station at Plimmerton, scuth along the route of the
existing SH1 and a point approximately 250 metres south of Paremata Roundabout (at the
southernmost footbridge), but excluding the coastal marine area.

Tha land use along the existing route of SH1 is largely residential, mixed with some
suburban coramercial activities. Land usage at the northern end of the proposed works is
largely rural on the eastern side of SH1 ard on the west, from Plimmerton weigh station o
the south, the land is in light industrial/commercial use. This area is referred to as the
Plimmerton industrial Estate.

SH1 is called St Andrews Road as it passes through Plimmerton to Geat Point and Mann
Esplanade from Goat Point to the Paremata Bridge. South of the Pimmerton indusirial
Estate is the Plimmerton Domain which accommodates a Croguet Club, Pony Club, rugoy
field and Bowling Club. A Shell truckstop and a small group of commercial buildings are
situatad south of the Plimmerton Domain. St Theresa's Church and School are located on
the eastern side of SH1 on the corner of James Street. From here to Goat Point the land
use is predominantly residential except for the site occupied by Piimmerton Motors and

the Spinnaker Motel.

From Goat Point to the Paremata Bridge the adjacent land use is largely residential with
the exception of the Mana retail area located at the northern end of Mana Esplanade.
This retail area (on the western side of SH1) includes McDonalds, a Shell service station,
Palmers Garden Centre, Mana Court retail/business area, New World and various retail
shops. To the east of the Paremata Roundabout above Paremata Crescent, the
predominant land use is residential.

The site falls within the rohe of Naati Toa, which is represented by Te Runanga J Toa
Rangatira, an iwi authority defined under s.2 RMA. Ngati Toa is the recognised tribe with
tangata whenua status within the wider Porirura area.

There are a number of important Ngati Toa sites located within the general area which are
highly valued for their cultural and/or spiritual significance. These include Ngati Toa
Domain (parts of which are considered to be waahi tapu), Taupo Swamp and its environs
((eqarded as waahi tapu) and an ancient urupa (bunal ground) located just north of
Pukerua Bay which is traversed by SH1 (considered to be waahi tapu despite almost
complete obliteration due to the highway's construction).

The Plimmerton Weigh Station (“the weigh station”) is located on the western side of SH1,
just south of the Taupo Swamp. South of the weigh station, the carriageway is one lane in
each direction through to Plimmerton.  The two lane carriageway of SH1 continues from
Plimmerton around Goat Point. For some 200 metres no properties have physical access
and parking is prohibited on both sides through this section. Mana Esplanade currently
provides two way traffic movement from Goat Point to the Paremata Bridge. The
carriageway includes kerbside parking facilities along both kerbs and a central painted

meaian.

Mana Esplanade continues towards the two lane Paremata Bridge. The single
southbound lane over the Paremata Bridge expands to two southbound lanes before

 + joining the Paremata Roundabout. The northbound lanes from the roundabout merge into

-a single lane on the approach to the Paremata Bridge. Grays Road provides a connection
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[16]

The section of SH1 from Plimmerton Drive south to the Paremata Roundabout is a two
lane highway with kerbside parking lanes in front of the residential area and a 1.5 metre
painted median. It is the most strategically important inter-regional highway link serving
the Wellington region. The daily flow patterns across Paremata Bridge show heavy peak
hour flows southbound each weekday morning with a similar northbound peak flow each
weekday evening. These peak flows are larger on Monday and Friday, reflecting the
weekend traffic flows out and back into Wellington. There is also a significant rise in
heavy vehicle traffic during the early morning.

Congestion and quieuing occur where the road capacity is exceeded during the psak hour
flows. In the northbound direction the queues occur where the two lanes of the Paremata
Roundabout merge into a single lane to cross the Paremata Bridge. These queues can
extend southwards for up to 1 kilometre delaying traffic. Off peak, free flow traific
conditions are experienced through this section. The free flow conditions result in few
gaps in the waffic for side road and frontage traific to join. In contrast, during peak hour
conditions, the traffic is slow moving, allowing frontage and side road vehicles to join the
SH1 flow.

Under the Reduced Upgrade proposal, the land comprises:
o The road reserve for the existing SH1", including the land shown in the Porirua City

District Plan (the PDP) as designated for “Limited Access Road” and for "Road
(State Highway)™:

. Specified additional land adjacent to the existing SH1, including land contained
within the boundaries of various properties with frontages to SH1;
o Specified additional fand in the vicinity of the approaches to a new bridge proposed

to be constructed in the vicinity of Pauatahanui inlet near Paremata to the west of
the existing SH1 bridge;

. Specified additional land of the Taupo Stream and in the vicinity of Taupo Stream, in
Plimmerton and various specified roads and streets including Plimmerton Drive,
James Street in Plimmerton and portions of various other streets in the vicinity of
their intersections with the existing SH1, including Steyne Avenue, Pope Street,
Pascoe Avenue and other land.

A plan taken from the evidence of Mr J R Hudson, Landscape Architect and Consultant to
Transit, is attached to this decision marked Appendix A.

. New Zealand Gazette 1941, page 2053 (Proclamation 3118) LAR GN985190
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Chapter 3: Backaround To The Transit Urban Section Upgrade Froposal

[17]

(20]

[22]

(23]

Mr D R Rendall, as Transit's Wellington Regional State Highway Manager, provided
=n overview and historical suramary of events leading to the ungrads proposal. Matenal
for this chapter was also provided from the evidence of Mrs C A Foster, PCC's Planning
Consultant and former Planning Assistant and then Planning Director for the PCC.

The traffic congestion experienced through the Urban Section of SH1 is not a new
phenomenon. There are reports of congestion and delay as early as the 1960s. Transit's
Full Upgrade proposal occurred against a background of numerous studies and
investigations to determine the appropriate long term transportation strategy for this pait
of the Wellington Region.

Extensive sludies were undertaken of options for improving SH1 between Paremata and
MacKays Crossing in the 1880s. These included a coastal upgrading and a new inland
alignment.

The historical context is in fact dominated by debate over whether the Transmission Gully
Motorway (TGM) or an upgraded (four laned) coastal route is the appropriate strategic
route for SH1. The current position is that the TGM is endorsed in the Wellington
Regional Council's (WRC) Regional Land Transport Strategy (WRLTS) as the long term
strategic route.

in 1990 the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment (PCE) evaluated a report
written by the WRC to assess the environmental effect of routes to the north of Wellington.
The conclusions of this report, entitled the Future State Highway No 1 Route
Environmental Impact Report, were endorsed by the PCE. In a responding report, Audit
of the ‘Future Highway Number One Route’ Environmental Impact Report, the
Commissioner addressed options for a four lane motorway north of Weliington and
recommended that such development should be on the iniand route known as
Transmission Guily. Her report also recommended a number of actions including the
following:

That [the Wellington Regional Council and Transit New Zealand] cooperate with and
support the Wellington City Council in seeking to limit the provision of permanent
carparks and discourage low occupancy car commuting to the Wellington central
business district, exploring such methods as a peak hour bus/carpool lane and/or a
differential toll on State Highways One and Two entering Wellington.

That interim works to improve traffic (that will not compromise an eventual inland
Route) be investigated promptly in consultation with local communities at
Paremata/Mana/Plimmerton.

in March 1882, Transit resolved to act as lead agency in initiating appropriate procedures
under the RMA to make provision for the TGM. Further investigative work was carried
out, including feasibility work on financing the TGM as a toll road. Transit resolved in
September 1994 to immediately start the remaining investigation work and obtain a
designation. Accordingly, Transit lodged a NOR for the TGM in April 1996.

Meanwhile in 1994 Transit engaged Traffic Design Group (TDG) and Beca Carter Hollings
& Ferner Limited (BCHF) to consider earlier reports and investigations, then develop

~. oplions for dealing with traffic flows on SH1 north of Wellington. These options were

o developed on the basis and against the background of the TGM being the preferred

<

Honger term routz north of Wellington,
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[24]

(27]

(28]

[29]

The capacity improvement studies for SH1, undertaken between 1994 and 1995,

investigated three basic options for the Plimmerton to Paremata Section Upgrade. In~

summeary, these were.

u To upgrade the existing State Highway;

J To provide a two lane bypass to the west of the existing highway and retain two
lanes on the existing highway; and

. To provide a four lane bypass to the west of the existing highway.

These options were also cconsidered separately in respect of the Plimmerton Section
(north of Goat Point) and the Mana Section (south of Goat Point). A number of
combinations of the use of the existing highway and bypasses were considered for these
two areas.

Conicept designs were developad for these opiions and were used s a basis for public
consultation and the Assessment of Effects on the Environment (AEE) undertaken in
1995. As a result, two reports were prepared, the Capacily hnprovement Study Oplions
Evaluation Report (Reference 2) and the Capacity Improvement Study Options Evaluation
- Assessment of Effects on the Environment (Reference 3). The study covered SH1 from
Paremata to the coastal section north of Pukerua Bay and wes premised on the basis that
Transit would not render SH1 to the north of Pukerua Bay four lanes. To do so would
have been inconsistent with Transit's long term objective of constructing TGM as the
“motorway” route north of Wellington and the PCE's conclusions from her 1890 audlt.

These reports were considered by Transit officers and a submission was presented to the
Transit Authority in October 1895 The Authority resolved to adopt a strategy for
improvements to SH1 between Pukerua Bay and Paremata including the following:

e Staged replacement of Paremata Bridge;

e Clearways in the peak direction at peak periods on Mana Esplanade and provision of
traffic signals at some or all of the Pascoe Avenue, Mana View Road and Acheron
Road intersections, plus staged introduction of right turn bays at those intersections;

« Upgrading the existing alignment through Plimmerton to four lanes;

» A bypass of Pukerua Bay; and

» Four laning the rural section (between Pukerua Bay and Plimmerton to address safety
issues).

Transil's objectives for the Urban Section Upgrade projact are described in the NOR. it is
the intention to relieve existing congestion problems associated with this section of the
SH1 route and to assist in ensuring that during the construction of the TGM, there is a
sufficient level of service afforded on the existing coastal highway route by enhancing
traffic capacity between Plimmerton and Paremata.

In accordance with the procedures under the RMA, Transit gave an NOR for
designation(s) to provide for:

° The construction, operation, maintenance and repair of road forming part of SH1 of
which parts are to be “Road (State Highway)” and parts are to be "Limited Access
Road” and carrying out of zncillery works and aclivitiss (including earthworks,
excavation, demolition, erection, maintenance and repair of bridges, retaining walls,
anchor supports and other structures, vegetation clearance including for sight
planes and planting); and

: . The imposition of various restrictions on the use of specified adjacent areas of land

=~ in o'om to protect and maintain sight plane% (“Qight Plane Restrictions”) and various
Coretzings wahs gnd anchor supnons (¢ o bine Restrictions”™ for “he sufs o

ghicient Tunciioning or operation of the Project or \/\Jo i
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[32]

{33]

[34]

[35)

- -{38]

.»/" -

At the time of the NOR, it was expected that funding for construction of the TGM would be B
availabie around 2014. Accordingly, the Full Upgrade was designed to provide adequate
capacity up until that time.

Mr Rendall's view was that the objectives identified in the NOR recognised that the
additional present and future capacity that should be provided should be no more than
"sufficient”. in particular, Transit is very aware of the need to take appropriate account of
the interests of local communities, tangata whenua and the environment.

The Commissionars appol nted by the PCC to hear the case for the Full Upgrade
recommended that Transit withdraw its requirement. They considered Transit's proposed
upgrade "too tight a fit' wiithin a narrow corridor and this would result in perinanent and
unacceptable adverse effects on the residential environment of Plimmeiton °nd
Paremata. The Conmunissioners belisved that further consideration of a two lene bypas
oplion may have been appropriate.

Transit rejected the recommendation in its Notice of Decision under s.172 RMA dated
7 March 1998. It agreed, however, to re-investigate three bypass options and whether a
bypass would be effective, viable and preferable to the Full Upgrade in the NOR
Accordingly, a re-evaluation of byprss options and a re-investigation of the upgrade was
undertaken by an appecinted Peer Review Team, comprised of Mr A Bradhourne,
Planner and Chairman, Mr D Heine, Traffic Engineer, Mrs N Barton, Planning
Consultant, Ms M Buckland, Landscape Architect and Mr K Ballagh, Acoustic
Engineer.

The bypass options which were re-investigated extended between Goat Point and the
Paremata Bridge. Bypass options to the north of Goat Point through to Plimmerton were
not re-investigated as Transit's analysis of the Commissioners’ recommendations showed
that, in the case of the Plimmerton section, the issues were more confined and capable of
resolution within the boundaries of the NOR. It was considered that a bypass running
between the fronts of properties and the coast may be less preferable to those affected
residents.

in addition to the bypass re-evaluation, a full re-investigation of all features of the design
of the Full Upgrade project was undertaken. Transit however, did not revisit the premise
that congestion relief was required until the TGM was constructed under normal funding
criteria (2014). It was Transit’'s objective to ascertain whether the proper course for the
Mana section was to confirm the NOR or to pursue a new notice.

The re-evaluation and re-investigation confirmed Transit’'s decision on the Commissioners’
recommendaticn while recommending improvements.

Meanwhile, Trarsit promcted the designaticn of the TGM (subject to resolving outstanding
appeals) to secura that route. Before and during the hearing and whilst this decision was
being written, sources of funding were being explored some of which will require
legislative change. Transit recently tested its long term strategy of constructing TGM
against the allernative strategy of providing a four-lane highway along the coast from
McKays Crossing to Farematz. A study of the two a!tsrnatixfe strategies showed the TGM
strategy to be superior stfutegmal‘y economicaily, ar.d in environmental end social terms.

A Willingness to Pay Survey and a review of the corridor strategy based on the coastal

“four ianing study was also underway. The survey was commissioned by WRC and Transit

in order to gauge the willingness or otherwise of those in the Wellington region to pay for
eariy <L=m,u"“* vof the TGN, The review, requesied by Tr" wiung end cnm cled b
Trersil, was intended to test the sssumption that the upgrade of S wow T Dz lo provics

[T

only su*ﬂment capacity until such time as the TGM could be construcmd aga:ns\ tne



[39]

[40]

alternative strategy of providing a four lane highway along the coast from Paremata to _

MacKays Crossing, rather than the TGM.

Against all these activities Transit considered the outcomes of the peer review process,
the Willingness to Pay Survey, the coastal four laning investioation, an updated analysis
of the benefitVcost ratio (BIC ratio) of the TGM and representations made by the
appellants, and decided to explore options which would provide adequate capacity only
until 2005 (at the time of hearing the earliest possible construction date for the TGM).
Transit was particularly concerned with the environmental impacts of the Full Upgrade on
residents, especially in the Mana Esplanade area, and the perceived risk of delay to
construction of the TGM, by virtue cof the design life of the Full Upgrade (15 years as
opposed 10 5 years).

Transit's upgrade strategy for SH1 in the Wellington region thus has both a long term and
a short teim focus, which can be sumnmarised as:

. Transit's long term preferred route for SH1 is what is known as the Inland Route, or
“Transmission Gully” and its preferred project for this route is the TGM.

v The TGM may not be constructed for a number of years. Applying present funding
criteria this may not be until 2015, although earlier construction could be possible, if
legislative authority and funding can be secured.

. Transit has a strategy to address the existing congestion and safety issues on the
present coastal SH1 corridor through targeted projects, but not in a way that would
compromise the early construction of the TGM.

+
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Chapter 4: The Reduced Upgrade Proposal

[41]

In response to PCC's, WRC's and the Residents’ concerns, Transit focused on developing
a Reduced Upgrade. Transit is of the view that this is a superior development to the fFull
Upgrade as it

L]

reduces the physical interference with private property by removing the driver sight
plane restrictions {rom various properties adjacent to SH1;

restricts the top end capacity of this section of rocad and thereby caps the level of

impacts at a level below those which could have occurred as a result of the upgrade;
introduces for specified periods a High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Clearway lane
and accordingly reduces the impact of traffic;

is almost entirely reversible once the TGM is opened and the need for capacily in
excess of today's situation is removed;

as a relatively limited design life at which time construction of the TGM will be close
or complete if funded externally. If not, then Transit is committed to reviewing the
situation no later than 5 years hence; and

makes efficient use of an already existing road resource.

Mr P McCormbs, Traffic Design Consultant to Transit, identified the following specific
traffic engineering features of the Reduced Upgrade as follows: '

providing indented bus bays on both sides of SH1 near James Street, near Acheron
Road (southbound), near Station Road (northbound) and on both sides of the
highway near Mana Marina Village;

providing two southbound and northbound lanes for through-traffic at the Grays
Road and Steyne Avenue intersections and around Goat Point to the vicinity of
Acheron Road;

providing one through lane in each direction along Mana Esplanade plus the peak-
direction Clearway to provide a second through-fane available to the HOV-gualifying
vehicles in the major direction at peak times;

providing traffic signals and controlled pedestrian crossings at intersections together
with computer-controlled linking to achieve smooth co-ordinated “"green-wave” flows
for through traffic;

providing a 3.5 metre kerbside and 3.0 metre central lane in the peak direction and a
2.0 metre painied central median;

increasing in the result the lateral clearances available to cyclists and manoeuvres
at driveways;

the addition of 2.5 metre footpaths on both sides completes the generally available
20 metre width of the existing designated road reserve;

at off-peak times, a 2.0 metre kerbside parking lane is provided along Mana
Esplanade leaving a 1.5 metre “shadow” width beside parked cars, and a 3.0 metre
marked travel lane beside the 2.0 metre painted median:

providing at intersections, footpaths narrowed to 2.0 metres and the median width
increased to allow a 3.0 metre wide central turning lane;

prehibiting parking through a 55 - 60 metre length of both arterial approaches to the
cortrolled intersections so as (o enable two through-lanes 2nd a central opnesed
turning lane {c be provided &t the traffic signal stoplines;

each side road approach is arranged to provide two approach lanes;

widening the eastern footpath on the existing Paremata Bridge to provide a greater
width for pedestrians and other users of the footpath, in recognition of perceived
residents’ safety concerns;

replzcing the exisling Plimmerten pedestitian cverbridos immadistelv north of Sravs
noac if prasticanie o provide an additionz: route | V

SH1;

ke ol v e by e Nt g I
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removing the central raised islands at the intersections of Mana View Road, Station
Road and Pascoe Avenue (avoiding the need to designate land from adjacent
frontage properties along Mana Esplanade);

retaining the existing alignments of Pope Street and Station Road (removing the
rieed (o designate land on the corners);

retaining the existing left turn slip lane arrangements to and from Mana Retall
Centre (removing the need to designate land on the opposite side of Mana
Esplanade); and

frontape modifications will be generally limited to matters such as reconstructing
boundary fences, providing driveway cressing places and replacing or relocating
hedges and some garages.

In particular Transit considers the implementation of the HOV lane (through Transit's
byiaws) will keep trucks in the centre lanes through Mana and maximise the volume of
tiaffic using the centre lanes during peak flows. This in turny will maximizse the distence
between most of the traffic and the adjoining residential and commmercial propearties.

At Paremata the existing two lane bridge will be duplicated with a new two lane bridge,
south from which the road will be four lanes through the redesigned Parernata
Roundabout. Resource consents have been obtained for these.

Funding for the SH1 upgrade has not been confirmed by Transfund. Therefore, there is
no certainty that the Reduced Upgrade will proceed, even if the designation is approved
by the Court, although there is an indication that it meets the benefit/cost criteria.?

fn the event, Transit seeks now to designate only the Reduced Upgrade.

_See Chapter 8, post at page 55
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Chapter 5: The Parties

[52]

e
-~

Porirua City Council

DCC is the territorial authority and made recommendations {0 Transit in respest of the
NOR under £.171 RMA to withdraw its NOR in relation to the Urban Section Full Upgrade.

The PCC's position as an appellant was in a number of contexts: as a territorial authority
which made the recommendation to Transit in respect of iis NOR; zs a territorial authority
having responsibility to administer its operative district plan which includes objcclives and
policies relevant to the future upgrade of SH1 and the TGM oroject; as & territorial
authority having overall responsibility for the sirategic direction and future of its district
including as a roading authority in its own right; and as an affected landowner principally
in respect of Plimmerton Domain but also cartzin other land affected by the development.

The PO avpealzd egainst Transit's decision to confirm the NOR because it had
coricerns about the adequacy of Transit's consideration of alternative routes or methods
for achieving its objective. It also had concerns relating to the degree of adverse effects
upon the environment, including the effects upon the residents along the urban section of
the upgrade.

It has been the PCC's more recent decision to co-operate with Transit (following the filing
of appeals) in the further investigation of alternative routes and thereafter, in terms of
negotiation towards an agreed position which followed the announcement by Transit of its
intention to pursue the Reduced Upgrade.

In the event the PCC entered into an agreed position with Transit as to the desired
outcome of the appeals. This agreement is reflected in an Agreed Memorandum filed
with the Court dated 17 August 2000 with attached draft conditions and in a "Heads of
Agreement".

Accordingly, the PCC now seeks that Transit's NOR for the Reduced Upgrade proposal
be confirmed, subject to the detailed terms and conditions attached to the Agreed
Memorandum.

The Wellington Regional Council

The WP is a party to the appeals pursuant to s.274 RMA. It has an interest in these
proceedings as the body responsible for the administration of the Wellington Regional
Policy Statement (RPS), the relevant regional plans and the WRLTS. This includes, as at
July 2000, the Western Corridor implementation Plan. The WRC is also the body
responsible for purchasing public transport services within the region.  These
responsibilities are important as parallel road and rail services interact with the
performance of the existing SH1. It also has had a strategic role in terms of carrying out
various studies including participating in the Willingness to Pay Survey to further the TGM
project.

The WRC initially had concerns about the Reduced Upgrade project, principally in relation
to the poiential impact of such a proposal on the timing of ine TGM. These concerns have
now been satisfied.

The WRC accordingly also entered into an agreed position with Transit as to the desired

- outcome of the appeals. WRC now seeks that Transit's NOR for the Reduced Upgrade be
- confirmed, subject to the detailed terms and conditions attached to the Agreed
“Memorandum. B s satisfied that the adverse e
Signiii
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outweighed by the positive effects of the proposal.
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The Residents

At the time of hearing only the Residents groups ('ihe Residents”).remained as
appellanis. Much of the Transit and PCC evidence vas not challenged by them and the
focus of the hearing became directed to specific issues like noise, vibration, severance,
access, parking, fumes, HOV lanes, pedestrian issues, and the four faning of St Andrews
Road. Over-arching these concerns however, was the Residents’ concern that TGM
might not go ahead as a result of the Reduced Upgrade, should we uphold the
designation.

Other concerns, relating to the impact on residential properties of land taken and sight
piane restrictions, have largely been omitted from the Reduced Upgrade.

The Residents were made up of the following groups:
(a) A & F Middleton and Others

Mrs [ Middleton gave her evidence on behalf of her family and others. Their objection
was to a four lane highway from the Paremata Roundabout to north of Plimmerton. They
view the Reduced Upgrade as a "quick fix" solution whicn may, for uncertain reasons,
become permanent if the Residents are not alert to the fact. The group believes that
given the uncertainty of the TGM proposal, through-traffic should be diverted away from
Mana Esplanade to a bypass road alongside the railway on railway reserve.

Mrs Middleton provided detailed objections on issues such as pedestrian amenity and
safety, severance, access and noise, which we refer to elsewhere. The group suggest that
if the Reduced Upgrade HOV/Clearways option is approved it be given a limited life of
perhaps 5 years.

(b) Transmission Gully Action Council (TGAC), and the Paremata Residents
Association Incorporated (PRAI)

These two Residents groups jointly presented their case through Mr A R Morrison.
Mr Morrison's submissions and the evidence of Mrs H Balham, local historian and
resident, gave the historical context to the appeals.

Mrs Balham identified the road through Paremata/Plimmerton was originally developed by
the local residents to improve access to the coastal communities of Mana, Plimmerton
and Pukerua Bay (the land being donated by a local landowner). Long-time residents in
the area recall paying off the bridge loan in their rates until around the 1960s. It was put
to us that the community has continued to "share" the road with the nation ever since,
without the broader public being aware of its localised history.

Mr Morrison detailed how the longer distance traffic along SH1 has become a real
problem for the communities in more recent years. The result has been that the
community has become "shell shocked' with the many rounds of consultation, public
meetings, hearings, and submissions over how best to mitigate the effects of a state
Fichway through its resideniial environment.

This group of Residents are opposed to the Reduced Upgrade's presentation as an
interim solution, because if the TGM was in existence the upgrade would not be

-, nhecessary at all.

) CAC end PRAL crlied & number of expans and residents to cupped heir cese, the

~ e £y e  n g e [ S,
ENCE OF winlh weé rele (o eisewlhiere.



169]

14

(c) Plimmerton Residents Association Incorporated

The case for the Plimmerton Residents was in agreement with that of the TGAC and PRAI
but its particular focus is the St Andrews Road section of the upgrade route. The
Rasidents were represenied by Mr J Lambie, Chairman of the Asscciation. 't was his
overall submissicn that the Plimmerton Residents do not want the upgrade, instead
seeking an earlier start on TGM.

A number of local residents and representatives of local businesses were called to
suppoit this group's case. Their evidence we refer to elsewhere also.

(d) | Barfow

Mr Barlow presented a comprehensive review of a bypass alternative which we consider
izter in this decision.

(e) Shell New Zealand Ltd and McDonald's Systein of NZ Ltd

These parties filed section 271A RMA notices. Their concerns have been resoclved by
consent and a record of those resolutions is attached to this decision marked Schedule 1.




Chapter 6: Legal Framework

Statutary Framework

[70]

[72]

The stalutory ramework for considering issues in respect of designations uncer the RMA
is as follows:

. Sections 188, 175, 176 and 176A which set out the legal effect of a designation and
outline the plan procedures;

« Section 168 which sets out the matters to be included in the NOR;

. Section 171(1) which sets out the matters to which regard and particuiar regard

should be had by the territorial authority (aind the Court),
° Part Il to which s.171(1) is subject;

® Section 171(2) which sets out the territorial authority's discretion in determining the
reguirement;

o Section 172(2) which sets out 2 recuiring authority's power to modify its
requirement; and

. Section 174 which sets out the appeal process and confirms the Court's discretion in

determining the appeals.
In terms of background to the designation process, s.166 provides that a designation is a
provision made in a plan to give effect to a requirement made under s.168. Under s.175,
where a designation is confirmed by the Environment Court, the territorial authority is to:

include the designation in its district plan and any proposed district plan as if it were a
rule in accordance with the requirement as issued or modified. ...

Once in place a designation has the following effects, pursuant to s.176(1):

. it removes any requirement to obtain resource consents otherwise required under
the relevant plan;

. it gives the requiring authority consent to do anything in accordance with the
designation;

. it prevents any use of the land which would prevent or hinder the work without

written permission of the requiring authority.

Juriscictional Issue as to the Legality of the Notice of Requirement

[73]

[74]

Section 172(2) sets out a requiring authority’'s power to modify its NOR. It reads:

s.172. Decision of requiring authority-

(2) A requiring authority may modify a requirement if, and only if, that modification is
recommended by the territorial authority or is not inconsistent with the requirement as
notified.

(3) Where a requiring authority rejects the recommendation in whole or in part, or modifies

the requirement, the authority shall give reasons for its decision.

It is Transit’'s submission that the reference to the “requirement” in s.172 RMA, is the
requirement as modifiad by Transit in its decision, pursuant to 5.172(2), the subject of the
appeals. Transit maintains that the modiications made {¢ the reguirement in i3 cacision
are relatively minor, including the addition of some conditions and minor adjustments to
some plans. Account must be taken of these modifications, therefore, bearing in mind

that it Is Transit'e decision which is the subject of the appeals.
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With regard to the power to modify a requirement under s. 174(4)(b), Transit considers that _

the scope of this power is as described by the Court in Quay Properly_Managemennt
Limited v Transit New Zealand®. Thatis, the Court may make changes to the reqguirement
that do not alter its essential nature or cnaracter In that case the Court held that a NOR
does not delineaie & requiring authonty's proposal in @ way which fhan raguires it Lo be
undertaken according to the NOR provisions from the outset. Under the RMA, the
assessment of the project is ongeing and not limited by statements in the NOR itself.
Accordingly, in exercising its powers under s.174(4)(b) RMA, the Court is not confined by
the parameters of the Full Upgrade project as thC‘Ibed in the original NOR, or in
Transit's decision. Instead the Court has jurisdiction itself under s.174(4)(b) to modify the
requirement so as to provide for the Reduced Upgrade HO\//Clearways proposal.

it was the PCC's case that although the Reduced Upgrade is scmewhat different from the
proposzls ~mbizced within Transit's coriginal NOR, Transit has not lodged any different or
changad Mo Instead, Transit has clearly signalled its intzntion to scale down the scope
of the [l ('.,x’,.) rade Clearways pronowi to the Reducerd Upgrade.

in Mrs Foster's opinion for the PCC, the process cf consultation followed by Transit
leading up to the lodgement of the NOR was thorough. Having said that, she
acknowledged the practical difficulties created for Transit in undertaking consultation in a
climate of uncertainty surrounding the TGM. In this context, much of the feedback from
consultation (and many of the submissions on the upgrade issue) focussed on a
preference for the TGM rather than focussing on the effects of the Full Upgrade
Clearways proposal.

However, she considered the consultation in respect of the earlier proposed sight plane
restrictions was not adequate but identified that these restrictions are now in fact not a
feature of the proposal.

Mrs Foster also highlighted the difficulty which became apparent during the 1898 hearing
that, because Transit had described the Full Upgrade Clearways solution as an interim
one, many people assumed that it was going to be in place for only a short time and then
removed. This was not Transit's intention. However, in her view, this probiem is now
overcome by the Reduced Upgrade, provided it endures for only an estimated short
period of time.

With regard to the amended proposeal, Mrs Foster acknowiedges that Transit had
underiexen only limited consultation about the details of the Reduced Upgrade targeted at
the appellants as representative community groups. But she concluded this was
appropriate given the planned short term (interim) nature of the proposed works. She also
considers further consultation with the PCC, the WRC and the community is required to
determine the appropriate long term transportation solution for this part of the corridor and
to address any ongoing environmental effects of the operation of SH1 through the
community. Mrs Foster therefore supporied the commitment by the PCC, the WRC and
Transit, expressed in the draft Heads of Agreement, to undertake a review of the effects of
the Reduced Upgrade prior to 2005, and involving a public process.

The Resident groups PRAI and TGAC submit that their appeals relate to the original NOR
cated 28 August 1297 (as modifizd by the inclusion of the conditions set oui in Transit's
ivotice of Decision of 7 August 1898). But they consider it is now apparent that Transit is
no longer pursuing the proposal outlined in the notice. They say that they were advised of
Transit's alternative proposal at a meeting on 30 March 2000 and sketches were received

on 14 April.  As far as they are aware, there has been no public notification of the

~alternative proposal. Nor are they aware of any move by Transit to amend the NOR.

3
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Rather, Transit is asking the Court to modify the notice in order to provide for an _

alternative proposal.

Accordingly, they ask the Court to consider whether Transit's alternative proposal can
appropriately Le catered for by modifying the original notice under s.174 — or whether this
would entail an alteration, and therefore a new notice.

The Residents also consider that Transit's original NOR is insufficient in that:

o The designation now being sought is different from thst in the nelice (e.g. no sight
planes are required and the land purchase requirements are different);

. The reasons why the designation is required are different (because the expected
time span of the works is much less) (s.168(3)(a));

® The site description, the nzture of the work and the proposed restrictions are all

diiferent (e.g. the works now sludz HOV lanes and different lane widins, anad the
croposed nours of operstion are differcnt) (s.168(3)(b));

. There will be different effects on the environment (e.g. ditizrent cafety and araenity
impacts) with different mitigation possibilities and the extent to which alternatives
have been considered - indeed, the alternatives now relevant — have changed (e.g.
lesser (two lane) alternatives are now even more relevant) (s.168(3)(c));

o The new proposals have not heen the subject of consultation with most of the
persons likely to be affected (only with the appellant groups and after decisions had
been rmade) (s.168(3)(e)),

. The proposals have not been included in a notice which has been served on
affected parties, publicly notified or the subjzat of a hearing.

in respect of the final point, PRAI and TGAC argue that public submissions to the PCC
hearings were made (or not made) on the basis of a notice which was for an “interim”
solution to the congestion problems. “Interim” was described in the notice as a period of
10-15 years up to the expected time of construction of the TGM. The solution now being
proposed is still “interim” but for a period of 5-6 years up to 2005/06, including the
pianning and construction period.

It is the Residents' contention that if the original notice had been in relation to an interim
period of only 5-6 years, the public atiitude toward it — and therefore the nature and
number of submissions — would have been significantly different. There were members of
the public who were prepared to accept the justification for the original Full Upgrade in
view of the expected 10-15 year timie span betare consiruction of TGM but wouid not be
prepared to accept the justification for a Reduced Upgrade for only 5-6 years.

Furthermore, the public as a whole has had no oppertunity to voice their opinions on
Transit's claims that the adverse effects of the Reduced Upgrade are likely to be less than
those of the original upgrade proposal. in fact, the changes are few but significant, for
example:

. The potential extension of the Clearway hours will increase social severance even
more by further preventing parking at more inconvenient times for residents,
caregivers, visitors, delivery people etc;

. Tne remove! of the sight plane resirictions (considered essential for safety reasons)
and the narrowing of the centre traffic lanes will make it even more dangerous for
vehicles to access and egress many properties;

~ =+ The use of HOV lanes will make the situation even more confusing and dangerous

with more lane changes required and potential disruption with enforcement
measures; and

g
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» Requiring land to be taken near the intersections is largely at the expense of _

footpaths which are even more narrow, making it even more difficult and unsafe for
pedestiians,

[87] The PRAl and the TGAC argue that generally, the public is unaware of Transit's
alternative proposal and has been denied the rights normally afforded them under the
RMA in respect of the Reduced Upgrade. This includes the ultimate right to appeal. They
therefore ask the Court to consider whether the NOR (as modified by Transit's notice of
decision) properly describes Transit's alternative proposal in terms of 5.168.

Evaluation

(88] Section 290 RMA sets out the general power of the Court in regard to appeals and
incuiries. Relevant to appeals, $.290(1), (2) and (4) provide as follows:

(1) The Environment Court has the same power, duty, and discretion in respect of a decision
appealed against, or to which an iiquiry relates, as the person against whosa decision
the appeal or inquiry is brought.

(2) The Environment Court may confirm, amend, or cancel a decision to which an appeal
relates.

(4) Nothing in this section affects any specific power or duty the Environment Court has
under this Act or under any other Act or regulation.

J[89] Section 290(1) provides the Court with the same power in respect of a decision appealed
against as a person or entity against whose decision the appeal is brought (Transit).
Section 280(1) must be read with s.290(4). In this regard, subsection (1) should not be
read to limit or affect the scope of the more specific power of the Court under s.174(4) to
confirm, cancel, modify or impose conditions on the requirement as it sees fit. Section
174(4) states as follows:

(4) In determining an appeal, the Environment Court shail have regard to the matters set out
in section 171 and may -

(a) Confirm or cancel a requirement; or
(b) Modify a requirement in such manner, or impose such conditions, as the Court
thinks fit.

[90] Section 171 refers to the recommendation of the territorial authority and s.171(1) states as
follows:

(1) Subject to Part ll, when considering a requirement inade under section 1€8, a territoric |
authority shall have regard to the matters set out in the notice given under section 168
(together with any further information supplied under section 169), and all submissions,
and shall also have particular regard to -

(a) Whether the designation is reasonably necessary for achieving the objectives of
the public work or project or work for which the designation is sought; and

(b)  Whether adequate consideration has been given to alternative sites, routes, or
riethods of achieving the public work or project or work; and

(c) Whether the nature of the public work or project or work reans that it would be
unreasonable to expect the requiring authority to use an alternative site, route, or
method; and

(d) All relevant provisions of any national policy statement, New Zealand coastal
policy statement, regional policy statement, proposed regional policy statement,
regional plar, proposed regiona! plan, district plan, or proposed district pian ...

The Court on any appeal therefore is required to revisit all the issues under s.171(1) as

S “well as those arising from Part Il RMA.

Meanwhile in terms of 5.172(2), Transit is able to modify its requirement only if this was

recommendec by ihe terriiorial 2utnority (PCCY or onlv i wha! is propesed is not

.
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reasons for its decision. We therefore looked carefully at the PCC's Recommendations
and Transit's Notice of Decision dated 7 August 1998.

In Transit's Notice acision we observe that in terms of the Residents’ concerns about
e removal of <l ".i wi nes, Transit's conditions in Appendix B of iis decision record at
Clause 12 that sig nt plane restnct\ons are {o be deleted from a nurnber of properties alonyg
Mana Esplanade. And in Clause 15 it is recorded that where it is demonstrated by the
affected owner to Transit that the site restrictions are no longer required for the safe
egress of vehicles, Transit is to give notice for the removal of that designation to the PCC.

The evidence disclosed that what has occurred since Transit's Notice cf Decision of
August 1898 was issued, is close examination of every property along the upgrade route
in relation to access issues by Transit's traffic engineers and in particular Mr McCombs
who gave evidence on the specifically affected properties to the Court,

Meanwhile, the PCC's Recommendations at Clause 10.6 to the Hearing Com:‘nissione.':z
indicated in evidenice by Mrs Fletcher, inciuded such matters as construction of nzy
vehicle access lanes from SH1 for numbers 75 - 91 St Andrews Road, repair to a ve hlcle
bridge over the Taupo Stream and new road crossings at 91 St Andrews Road. Where
access is to be constructed along the frontages 75 - 81 St Andrews Road, any new
fencing or hard pzved areas are to be designed by a registered landscape architect. In
addition, Transit has made various commitments to all residents whose properties may be
affected along the length of the Reduced Upgrade.

Collectively, all of these issues have come through to Transit's Reduced Upgrade
proposal in terms of s.172(2). None of these modifications made are therefore
inconsistent with the NOR.

The fact that it is Transit’'s decision which is appealed therefore does not prevent it as a
requiring authority from further modifying or refining its proposals if the refinements or
modifications are found to have lesser adverse effects when the proposal is about to be
assessed by the Court. Indeed the Court itself has the discretion to modify a requirement
or impose conditions which reflect the best evidence placed before it under its clear
powers in s.174(4)(b) RMA.*

Transit identifies the life span of most of the benefits of the Reduced Upgrade are long-
term (e.g. the Piimmerton Roundabout and overbridge, acoustic treatment of dwellings,
pavement renewal etc). In fact, the benefits can be achieved without recourse to any
physical works, by amending the Transit bylaw which allows them to take place, and
through proposed condition 55 of the Heads of Agreement (Restrictions on the Operation of
Kerbside Lanes) subject to public process under s.181 RMA which provides for alterations
to designations.

As to the expected time span of the Reduced Upgrade, Mr McCombs explains the
regulation of the operation through the HOV/Clearway is in response to residents' desire
for early construction of TGM. It shortens the period for which the Reduced Upgrade will
provide congestion relief. Should the TGM construction occur later than 2005/2006
however, further years of capacity up to 2014 may be secured by modification of the
regulation of the HOV/Clearway. To this end Transit has undertaken 1o consult with the
cornmunity about the issue and this decision records that fact as a condition of consent,

_—==-{100] With respect to sight lines, the nature of these restrictions in the light of safety concerns is

* to iimit the ability of the residents to deal with their properties es they wish. They were the

' subject of concern to the PCC and the Residents. The sight plane restrictions in fact

continue in pizcs umil the Couwt determines such a modification should be made to the

t‘*‘ ‘ 'QPM»,-pagelwz‘
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NCR. Transit found in its re-evaluation of the Full Upgrade, that as a safety aspect of the _
work they are no longer necessary. And in fact no traffic expert considered they should
Le retained. Instead Transit has provided site specific arrangements for each resident
should they be required. In addition, the traffic management systems put in place - the
combination of the HOV izne and light controlled intersections, and lack of parking on the
Clearways will, as we identify later, provide sufficient time for residents to access their
properties safely at peak hours.

As to the different lane widths proposed by the Reduced Upgrade, Transit argues it is not
credible to araue that any potential submitter would be influenced as to whether to make a
submission on the NOR by the marginal changes in the lane widths proposed which in
efiect are largely of benefit to the local community. We accept that argument given the
fractional extensions that have been made. The exiensions increase the lateral
clearances available to cyclists and vehicle manoeuvres at driveways. We discuss this
issue urther elsewhere under "Safety lssues”.

(101

—

[102] In respect of the argument that the proposed condition 55 amends the Clearway hours,
Transit identifies it is noted that the AEE in the NOR specified that the hours "may be
varied depending upon tuture traffic and driver behaviour ..." and did not propose that the
hours be limited by a condition. Condition 55 specifies hours bearing in mind a
reasonable expectation of some variance over time, as the AEE signalled.

[103] Finally, we observe that the existing highway is an existing physical resource owned by

- the Crown and controlled by Transit for the Crown under the Transit Act. There can be no
inference that it is somehow "owned" by the local community and that it is the only party
affectea by the changes.

[104] SH1 is the Wellington region's strategically most important link. It is essential that it
continues to provide a safe and efficient link for the benefit of all.

Findings

. It is open to Transit to modify its proposal after the Notice of Decision on the
Commissioners' Hearing has been released in order to further mitigate perceived
adverse effects on the environment.

. The HOV/Clearway lane and its management in the way proposed, manages
capacity and at all timies leaves the way open for the TGM to be built. it is a
modificetion to what was preposed in the NOR which was a Cleaiway along Mana
Esplanade at peak hours. The traffic management arrangements are designed to
keep heavy traffic in the centre lane away from the Residents and to their benefit.

. The Court has the power under s.174(4) RMA to modify all the issues arising from
the NOR in the light of the most up-to-date evidence in such manner or impose
such conditions as it thinks fit.
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Chapter 7: Matters To Which Particular Regard Is To Be Paid

(a) Reasonable Necessity for Designation
[105] Section 171(1)(a) requires the Court to have particular regard to:

Whether the designation is reasonably necessary for achieving the objectives of the
public work or project or work for which the designation is sought.

[106] It was submitied by Transit that the enquiry under s.171(1)(&) is to whether the
designation, a2s a form of RMA approval, is reasonably necessary to give effect to the
proposai (not as to the necessity of the project itself)°. Whether the location of the chosen
route is appropriate or not is a matter for examination under s.171(1)(b) and it is important

!

the reonecive roes of incee provisions are not confused.

[107] Tiencit subnits that confinmation of the requirement 1o enable the Reduced Upgrade v
appropriate with regard to s.171(1) considerations. The objectives of the project are set
out in the NOR and explained in Mr Rendall's evidence as follows:

° To relieve existing congestion problems associated with this section of the S/H1
coastal route; and

. To assist in ensuring that, during the interim period pending construction of the

- Inland Highway route, there is a sufficient level of service afforded in relation lo the

existing coastal highway route by enhancing lraffic capacity between Flimimerton
and Paremata.

[108] A designation can function both in authorising the activity by the requiring authority (the
“project or work™) and restricting activity by others that would “prevent or hinder” the
project or work. The designation is necessary, subject to the ability to exclude the sight
plane restrictions and to reduce the designation footprint - as proposed in the Reduced
Upgrade. The building line restrictions remain necessary so as to rpstrain land use and/or
developrment of these few properties that might otherwise prevent cr hinder the work, The
designation serves to identify the project or work in the PDP to give the public a clear
indication of the work intended and its conditions.

1108] Finally, Transit submits that the project will address the pressing need to provide relief
fror ihe congestion issues affecting this section of SH1. By so doing, the project will
assist in enabling people and communities {0 provide for their social, economic and
cultural wellbeing and their health and safety, in terms of s.5 RMA (to which s.171(1) is
subject).

[110] In Mrs Foster's view, the question at issue is also not whether the project is necessary but
whether the process of designation, under the RMA, is necessary to achieve the project
objectives. Neither is the question concerned with whether or riot the project objectives
are correct. Inthis PCC concurs with Transit. Mrs Foster identifies that the designation is
intended for two purposes:

¢ identification of land to be acouired by Transit for road widening: and
° ldenitfication of areas of land affecied by a building line restricuon.

e _M.U 1 1] In the short term, Mrs Foster argues, Transit needs to be able to identify the land which is

m,qulred for its project and to protect it from activities which might hinder the future work
unm <uch t;me as Transit acquires that land for the work. There are few alternative
R0 ’:ICh can gacurs 7 ane‘* an ecuivalent mars

-~
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appears in the district plan and is clearly understood by all present and future cwners. _
The desianation will enable Transit to operate, maintain and repair the stale highway
consisu’:nytly threughout for its stated road purpose mere appropriately than district plan
zoning or resource consents could do.

[112] Given the project objectives, Mrs Foster considers the designation is a necessary and
appropriate means of securing the land and restrictions sought by Transit to give effect to
the project.

[113] The Residents submit that due to the project’s limited design life, the designation in the
NOR is no longer appropriate. Any delay in TGM beyend 2005 will mean that there is not
a sufficient lzvel of service in the interim period pending TGM. Conversely, if TGM is
significantly advanced, they argue that a sufficient level of service (with iess risk of
corapromising TGM) could be achieved without Transit's proposed upgrade.

[114] In interpreting the objectives, therefere, it seems that the objectives themselves, the
appropnate design life for the project, the level of service deemed to be suificient and the
reasonable necessity for any particular designation, are all dependent on the timing of
TGEM - a factor which is currently completely unknown.

[(115] rir W ) Barclay, as Traffic Consultant to the Residents, asserts that Transit's strateqy
envisages that the proposed Clearways will be in operation for a 5 - G year period only.
e considers this translates into a service life of 2 - 3 years and concludes for that period,

- the Reduced Upgrade is not worth the cost or disruption from the construction works. Nor
is the Reduced Upgrade worth the impact overall on the Residents.

[116] Accordingly, the PRAI! and the TGAC conclude the designation in the NOR is not
reasonably necessary. Its use would be reasonably necessary to enable Transit to
undertake the particular project now proposed but the reasonable necessity for any
particular designation for achieving the objectives of the work is dependent on the
feasibility and timing of TGM, the timing of the proposed upgrade and the interests of local
communities, tangata whenua and the environment. The particular designation sought for
the Reduced Upgrade is therefore likely to compromise the objectives by compromising
the establishment of the Inland Route. Taking into account the adverse effects of
Transit’'s Reduced Upgrade proposal, a reasonable person would conclude that a
sufficient level of service in the meantime can be afforded without this particular
designation.

Evaluation

[117] A designation under Part VIl RMA is defined in s.166 as a provision made in a district
plan to give effect to a requirement made under s.168 for a project or work: s.168(2)(a). It
is a form of consent mechanism (as opposed to a resource consent) for large scale utility
cperations affeciing the public interest.

[118] As the Court has found in a number of Transit cases, the issue is whether the designation
as a form of approval or authority is reasonably necessary. |t is not whether the work is
reasonably necessary. This approach is reinforced by the wording of s.168(3)(a) which
clso refers to the reasons why the desigration is needed - not reasons why the work is
needed.

~4118] A designation is a powerful planning too! because land under a designaticn is, in effect,
" _given its own pianning regime within the district plan. We note the PDP (Policy C7.1.4)
-Seek to protect the corridors of the existing and proposed major transport routes in Porirua
Ciiy. And the princinal method for protecting future jcad rouies and viork on fham i
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[120] As noted there is no need to take private property to benefit the wider nublic interest. Sight
line restrictions are able to be lifted from private properties due to the reduced nature of
the upgrade. The traffic management solutions as opposed to road buiiding ones are
themselves able to be altered solely within the existing designation.

[121] The designation allows Transit to undertake the project in accordance with the conditions
on the designation. It allows land for the project to be identified in the PDP to give a clear
indication to others of the intended use of the land should they wish to locate its proximity.
It will restrain land uses or development that would otherwise prevent or hinder the
project. In narrow terms therefore, the designation as a form of approval is reasonably
necessary.

[122] We note (in any event) all of the proposed Reduced Upgrade between the Paremata
Raundabout and Acheron Road may be undertaken within the scope of the existing
designation containzd in the PDP, with the exception of an indenied bus stop on the west
side of Mana Esplanade to the south of the Mana business area.

[123] Therefore the redesigned Paremata Roundabout, the new Paremata Bridge and the kerb
reconstructions throughout the length cf Mana Esplanade, footpath reconstruction, the
installation of traffic lights and pedestrian crossings, and the introduction of the HOV
kerbside lan= in fact may take place as of right.

[124] Should then the designation be confirmed as the appropriate mechanism to achieve the
v objectives of the project?

[125] The evidence suggests there are significant safety and congestion problems which the
upgrade route and work is intended to alleviate. On broader terms therefore, the
designation is reasonably necessary to achieve the objectives of the project.

[126] In that Transit's specific objective is to provide a safe and efficient highwzay system north
of Wellington, then our analysis of sustainable management issues and effects later in this
decision shows that the Reduced Upgrade achieves just that. The objective of this
particular work is not dependent on the feasibility and timing of TGM. In safety terms and
congestion relief on SH1, the Reduced Upgrade is required now.

[127] The AEE (background environmental assessment to the proposal) explains how Transit
has developed a strategy for upgrading SH1 from Paremata to beyond Pukerua Bay and
eventually buiiding TGM thus:

In the interim, the Plimmerton/Paremata Section Upgrade is one of three upgrade
profects intended to relieve current safety and congestion problems and continue to
provide a sufficient level of service (but without compromising the establishment of
the Inland Highway route).

[128] Transit's objectives as identified in the AEE are also thus to relieve the existing congestion
problem associated with this section of SH1 in the interim before TGM is built; and to
assist in ensuring, during the interim period pending construction of the Inland Highway
route. that there is a sufficient level of service afforded by enhancing traffic capacity
betweon Plimmerton and Paremata.

[129] With respect to the particular project objectives for upgrading SH1, we note that the level

- of service afforded only has to be "sufficient' by enhancing traffic capacity between

‘Piimmerion and Paremata. The evidence of Transit experts indicated this is also

achievable under the Reduced Upgrade through implementing the HOV/Clearway lane.
l,‘.'S leaves intact Trensit's policy to secure an inland rouie at some time in the futurs,

Co
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[130] We note too over-capacity on the subject route such as four laning along Mana Esplanade _
or any bypass alternative would not support the operation of a toll system on the TGM
route (as an example). As the evidence demonstrates sufficient traffic capacity is able to
pe achieved through to about 2014 by changing how the proposed Clearway/HOV s
operated.

[131]) The Reduced Upgrade is both a short term strategy and one that may be made to last
effectively until the TGM is commissioned, whenever that may be. It is generally agreed
that the Reduced Upgrade Clearway opticn should be reviewed in five years time, and
depending if other {reffic options proceed, most of the significant changes under the
upgrade may be reversed at that time. Removal of the HOV lane and the allowance of
kerbside parking at all times are but two examples of the effects of such reversal.

[132] Meanwhile the designation as a form of approval preserves all these options.

Findings
. There is currently a state highway designation along this route.
. Transit's objectives are to provide a safe and efficient state highway route from the

Paremata Roundabout to Plimmerton, to relieve existing traffic congestion, and io
provide a sufficient level of service by enhancing traffic capacity conservatively —
without compromising the TGM.

o The Reduced Upgrade because of its modified nature and scope may take place in
v part within the existing designated road reserve in the PDP.
. The required designation is a reasonably necessary method to achieve the

objectives of the work under s.171(1)(a).
(b) Alternatives

[133] Section 171(1)(b) requires particular regard to be had to:

Whether adequate consideration has been given to alternative sites, routes, or methods
of achieving the public work or project or work.

[134] Section 171(1)(b) requires consideration of whether the requiring authority has acted
arbitrarily or given only cursory consideration to the alternatives.® 1t is not necessary to
establish that the chosen alternative is the best of all available opticns.

[135] Before the Court, Transit identified:

° A number of alternatives were considered before a decision on the proposed
Reduced Upgrade was made. Those options included “Do Nothing”, various two
tane and various bypass options (both for Plimmerton and Mana) and various lesser
options for upgrading the existing route (e.g. tidal flow, painted median or centre
lines through Mana).

. investigations during options assessment, and when the chosen Clearway option
was developed, involved multi-disciplinary consideration of engineering, traffic and
environmenial factors.

@ The neer-reviewed re-investigation and re-evalustion of options which was
underiaken following Transit's decision on the Commissioners’ recommendatio
affirmed Transit's initial findings, namely that the Clearway upgrade was an
appropriate choice.

[1v36]>M[’ McCombs’ firm undertook different studies of alternative routes, before and after TGM
WES Proposs,

Q’ . ® - Waimairi Distric: Council v Chastchurch City Council C30/82, pages 24, 25; Estate of P A Morar v Transit New Zealand
. W 55/38 ("TBC") page 34, QPM, proe 35
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[137] Ovtions considered within Mana-during the original 1994-1986 investigations for route
selection ("SH1 - Paremata to Pukerua Bay - Capacity Improvement Study — Summary
Report” 1895) included: :

» Relocation of lengths of railway, with a two lane bypass at the rear of residentiai
properties facing Mana Esplanade;

s Simitar, but with a four lane bypass;

. Further optiong, various combinations of two lane bypass and Mana Esplanade,
including operaiing them as a two way pair;

* Morning and afterncon Clearways option, upgrading existing roadway using traffic

signals at main intersections, kerbside parking during day (recommended design).

(138] In all, nine different Mana bypass options were assessed and two Clearway options. The
Full Upgrade option was initially selected as rost apprepriate by Transit.

[139] Mr McCombs in his evidence-in-chief outlined in some detail an individual "fesser design”
option — lesser than the Full Upgrade — that was considered before finally opting for the
Reduced Upgrade.

[140] In addition he outlined the consideration (and reasons for rejection) of:

(a) alarger (250 m) weigh lane (northbound) from the new duplicate two lane bridge
coming to a single lane prior to Pascoe Avenue intersection.

(h) "seagull island" treatment at either or both of the Steyne Avenue and Grays Road
"T" intersections.

[141] Mr B Julyan, a Consultant Planner, employed by BCHF and who gave planning
evidence for Transit, had this to say in respect of the applicant’'s consideration of
alternatives:

. both the initial options investigation, which preceded Transit's decision to
lodge its NOR, and the subsequent options re-investigation, were informed by
consultation and environmental investigation;

. both investigation processes were undertaken so as to enable Transit to
consider and weigh up the alternatives with an open mind.;
U in neither case could the investigation have been described as either arbitrary

or cursory. In initial options investigative process was perhaps to a lesser
level of detail then the re-investigation, but both outcomes were consistent.

[142] We note that Mr Julyan was not cross-examined and so his evidence remains
unchallenged. Mr Bradbourne, Town Planning and Resource Management Consultant to
Transit, also affirmed that:

More than adequate consideration has been given to other routes to achieve
Transit's objectives ...

[143] Mr Bradbourne was not challenged either on this conclusion.

The Reduced Upgrade

PP
e

",\'{",\44] It was Transit's case that the proposed upgrade and operation of the highway as a high
pccupancy vehicle (HOV) Clearway during peak hours is an effective means or method of
cvercoming the chronic deficiency in the transport facilities of the wider highway network.
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[145]

[146]
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It affirms this solution was arrived at after extensive consideration of clternatives. _
Findings are:

o The Plimmerton to Paremata upgrade is needed now to alleviate congestion;
. Proper consideration has been given fo aiternatives,
° The reduced form of upgrade with operation of Clearways restricted to HOVs is an

effective means of removing congestion and delays even pending the earlier
construction of Transmission Gully: but it will also last longer in case, for example,
Transmission Gully is delayed.

Transit emphasised that a key factor is that both through and local traffic needs must be
met, since inadequacy on either issue leads to congestion. Peak flow rates occur in the
peak period, approaches from the north in the mornings and from the south In the late
afternoons.  Long queues develop upstream of the recognised capacity restraints at
Plinimerton (southbound) and Paremeta Bridge (northbound). Evening traific backs vo
and affects unrelated traffic movements. Delays have worsened in some cases, bul have
not worsened in others as drivers divert through local suburb streets, causing new sets of
delays. Congestion, delays and associated adverse effects are expected to grow worse.

Transit therefore consider the use of the Reduced Upgrade Clearways as an option is
effrctive and economic, minimises the use of private land; is an effective use of existing
road resource; and the road can be returned when TGM is complete. In Mr McCombs'
words "the nature and forrm of the Reduced Upgrade design is by itself well suited to what
is needed in a short to medium term project”.

Do Nothing
[147] This, says Transit, cannot be an option, because:

. Morning and afternoon peak periods will continue to lengthen by a further hour
within the next 6 to 8 years;

. Individua!l delays would expand from about 11 minutes (weekday mornings) to
beyond 30 minutes, and weekday afternoons from 16.5 minutes to beyond 45
minutes:

o Delays of around 16 to 20 minutes are tolerated, with drivers making choices to shift

[148)]

travel time or take alternative routes off the state highway.

Safety is also an important issue.

Do Less

Mr Barclay raised the issue of small scale alternatives. He was not satisfied that Transit
had made strenuous efforts to optimise operations within the present two lane regime.
They also include signal contrclled intersections, merge modification and increased
capacity. We assess his suggestions under sustainable management and efficiency
matters in considering the Do Less alternative but they are not of sufficient scale to
address the obvious problems.

Tranemission Gully

[149)

ALt

The Residents' submission on s.171(1)(b) generally considered that the various means of
rzascnably meeting the objectives (indeed the objectives themselves) depend on the

feasibility and timing of TGM. Because of the uncertainty about this, the consideration of

a!terr_)a‘rives should ideally cover at least the following possibilities:

(&) TGMW is completed in 2005/6 and any upgrade is completad by 2003;
(by TGM is completed in 2005/6 and any upgrade is completed arcund the same time:



()  TGMis completad significantly later than 2005/6;
(d)  TGMis abandoned.

[150] Transit's consideration of alternatives was initially based on possibility (¢ >} — the likelihood
tnel TOM wouie be cumpletad around 2012 or later (and the upgrade could be completed

earlier).

[151] The Residents consider that Transit's revised proposals are based on possibility (a), i.e.
the expectation that TGM could be completed by 2005/6 and the planned Reduced
Upgrads could be completed by about 2003, However there is no indication in Transit's
evidence that lesser alternatives have been seriously considered. Forinstance, althouah
the WRC's technical analysis suggests that a do minimum option (replacement bridge
only) would have a higher B/C ratio, it is not seriously discussed as an alternative. Nor is
a do-nothing »lizrnstive or the various options proposed by the Residents groups.

[152] Sirnilarly, the Recidents contend there has been no consideration of allernatives based on
an expectation that possibilities (b) or (d) could prevail.

[153] The Residents identified that they aporeciate that Transit is in an unenviable position
because of the uncertainties regarding TGM and that it is difficult to cover all possibilities,
but believe that consideration of alternatives has been inadequate in that:

. under both alternatives (particularly the original), dismissal of any two laned, grade-
separated bypass alternative without further investigation was, in their view, arbitrary
(citing what became known as the Barlow Option);

. under both scenarios (particularly the revised), consideration of alternatives
involving more minor improvements within a two lane configuration (or no
improvements) has also been either arbitrary or an oversight.

[154] Transit responded to those submissions by observing that whether TGM is constructed
early or late, the proposal will deliver a much improved highway asset which will sit better
with its urban environs and be capable of further adaptation in response to changing
needs over time. Transit's strategy, contrary to what Mr Barclay indicates, is not to
provide for Clearways for a 5-6 year period. The Clearways will remain in operation until
construction of TGM.

[155] Nor will there be a service life of only 2-3 years. The Reduced Upgrade provides for a
number of permanent benefits including the new reundabout for the entry to Plimmerton
and safer arrangements for school buses with the new James Street link, and traffic lights
on Mana Esplanade.

The Barlow Option

[156] We do not intend to traverse the nine bypass and two Clearway options (reconsidered for
Transit) in any detail, with the exception of the Barlow Option because:

(a) Mr Barlow presented evidence to the Court on this proposal;
(b) The indication from the Hearing Commissioners was that Transit did not fully
censiner this ontion in their re-evaluation process.

[157]} Mr Barlow is a local resident/ratepayer living at Mana View Road and is a Civil Engineer.
et -In 1892, in response to a Roading Authority Consultants public invitation for suggestions
R 2. .from iocal people, Mr Barlow offered a suggestion to “iry and solve existing end predicted
roading and social severance prob/ems for the Paremata to Plimmerton urban section of
Stele Highway Cne”. This suggestion has been modified over the vears and has become
K S es Ve sadow Oplict”.

o

EES



28

(158] Mr Barlow's proposal is for a two lane grade separated bypass using the existing rail
corridor. The important features of this proposal inciude the following:

o Paremata north slip iane veers to left. Paremata south single lane overbridge enters
Porirua metorway after crossing motcrway ianes. “he existing pecestrian overbridge
may have to be relocated,;

»  All local traffic plus drivers wishing to visit/stop in Mana/Plimmerton, go straight ahead
to unaltered Paremata Roundabout. Through traffic (60% of total flow) is further away
from Paremata School. Only local traffic (40% of total flow) use existing Paremata
Roundabout and Bridge;

o North Isiand Main Trunk (NIMT) Railway would be shifted approximately ten metres to
the west. A new two or three line railway bridge o be built over the Paremata Inlet.
The new two lane bypass would use the existing railway bridge. The new road reserve
(conicined within the existing railway corridor) would be 2 x 3.5 metre lanes plus 2 x
1.5 metre shoulders and room for an acoustic bamer and landscaping on the castern
edoe. There would be no intersections on the bypass;

« An overbridge for vehicles and pedestrians would be installed at Pascoe Avenue. This
bridge gives about a 1 to 15 grade, does not affect Ngati Toa Domain fields, and grade
separaies the intersection with bypass and the railway. The existing rugby club
pavilion is lost with this proposal, but it can be reconstructed, again, without affecting
fields on the domain, at either Pascoe Avenue/Cruising Club intersection or off the
western =nd of Pascoe Avenue,

. « The Mana railway station will have to be relocated;

e The relocated railway would meet the existing NIMT line at Shell Mana at the ncrth of
Mana Esplanade, bypass and railway would follow around Goat Point per the BECA’
designs;

« Steyne Avenue intersection would be closed but a pedestrian subway would be
installed here to give access between St Andrews Road and Steyne Avenue;

« The bypass runs through part of Plimmerton Domain to a new grade separation
structure over the top of a roundabout at Plimmerton Drive.

[159] There are a number of positive aspects of the Barlow proposal, such as:

¢ No traffic lights;

» Reductions in travel time;

* Reduction in poliution and noise due to smooth flowing traffic;

» Wil leava The eplanade/St Andrew Roead exactly as they are, giving the community a
substantial reduction in existing community severance;

+ Roadside residents have safer access to their properties;

s Pedestrians and cyclists have wide safe footpaths and substantial parking/buffer lanes
on The Esplanade;

» Enhanced access to community facilities;

« Roem for extensive landscaping, appropriate lighting and acoustic protection on The
Esplanade, Steyne Avenue and Plimmerton Drive entrance and on the bypass;

e Little construction disruption or modification required to private property.

[160] The Commissioners’ report considered that a bypass running between the fronts of the
propeities and the coast mzy be less preferable to those affected residents. Bui they
noted tnat Transit alreacy owns some of those properues.

7
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[161] In a report put before the Court by Transit entitled “Mana Bypass Re-evaluation Options, _
Definitions and Issues, June 1999", the following was said about the Barlow Option:

The proposal set out in Mr Barfow's 1998 submission is shown in Concepl 14, It would
be expecled (o be effective in tralfic tarms but its feasibilly is dependent on the traffic
engineering acceptabiiity of compiex bridging arrangements around Paremata
roundabout and the Pauatahanui Inlet. These matters are discussed in the TFER. ¢
Transit concluded that the extent of bridging and rail relocation would be inconsistent
with its objectives to .

. Provide only sufficient capacity to complement the coastal section;

. Avoid delay in the construction of Transmission Gully by virtue of over capacity
through Mana,

. Ensure the level of expenditure cn the project is consistent with the long term

Tuturz of the proposel.
Hov over, elements of the proposal have been incorporated in the bypass options
located (o the east of the relocated railway line that have riot been eliminated.’

[162] In a Transit document put in evidence headed "Appendix 2C; Bypass Re-evaluation and
Clearways Reinvestigation”, it was stated:

Transit advised that it did not wish to have further evaluated, options involving a grade
separation at Paremata roundabout, as these options would provide greater capacity
than Transit’s roading strategy for the area requires, involve a greater scale of cost
then Transit was prepared to incur in addressing the congestion issues and could
potentially delay the TGM project (by provision of over capacity).

On that basis, the MEAC' proposal (as presented in Appendix D of Reference 7) was
not considered further because it required grade separation over Paremata railway
station and Paremata roundabout. Similarly, the components of Mr Barlow’s proposal
(set out in Appendix C2 of the Traffic Feasibility and Effectiveness Report (Reference
6)), south of Pauatahanui Inlet were not evaluated further (although other aspecls noith
of the Inlet that were consistent with Transit’s objectives were considered).

[163] A further reason for not pursuing the Barlow Option, or any other bypass option related to
the viability of TGM as a toll road. According to Transit the viability of TGM as a toll road
denends on the reversibility of any increased vehicle capacity provided on the existing
coastal route prior to the commissioning of TGM and this would not happen under the
Barlow Option.

[164] Meanwhile Mr Julyan in his rebuttal evidence for Transit believes that the Barlow Option is
sufficiently characterised in the two lane options considered and the document in the AEE
carried out in 1899.

[165] Matiu Noheorua Te Rei, the Executive Director of Te Runanga O Toa Rangatira Inc
gave evidence on behalf of the Ngati Toa tribe. Mr Rei's evidence (which was not the
subject of any cross-examination) demonstrated a preference for the "Clearways option"
(Reduced Upgrade) over any bypass option. He said:

We believe that these bypass options will seriously impact on Ngat Toa domain.
Apart from the impacts on the physical facilities, there will be a significant impact on
the spiritual level. ... The realignment of the railway tracks and construction of a
bypass would be an unnecessary intrusion and impact more severely on its Mauri.

]"FE‘?;p_age 16, para 4.3.4.
Mana Bypass Re-evaluation Options, Definitions and Issues, June 1999, page 6, para | Z.1.

' Mana Esplanad: 4ctian Committee.
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Evaluation

[166] Mr Julyan's view was that Transit's obiigation to provide a safe and efficient highway
network wouid make it “difficult” for Transit to aucept a Do Nothing option. The Court
heard evidence from all paries describing the adverse impacts of the prasent traffic
situation and for that reason we are more than satished that the Do Nothing option was
given adequate consideration. The only support for this option came from the Residents
groups concerned that any improvement in this section of the state highway system may
compromise an early start to TGM. Transit's submission to the Do Nothing optien advises:

Doing nothing in the hope that this inay advance the cause of TGM would worsen
the highway/urban interface and conflict between the interests of local and regional
communities. In this regard, such a cause is at odds with sustainable management.

[167] Despite the view of some of the Residents that they would be prepared to accept tie
prescnt fraific situation uintil the completion of TGM, we do not see the Do Notling option
as any way acceptable or sustainable in RMA terms and we discuss this further in the
chapters which follow.

[168] As to the Barlow Option, prima facie there are a number of defects in Mr Barlow's
proposal which are evident from presentation of evidence and cross-examination.

. It is inconsistent with the WRLTS, as it could delay the construction of TGM;

. It would not meet Transit's objectives in respect of the scale of cost as noted in
Dr Ramsay's evidence (Dr G Ramsay, Geotechnical Engineer and Team Leader
for BCHF Resources, employed on the upgrade project);

. It requires the use of and construction on TranzRail land (TranzRail having a veto
under s.12 of the Railway Safety and Corridor Management Act 1892) the outcome
of which is uncertain;

. It would affect the Plimmerton Domain over and above the extent to which it is
already affected;
. it would cause further severance effects for residents in Plimmerton, intervening

between the coast and houses, a number of houses being oriented towards the
coast (although we note that some of these houses are owned by Transit);
. Itis in conflict with the wishes of the Ngati Toa tribe.

[169] It is Transit which submits that the Barlow Option would result in further social severance
problems associaiad with Ngati Toa Domain. We are not ciear how this will be, given that
the Domain is already adjacent to the NIMT Railway, itself a major contributor to social
severance. And any increase in social severance contributed by the addition of the
proposed bypass must be weighed against the reduction in social severance which would
occur on Mana Esplanade as a result of the majority of "through traffic" using the bypass.

[170] Transit submits also that the bypass would create a significant adverse effect at Goats
Point, with a "spaghetti junction" of elevated structures. But we are not clear how this can
be either. As Mr Barlow states "this is grade separated at each end and a bridge at
Pascoe Avenue. Otherwise the total development is at or near grade".

[171] Nevertheless we concluded the irreversibility of the Rarlow Option, its cost, and the
uncertainties surrounding TranzRail preclude any further exploration. It is inconsisient
with Transit's objective for this particular work.

- [172] As to the TGM, while clearly important to all parties to these proceedings, TGM is also an
issue clouded in uncertainty. No evidence disputed the earliest that TGM could be
consiructad v'“\"‘ﬁ be 2005/6. I remains an impentant part of Transit's ovarall roading
sUeieyy as wel as inal of WRC and tne evidense at the hearing confinme e, Bul TG

[N
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is not an alternative o the upgrade. And it is misleading to describe it as such. lts scale,

function and effect are very different from what is proposed with the Reduced Upgrade.

[173] It is worth bearing in mind also, that the TGM is already before the Environment Court and
i in the process O inediation. There is nothing in gvidence before us therefore to indicate
that all parties in favour of the Reduced Upgrade see this as an alternative {o the TGiVL.
And even if TGM were to proceed earlier, its unpredictability would indicate that the
positive effects Transit would achieve under the Reduced Upgrade and the fact that some
of its aspects may be reversed to the benefit of the Residents if TGM proceecs, helped
contirm in our minds that TGM has been given adequate consideration and that Transit
has not acted arbitrarily.

(174] As to the other alternatives, we are satisfied they have been explored thoroughiy as
witnizssed by the evidence of the Transit witnesses.

[175] In more specific torms tha Cleerway option of the Reduced Upgrade is to be reviewed, il
that review shows tie removal of the Cleanway is appropriate at a later dale and physicai
changes are needed to restore the kerbside parking lane to fuil time, then the works would
be minimal.

[176] Nor do we see as the Residents do that the Reduced Upgrade will have a service life of
only 2-3 years. it would clearly be adequate with minor physical changes for an extended
period depending on the timing of TGM's construction. And in the meantime it provides

- many prominent specific benefits.

[177] As noted, the enquiry under this provision is as to the adequacy of considerzation that has

been given to alternatives. Following Waimairi District Council v Christchurch City
Council!, the test of “adequacy” is assessed in terms of whether that consideration has
been more than cursory and whether the requiring authority has acted arbitrarily. it 1s not
necessary to establish that the chosen alternative is the best of all available options,
although the evidence shows that the Reduced Upgrade is the best balanced solution of

all available options considered.

Findings

. We do not find the "Do Nothing" option or The Barlow Option as valid options in
terms of s.171(1)(b).

. The Barlow Option and other bypass options create uncertainties as to whether
they would obtain resource consents and they would conflict with the common
objective of securing early construction of TGM and with the WRLTS Western
Corridor Implementation Plan.

. Do Less (The Barclay Option) will, as the evidence demonstrates, be ineffective in
relieving congestion and not alleviate safety issues.

. TGM is not an alternative option to the Reduced Upgrade. It is to be achieved
during the lifetime of the Reduced Upgrade and is of a different scale and effect.

. The Reduced Upgrade has a narrow specific function for a limited period in time
with many of its aspects reversible. Other aspects provide permanent specific
benefits.

€ The Reduced Upgrade is an aporopriaie option in the circumstances where the
timing of TGM is uncertain. itis of a form and nzture which allows other opiions io
remain open.

-i7'e - Transit has given adequate consideration to alternative sites, routes, or methods of
= achieving the public work or project or work - and has therefore satisfied the

assessment in terms s.171(1)(b).

C30/t" at pages 24, 25,
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(c) Planning Instruments
[178] Section 171(1)(d) requires that particular regard be had to:

All relevant provisions of any national policy statement, New Zealand coastal nolicy statemept,
regional policy statement, regional plan, proposed regional plan, district plan or proposed district
pian.

[179] The appropriate provisions of the relevant planning instruments were fully e:valuated_in
Mrs Foster's evidence for the PCC. The designation is not required to be consistant with
the planning instruments but the Court is nevertheless required to give them particular
regard.

(180] The Residents through Mr Morrison submitted the planning instruments sre "notoriously”
chen to difering interpretations.  Provisions are both consistent in some regards or
inconsisient in other recaras within the same planning documeint — which it was submitted
is the case here. Instead of pursuing those provisions therefore Mr Morrison focussed on
two matters in the WRLTS with which the Residents took issue.

[181] The first was in reference to the WRLTS in providing other safety and capacity
improvements of SH1 hetween Paremata and McKays Crossing appropiiate to the timing
of TGM. Whilst this was explained to the WRLT Committee as "low cost and reversible”

- the Residents consider neither would appear to apply to the Reduced Upgrade.

[182] Secondly, the explanatory note to. the draft addition to the WRLTS was not intended to
form part of that document and in fact no amendments were made to the WRLTS. The
Residents consider it is therefore not appropriate for the PCC to use the explanatory note
in Mrs Foster's evidence in the way it has.

Evaluation

[183] Because they were not challenged by the Residents, we do not evaluate the PDP
provisions in any depth, identifying only the relevant ones where issues are raised.

[184] With respect to the WRLTS, we note it is not a planning instrument under s.171(1)(d), but
its role in strategic transport planning is recognised in the WRPS and the PDP (under s.74
RMA), and in an indirect way it has relevance. In response to Mr Morrison's concerns
arcout the statement on "low cost and reversibility" being unintended in the document, we
note that in his evidence-in-chief Mr A W Brennand, Manager of Transport Policy for
WRC, observed that the WRLT Committee did not place any constraints on the interim
highway improvements in terms of design, other than they should be appropriate to the
timing of TGM. The precise words in the Western Corridor Implementation Plan are to
"provide other safety and capacity improvements on State Highway 1 between Paremata
and McKays Crossing appropriate to the timing of Transmission Gully”.

[185] We note too that at Attachment 6 to Mr Rendall's evidence for Transit "Western Corridor
Implementation Plan" that it is the plan which expresses the fact that the requirement is
not inconsistent with the WRLTS and will not compromise the agreed strategy for the
ultimate construction of the TGM.  As submitted v Transil, ine {act thai the Reduced
Upgrade accords with the WRLTS is a relevant indicator of the fact that the option will
assist to meet wider regiona! needs in accordance with the sustainable management
purpose of 5.5 RMA.

118€] As (o public access in the Regional Coastal Plan, no part of the requirement is within the
ore eonoar terms of pubiic scenss ssues wWithin the Ooocte! Marim: srez zpsi rom

o'
temporary disruption during construction, public access wili be maintained.




1187] In terms of the Proposed Regional Ajir Quality Managemernt Plan, the proposal is

consistent with those objectives and policies as we shall see in the discussion on alr
emissions later in this decision.

[183] The FUL's PDP Transport Policy C7 states s follows:
C7 Transport

Objective C7.1 To achieve a safe and efficient transportation network that enables the
people of the City and the wider community to provide for their social
and economic well-being without creating  significant  adverse
environmental effects.

Policy C7.1.1  To use a roading hierarchy as the .basis for the management of the
effects of traftic on adjacent activilies, and the effects of activitics on the
transportation netwoi ik,

Policy C7.1.4  To protect the corridors of existing and proposed major transport routes
in the City.

[189] The plan's chief method of implementation for orotecting future road routes is through the
designation of land. The principle of designation is supporied by its value as a te hnigue
to secure road corridors.

[190] The objective and policies are met by most aspects of the Reduced Ungrade, namely they
endorse a safe and efficient transport network, providing for better social and economic
wellbeing and as the evidence demonstrates, potential adverse environmental effects are
able to be managed or remedied through conditions.

[191] We looked carefully also at Policy C7.1.5 as follows:

Policy C7.1.5  To encourage the undertaking of major road improvements in a timely
manner and in a Ssequence, location and form that reflects
comprehensive economic, social and environmental assessments.

[192] The explanation to Policy C7.1.5 states:

This policy promotes a stralegic approach tc major road improvements so that these
improvements are located and constructed in due time. Improvements that will be
encouraged are those which aid off peak efficiency, address particular local,
environmental and safety problems, and do not rely on additional capacity being
provided on other sections of road.

(193] Policy C7.1.5's principal method of implementation is "to continue to refine the overall
strategy for the roads within and through the City, and for Transit New Zealand and
Council to ensure that their programmes of road development work, are integrated, and
anticipate the long term needs of the City".

[184] The principal reasons for Policy C7.1.5 are that:
This policy seeks to ensure that the transportation network is developed in

conformity with the Regional Land Transport Strategy, as referenced in the
ST operative Wellinglon Regional Policy Statement.

~ The meet significant roading issue for the City is the Trancm/'“"i;n Gl .h/o.hw‘ay
schigie which \Mu,u COMprise 2. K Gf now consruction i ine Porirus Uit Sisuint

* L (9km from: Ran..! Heights to Pauatahanui and 12 km from Pauatahanui to rhe
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northern city boundary). Alternatives to this scheme include improvements such as

incremental widening of the existing State highway through Mana, Plimmerton and

Pukerua Bay and also Uie east/west cross links such as Grays Road and State
Highway 58 alongside the Pauatahanui Inlet.

Council has a streng preference for the Transmission Gully route as a high priority.
it is seen as having long term strategic benefit for the City and Region. However, it
is acknowledged that the enhancement of the capacity of State Highway One is also
necessary.

The policy seeks to encourage the agencies concerned to avoid incremental
development work which might prejudice the best long term solution to the roading
needs of the City and Region.

[1S5] We are satisfied that what Transit intends with the Reduced Upgrade is entirely consistent
with Policy C7.1.5 and confirms what is stated in the exulanation and reasons. in
particular it does not compromise the timing of the TGM and is in conformity with the
WRLTS. It is however an incremental work but is specifically intended to relieve peak
hour congestion and will also assist with off peak efficiency. As Mrs Foster for PCC
identifies, the Reduced Upgrade is required as a project in itself and does not rely on
capacity being provided on other sections of the road. There is urgent need to improve
the congestion problems and the resulting effects through the Urban Section.

*1196] Policy C7.1.6 is also relevant, and provides:

Policy C7.1.6 To encourage major new developments and activities in a manner lhat
makes best use of the City's existing and proposed transportation
network.

("Developments" in the context of Policy C7.1.6 means land use developments.)

[197] The Reduced Upgrade proposal does not offend this policy either. Essentially what is
proposed is a traffic management system which makes best use of the existing roading

network.

[198] We address other relevant provisions of the planning instruments more specifically
elsewhere.

Finding

. The Reduced Upgrade proposal is not inconsistent with the relevant planning
instruments, or the WRLTS.

-
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Chapter 8 Sustainable Management and Efficiency

. traffic of the Full Upgrade design.

RMA — Part I

[198] Section 5 RMA states as follows:

5. Purpose
(1) The purpose of this Act is to promote the sustainable management of natural

and physical resources.

(2) In this Act, "sustainable management” means managing the use, development,
and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables
people and comimunities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural weilbeing
ana for their heatth and safety while—

(a) Sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding
minerals) to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future
generations; and

(b) Safeguarding the iife-supporting capacity of air, water, soil, and
ecosysterng; and

(c) Avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities ou
ihe environment.

[199] Given the nature of the evidence, it is appropriate to also consider the issue raised
under s.7(b) RMA as to the efficient use and development of naturai and physical resources in
respect of traffic and roading routes.

[200] Because of these provisions, to which the PCC should have particular regard under
s.171(1), we are also required to assess the Reduced Upgrade proposal in the context
of the sustainable managernent of the Wellington Region's resources.

[201] We assess various issues arising from the evidence which relate to the sustainable
management of the SH1 upgrade route. We assess too the impact of the Reduced
Upgrade modified proposal on the Residents and the facilities to the east and west of
the upgrade route.

[202] The only issues identified are those raised by the Residents or their witnesses. Others,
unchallenged, are taken as accepted. Some issues which relate more specifically to
health and safety and amenity are referred to later in the decision.

Planning Instruments

[203] As noted, Obiective 7.1 of the PDP seeks to achieve a safe and efficient transportation
network. Policy C7.1.2 states:

To ensure that the adverse effects of land use and development on the efficiency and safety
of the transportation network are taken into account, and any intersection or frontage
conflicts are avoided or minimised or remedied as appropriate.

[204] The developments along SH1 are adding their own pressures to the route. As well as
providing for through trafiic therefore, the urban interface has to be recognised and
provided for.

Managing Traffic Sustainably

[205] The nature of development and activities along the route of the upgrade serves
combinations of both through and local traffic needs which escalate at peak times and

=-~_  particularly on Friday evenings, the weekends and public holidays.

)‘;.
a

‘[2‘06] 11 is Transit's case that the modified design of the Reduced Upgrade now allows for as
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[207] The result of this modification provides for much less intrusicn on private property

(sight line restrictions have been removed) while providing efficiency measures and
congestion relief to both the local residents and the public travelling SH1. Mr
McCombs said this:

In an overali sense, the primary strategic impoitance of the route ns a Slate
Highway is determined by the long distance movements. Equally, it needs to be
recognised that the essential provision of adequate and convenient access to the
Region generally, the port, airport, and specialist facilities, can itseff only be
assured if adequate provision is also made for local movements occurring along
the corridor. Both needs require to be met since an inadequacy on either part
results in congestion, as is occurring at present, and a resultant widening
interference to the economic disadvantage of the region as a whole. The
proposed upgrade is a component part of the ove: sl strategy adopted by Transit
NZ in providing effectively for the required combination of long-distance, intra-
regional, and local traffic needs pending the construction of the Transmission
Gullv route.

[208] Transit's principal desired objective for the proposal is the avoidance or removal of

waiting queues, and resulting shortened delays and lessened overall travel times and
costs.

[209] For local traffic, the objectives include easier access and shortened delays when

turning to or from any of the individual side-roads and/or retail developments. With the
degree of lengthening queues and entrapment now occurring at the Paremata
Roundabout, this extends to include the desirability of improved and easier local
circutation to and from Paremata and Whitby.

[210] Other related objectives include lessening the traffic penetration from SH1 traffic now

occurring within the Waitangirua and Whitby neighbourhoods (as described earlier) and
the avoidance of the interference now beginning to occur at the Te Whakawhitianga
interchange serving the northern end of the Porirua City Centre.

[211] For Residents using local driveways to and from properties along Mana Esplanade

itself, the immediate objectives within the Reduced Upgrade include maintaining the
presently provided central painted median to facilitate local access and turning
manoeuvres.

[212] For pedestrians, iocal upgrading objectives include both maintaining and extending the

ability and safety of pedestrians generally and in particular of those crossing the arterial
flows.

Congestion Relief

[213] Mr McCombs for Transit spelt out in some detail the effects of the current congestion

on SH1. He estimated 300 vehicles in two lanes (150 vehicles in each lane) stretching
1 kilometre moving slowly over approximately the 5 kilometre stretch of road to the
Plimmerton Weigh Station as having serious adverse effects. He described the
situation thus:

o The congestion causes lengthening delays for commuter travellers: as at
February 2000, the weekday morning period delays now average 11.5 minutes
and are present from around 6.45 am — 8.15 am (90 minutes): the afternoon

'7 .w  situation is 'complex’; the peak period waiting queues along SH1 to the south of

¢ the Paremata Bridge extend to about 1 kilometre in length averaging about 16.5
Cominues delay.

e -7 Tne congestion with queues and delays is a recognized fesiure on Saturdays,
Sundays and public and local holidays.
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o The congestion causes diversion of drivers through Whitford Brown Drive and
local streéts not intended for anterial travel; congestion is built up and time delays
are experienced on these streets also.

- The congestion causes growing economic costs in terms of additional tme and
distance travelled, delavs and queues at more distant intersections, increased
penetration of neighbourhoods (with their own envircnmental costs).

o A significant history of accidents, including nose-to-tail collisions.

[214] If the Urban Section is left in its present form, it is Transit's case that the present
morning and afterncon pezk periods will continue to lengthen by a further hour in the
next 6 — 7 years and individual delays will expand by about 30 -- 45 minutes
respectively.

[215] We had other extensive evidence from the Transit witnesses including Ms € N
Jdonnstone, Chief Executive for the Chamber of Commerce and ir N Hyde,
Property Services Manager for Centre Poit about congestion iscugs and the effect
cithe lecel and reginnal comn ~umtnec as a result. Mr Hyde told the Court thiat while
supporting TGM, Centre Port also strongly supports the construction of the Reduced
Upgrade as soon as it can be achieved. He said this:

It is of note that 70% of goods passing through the Port either originate
from or are destined for the central to lower North Island area and of these
goods 30% move by road, principally over SH1. In terms of ferry
passengers there are in excess of 1.2 million travellers of which an
estimated 50% move to and from the Interisland ferries via SH7.

In an era where just in time inventory management is becoming crucial in
order to keep the cost of manufacture and servicing down, the port is
finding that cargoes are arriving just prior to ship loading and that imports
are being removed almost immediately following discharge. This resuits in
the movement of cargoes at all times of the day including the peak traffic
periods where delays on SH1 in the Plimmerton-Paremata vicinity can
result in cargoes not meeting, particularly for exports, the departure time of
the vessel. Ferry passengers are also affected during peak traffic tlow
periods when endeavouring to meet departure times for ferries, as are the
tfransport operators moving domestic cargoes to fixed timetable ferry
services.

[215] Mir Barclay for the Residents, toc, realised the sericusness of the congestion problem
although his brief was to review the investigations of others. Mr Barclay concluded:

The seriousness of present traffic problems must be acknowledged. At
peak hours the roadway has reached its practical capacity and there are
delays for both through and side road vehicles. | am in no doubt about the
need for an appropriate long-term solution to these problems.

[217] Ms J Meade Rose, Consultant in Social Planning to Transit explained that the
congestion identified by Transit gives rise to problems of access, safety, amenity
issues and severance. Mr Brennand, for WRC, identified if there is no relief, worsening
congestion will give rise to residents end businesses shifting from the area in the jong
term.

. L,’B] And as will be seen under safety and amenity issues, the Residents along both Mana
Esplanade and St Andrews Road aiso identified serious congestion difficulties and
dov'"\qtream effects stemming from these.
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[219] Mr Barclay for the Residents approached the congestion issue as solvable in the short
term, through a series of small scale operations and in particular optimisation
measures within the present two-lane traffic regime. He considered, for example, the
southern approaches to Paremata Bridge which involves merging two lanes nto one
could achieve traffic flows of 1600 — 1800 vph. He considered Transit should consider
extending the iengih (currenty at 60 metres) of the two lune seien into 2 80 metres
one-lane length remaining on the approach to the bridge. This would, in his view,
move the merge closer to the Paremata Bridge, the influence of the Paremata
roundabout could be reduced and more storage space would be available for vehicles
at the merge. A further advantage would be in shifting the merge from a place where
there is a slight uphill grade to a slight downhill grade so that heavy trucks could
accelerate away more guickly.

[220] Apart from capacity improvement, Mr Barclay considered such measures would redtice
the length of tme queuss extended back to the Paremata Roundabout and into the
high speed environment to the south. There are, ha considered, correspending
benefits 1o fraflic o fety and efficiency. The witness described in detail improvements
that could be made including kerbline changes to widen the approach to the bridge by
an extra 1 to 2 metres, reviewing the cross-section of SH58 to obtain the extra width,
and the closure of the left turn short cut from the bridge to SH58.

Evsluation

~ [221] Mr McCombs' evidence identifies the cause of the current traffic problem as a lack of
sufficient traffic lanes to cope with peak flows in the Urban Section of the upgrade:

At Paremata, the issue is simply that the levels of traffic demand exceed
the capacity of a single lane flow not only across the bridge itself but also
along the length of the Mana Esplanade and St Andrews.

[222]) We are satisfied from Mr McCombs' cross-examination that it is not the Paremata
Roundabout and merge lanes which cause the congestion along the upgrade route but
the limited capacity of Paremata Bridge itself and the highway through Mana.
Mr McCombs stated that there is a curve and a merge in the road where it joins onto
the bridge, which creates the congestion. He concluded that while it will be practicable
to improve the merge rate slightly, with small gains being made, it would not be
sufficient to clear up the up-stream queues and the present congestion would remain
practically unchanged.

[223]) Mr McCombs made it clear that the detailed capacity characteristics of the merge
sections result from the combination of a whole series of diverse factors ranging from
such matters as the width and curvature of the road, the proximity of the curves, the
extent of the lateral clearances, the nature and mix of vehicle sizes, the presence or
otherwise of other manoeuvres, the relative speed of vehicles, and the proportions of
vehicles on either iane, to mention just a few.

[224] Both Messrs Barclay and McCombs measured the northbound flow rate as 1430 —
1550 vph. Mr McCombs considered local adjustments to kerblines and markings could
be achieved to allow 1600 vph northbound onto the bridge. Mr Barclay however had
identified 1600 - 1800 vph as being achievable. Mr McCombs disputed this figure

staling:
: There are no examples anywhere within the environment of the Western
R Corridor that a two-to-one lane merge achieves a present capacity greater

v than the 1430 to 1550 vph that is measured at this particular location. As s
prainly evident, this is wholly insufficiert o . eet the lrave! nesgds of the
commiunity inniius o 2a of the network.
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[225]) Even if it was possible to increase the northbound flow rate across the bridge to a
susiainable level Mr McCombs identified that this would resuit in significant additional
new lengths of standing and slow moving queues all along the length «f Mana
Esplanace. It would also create long delays affecting ail the side roads and driveways
off the Esplanade and impact on pedestrians and local access. The Transit withess
described the Kesidents' proposal as having severe adverse effects on local
circulation, property access to Mana retail businesses, and road safety issues. He
stated the queues instead of being south of the Paremata Roundabout then appear
south of Grays Road and Steyne Avenue intersections and so obstruct all of Mana
=splanade through all of the evening peak.

[226] We accept therefore it is not simply a matter of altering the length of a painted line. in
this case we are dealing with a queue which is currently 1 kilometre long at peax
periods. At Paremata the issue remains that the levels of traffic dernand exceed the
cav«city of the sincia lane flow, not only across the bridge itself but also the length of
viana tsplanade and St Andrews Read.

[227] There was no effective rebuttal of Transit's evicence.

Clearways and HOV Lanes

[228] In response to dialogue between Transit and the appellants, Transit investigated the
possibility of reducing, but not eliminating, the degree of extra capacity created during
peak hours by the second lane along Mana Esplanade. This was to reinforce in part its
commitiment to the TGM. As a result of the investigations, it decided to introduce the
HOV restriction on the use of the Clearways. The purpose of the modification is to
keep trucks in the central lane, limiting the velume of traffic using the left hand lane
during the Clearway hours, and enabling the resulting overall operating capacity of the
scheme to be actively managed in a manner that more closely matches the immediate
traffic carrying needs of the route, pending construction and completion of TGM.

[229] The Reduced Upgrade Clearways lane with HOV restrictions in place would require the
additional lane provided in place of the kerbside parking during the Clearways hours to
be limited by means of bylaws so that it is used by buses and other passenger service
vehicles, taxis, and private vehicles carrying two or more persons. Bicycles and
vehicies utilise the left lane for the purposes of left turning into or out of adjoining
properties, commercial accesses or side roads. At the time of hearing the lane was to
be indicated on the road surface with distinctive marking with the limits on vehicle types
displayed on the sign.

[230] The HOV scheme in the southbound direction along Mana Esplanade would
commence where the kerbside parking otherwise applies through the remainder of the
day. just south of Acheron Road intersection and extend through to nearly opposite the
Mana Marina Village. In the equivalent northbound direction, the scheme commences
just north of Mana Marina Village in the vicinity of No. 5 Mana Esplanade through to
about the vicinity of the Palmers Garden Centre site. During off-peak hours the initiai
length of this northbound section up to about Station Road would otherwise be
available for kerbside parking.

[221] The cperating hours of the HOV lene would be the same as the recommended
Clearway, being on weekcays 6.30 to 9.20 am southbound, and up ‘o three hours
between 3.30 to 7.00 pm northbound. Sundays and Public Holidays are identified as

77T T reouiring an HOV/Clearway for @ maximum continuous period up to three hours
.. commencing 3.30 pm - 7.00 pm southbound. Proposed condition 55 relating to
" "Restrictions on the operation of kerbside lanes” in effect restricts Clearway operations to

- operate within such reak hours zieng Mana Esplaneds,
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[232] Mr McCombs identified the HOV scheme is not intended in response to a shortfall in

capacity, but as a mechanism enabling an operational limit to the degree of additions
traffic capacity created during peak hours by the addition of the kerbside lane. The
requirement effectively limits the available capacity to eround one and a half times that
of just a single lane in the peak direction (approximately 30 - 35% of peak hour irafiic).

[233] Transit considered operating Clearways both ways north of Acheron Road all the way

to the Plimmerton Roundabout but that proved impractical because it relied on just a
single through-lane at Steyne Avenue and Grays Road in peak hours. That proposal
was, Transit considered, insufficient to clear present levels  f congestion leading to the
inescapable conclusion that St Andrews Read required four laning.

[234] It was the Residents' submission that the use of HOV lanes will make the traffic

situation on Mana Esplanade more dangerous with more lanes required and potential
disruption due to the need to carry out enforcement measures. The Residents along
Maina Cspianade in particular were also concerned at the closer proximity of
pedestrians 1o the streams of fast moving larger vehicles in the inner HOV lane.

[235] Mr Barclay also was critical of the HOV lane in the Mana Esplanade environment and

he did not view it as a trivial matier. In summary, he identified driver compliance
issues, lack of experience of the Transit traffic witnesses with HOV lanes, sufficient
vehicle capacity now until 2014 using conventional clearways, safety issues, possible
violation rates. confusion for drivers in choice of lane, lengthy queues on approach to
the lane, all as part of his concerns.

Evaluation

[236] We note in cross-examination, that it was acknowledged by Mr Barclay that the reason

for the HOV Scheme is to reduce flows in the inside lane in order to reduce conflicts
with residential access, parking and environmenta! impacts.

[237] We note too that MrD G Heine, Principal Transportation Engineer with Opus

International Consultants Limited ("Opus") reviewed the investigation undertaken by
BCHF (Further Investigation Task: Corridor Arrangements Septernber 1998) which
involved Clearways layouts similar to that proposed in the Reduced Upgrade.
Mr Heine in his review of the Reduced Upgrade was satisfied the Clearways examples
were appropriate and the assessment methodology and conclusions reached
concerning the occupational characteristics of Clearways was reasonable.

[238] Nevertheless we gave anxious consideration to the implementation of the HOV lane on

the Clearways, considering like Mr Barclay, that it might introduce driver confusion on
approaches, which would cause not only longer delays along the route but also
significant enforcement issues. [n addition, in conjunction with the Clearways system it
could bring pedestrians closer to larger vehicles on the kerbside lane, possibly
reducing pedestrian amenity.

[239] Further, in respect of traffic carrying capacity, Mr Barclay considered that the HOV

scheme will only make a marginal difference to the traffic carrying capacity of the
highway — namely 200 vph whereas he would expect a difference of 750 — 1000 vph.

[240]) Mr McCombs pointed out however, the HCOV scheme is not intended to be a respanse

to any shortfall in capacity, but is a mechanism enabling an operational limit to the
degree of additional traffic capacity created during peak hours by the addition of the

-~kerpside lane. In essence, the HOV requirement effectively iimits the available
.capacity to about one and a half times that of a single lane in the peak direction.
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[241]) This in turn results in a lesser degree of additional traffic capacity for the route as a
whole. It means there will be less reduction in pedestrian amenity than anticipated for
the few identified hours each day, with greater opportunity for motorists to access their
nroperties along Mana Esplanade (with or without the assistance of the traffic lights).

[242] In our view of this evidence, there are distinat trade-offs Tom the system which have 1o
be acknowledged.

[243] Mr Barclay raises the matter of the increased use of the HOV lane occurring with the
addition of turning traffic, with a further allowance for 10% violations by ineligible
vehicles. He estimeted a pctential lane — cheice split of above 43.2%. And he
suggests restructuring the HOV to 3+ occupants to provide a 20 — 30% estimated
usage in order to give betler service.

[244] Mr McCombs however said this:

"A 3+ scheme would substantially increase the number of occasions when
queues would form on the approach to the lane. In both morning and afternoon
peaks, there is potential for long queues to extend back into a high speed
motorway-type environment. At both Paremata and Plimmerton, the queues will
be in the right-hand lane with fast-moving traffic passing on the left. In safety
terms | regard this as less satisfactory than having a queue in the left lane, where
drivers in the queue have good visibility of cars in the adjacent lane.

The queues would also complicate operation of the two roundabouts. At
Paremata a third approach lane has been added to reduce the problem but this is
not proposed at Plimmerton."

[245] Mr McCombs satisfied us that the proportion of traffic using the kerbside lane will
reduce, achieving a workable outcome through a range of 30 — 35% of peak hour
traffic. It appears most (90%) of the trucks through the area (and which have a major
impact) are estimated as the result of survey ineligible to use the bus lane. And it is
considered that particular conditions in the Western Corridor that produce the relatively
high vehicle occupancies now, will prevail into the future.

[246]) There is thus no evidential justification that we could ascertain to alter the HOV
definition to mean "vehicles with 3 or more occupants”. The critical factor is to provide
for a consistent flow of traffic along the esplanade at controlled progression speeds,
while at the same time sustainably managing capacity so as not to conflict in any way
with the introduction of the TGM.

[247] As to enforcement issues Mr McCombs also satisfied us that there were adequate
layby areas along the upgrade route in which to police the scheme and that following
vehicles will not be held up in that process.

[248] With regard to adequate driver notification of the HOV system it was explained that the
HOV signage required to be displayed in the area of St Andrews Road in between
Pope Street and Goat Point, is part of providing sufficient length for drivers to adjust
and change lanes if necessary. In the northbound direction, this is provided for over
the 400 metre length from north of the Paremata Roundabout.

[249] There was some discussion between the Court and Mr McCombs about the short
.. length of the HOV lane through Mana possibly creating commuter confusion.
-~MrMcCombs acknowledged that good signage and a properly prepared publicity

- cempaign will be required. But, he observed, because the operation is shorter in length
thrwooh the series of controlled traffic sionals, compliance will be morz readily 2chieved
Lztause motorists cannol gain mucn of an advariege by Hegsly using ihe kerbside

lanes - travel in both lanes will occur [retty much at the same speed ... [it is] really a

e
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matter of road management rather than .. providing large and obvious advantages to
one particular group of drivers he said.

[250] And as to traffic accidents on Clearway/HOV lanes, Mr McCombs stated that the safety
records of Clearways give no indication of difficulty or a reported pattern of accidents
involving driveways or a related lack of inter-visibility between vehicles.  He had
reviewed the Clearways along sections of Great South Road, Dominion Road,
Manukau Road and Balmoral Road in Auckland, having somewhat similar footpath
widths (varying between 1.9 metres -- 3.5 metres). McCombs had had direct
experience of the implementation of some of these. Mr Heine's evaluation of and
conciusions about the system were an additional endorsement of Transit's approach.

[251] Proposed condition 55 binds Transit to peak hours for the operation of the HOV lane.
As Mr Julyan identified, if it is ever to be otherwise Transit would have to secure a
change or alteration to the designation, pursuant to s.181 RMA which provides for
public partivipation.

[252] Finally, we concluded that for the times the Clearways with HOV are in use, at the
speeds identified by Mr McCornbs (29.6 km/h am and 29.3 km/h pm at year 2004 (peak
direction journey speeds)), through a series of light controlled intersections, the
proposal is neither unsafe nor unsustainable. We find the Residents' criticism in regard
to the [HOV/Clearways issue is thus unfounded.

evels of Service

[253] The network model adopted by Transit for the Reduced Upgrade replicates all
intersections and significant commercial driveways along the length of SH1 stretching
1.84 kilometres from 200 metres north of the James Street intersection to the northern
abutment of the Paremata Bridge. This is a critical area along which to provide a
satisfactory level of service. Intersection Performance was also a critical part of
Transit's review of Option 3A (and subsequently forming the basis for the Reduced
Upgrade). Transit considers that it achieved the best practical balance in terms of the
resulting level of service to both local and through-traffic, sufficient operating life to
adequately handle projected growth in both the short and mid-term periods (until the
alternative inland TGM route is constructed) and reduced property impacts.

Evaluation

[254] Currently there exists a single lane at the Steyne Avenue and Grays Road intersection
in peak hours with resulting limitations. It is clearly insufficient to clear the present
levels of congestion. We noted in an aside when discussing accident patterns, which
we describe elsewhere, Mr McCombs stated that the accident pattern at the Grays
Road intersection with St Andrews Road was not a particularly pretty story.

[255] Transit identified in assessing arterial route travel times and levels of service between
the Paremata Roundabout and 200 metres north of James Street, that the Reduced
Upgrade proposal would achieve northbound a range between 37.9 km/h am to 35.2
km/h pm weekdays northbound in the year 2004, and 34.3 km/h am to 36.6 km/h pm
weekdays southbound. The year 2014 for levels of service are somewhat less than
those. We note an appropriate level of service for urban arterials having a free flow
speed of 50 kph/hour is 45 km/h (A) and 35 km/h (B). It was Mr McCombs' evidence
that levels of service A to D are able to be regarded as satisfactory in peak period

- traffic while levels of service E to F convey increasing levels of intersection failure and
delay. So we conclude that in the shorter term, satisfactory levels of service can be
‘achieved under the Reduced Upgrade.

%
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[256] Mr McCombs also identified that the overall level of service provided to side road

entering and crossing movements is confined in his overall route analysis as being
significantly improved by the installation of traffic signals. HOV limits produce ¢ sliahtly
hiqlmr delays but the level of service provided to all users remains within the

ceentable range of C — D). Sufficient capacity will be available for side road demands
(0 be accommodated wity wlerable fimils. Extremely high delays were assessed at
Grays Road during the am peak, and Pascoe Avenue on Saturda ays if the preseiit
priority - controlled intersection is to be continued.

[257] Mr McCombs said in relation to Option 3A:

(258

"The reduced upgrade design concept is shown as capable of achieving:

(a) satisfactory overall level of service; (b) corresponding to an achieved 32 km/h
journey speed with average side road delays of around 77 seconds fengthening
{0 an assessed 26 seconds by the year 2074.

Such a design is shown in these terms (o represent aad provide an effeciive
performance and amenily in @ balanced manner and meeting the needs of both
through and locai traffic."

] Various wiinesses including the Residents spoke of the excessive speed of vehicles

along the upgrade route particularly at night. This had adverse eifects, including
vibration and noise.

_ [258) With the installation of traffic lights throughout the upgrade route and the urban

residential section provided by the two roundabouts at either end of the upgrade route,
Transit identified that it is necessary for roundabouts to be closer to the buiit up area so
the motorists do not have to speed up after leaving the roundabouts and in particular in
relation to James Street and Grays Road at Plimmerton.

[260] When asked what would happen to motorists' speed faced with a four lane highway

over some 600 metres from Steyne Avenue to Acheron Road, Mr McCombs observed
that Transit's expectation is that with a posted 50 kph area and surrounding urban
development, motorists will be aware they are in a restricted speed area and will as a
consequence be required to observe the legal speed limit. in effect this will be little
different from the current situation off peak.

[261] When asked about off-peak times traffic which will be moving from a single lane

threugh Mana Esplanade and will then be faced with a two lane section from Acheron
xoad to Steyne Avenue, Nir McCombs was unable to identify what is well cver the
posted speed limit now. But the witness considered that he did not expect the speeds
will change very much from what he forecasts along Mana Esplanade. From the
progression speed along Mana Esplanade between the signal gaps up to 42 km/h
Transit identified that when drivers travel north through Acheron Road and round into
St Andrews Road the crossing still has the same relatively controlled lane widths and
ceniral median. The resuiting environment is not expected to alter travel speeds.

[262] Mr Barclay for the Residents identifies that for travel in the southbound direction signal

“

controls of the key intersections at the Grays Road and Steyne Avenue will be of
benefit in developing the full capacity of the road. He believes that whatever option is
chosen, signal installation should be considered - regardiess.  This solution, as
MrvicCombs identifies, is whal is recommernded within the Reduced Upuraris
proposal. Five traffic controlled intersections are to be provided. )

[2 63] We noted the majority of traffic demands are along the upgrade route and the majority

of green time will be devoted to through traffic. But one of the key aspﬂcts of the
wrade s o alve HI0Te £QUl iable dgistribution of green time 1 side razds as well, Tm;
usaer of Ysoont o Trive wel ! signs vould not provice gat

trafﬂc entering or crossin” e highway te and from the sice roads.

Reier s devels o e
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[264] In addition there will be pedestrian controls also at the traffic lights s (the button creates
demand on the system and the system responds). But rather than holding up through-
traffic with pedestrian demands, Transit satisfied us the average waiting time will be
between 35 to 45 seconds for pedestrians crossing the highway with the largest waiting
period about 80 seconds if pedestrians are unfortunate enough to arrive just as the
crossing light has finished.

[265] Pedestrian crossing is in fact timed to fit in with the overall greenwave progression so
that the overall interaction between both vehicle and pedestrian movements are ail
controlled in seaquence and that seguence itself determined within the overal
progression required along the route.

Four Laning in St Andrews Road

[266] The impacts of four laning in St Andrews Road will involve:

. 2 metre high acoustic barrier fences

. a cut in bank opposite the Steyne Avenue intersection

o a raised central median between Steyne Avenue and Plimmerton Roundabout
(the fow mountable kerb type rather than the solid vertical barriers)

° the removal of 1 house and relocation of 2

. a 3.5 metre kerbside and 3.0 metre right hand lane

[267] It was Mr McCombs' evidence that because of the particular characteristics of St
Andrews Road, the close proximity of the intersection spacing, the volumes of through
and turning traffic, the road alignment, the necessary provisions for pedestrians and the
nearness of the rail level crossing, the provision of two traffic lanes in each direction
along this road is necessary for achievement of the overall performance objectives for
the Reduced Upgrade.

[268] By contrast, and if four lanes are not able to be provided, the resulting inefficiencies
would produce fresh adverse effects throughout the area in the form of standing
queues and delays within the central portions of the route. This will affect side roads
and residential and commercial frontages acress the adjoining neighbourhoods.

[269] As to the desirability of encouraging southbound traffic to keep to the centre lane
further away from the residential frontages in St Andrews Road, Mr McCombs
considered it practical to provide variable message sigrns which will actively manage
traffic away from the residences particularly at night when trucks are particularly
disturbing.

[(270] Mr Barclay for the Residents did not give evidence on the St Andrews Road proposals
apart from a reference to the need for traffic lights. But Mr Lambie, as the Residents
representative, had this to say:

"The proposal for St Andrews Rd is for a fulltime four lane highway, including a
raised central median north of Steyne Ave. The only thing with any element of
sustainebility in this proposal is the sustained pressure from TNZ to force a four
lane nigriway through this narrow residential area. ...

el It is difficult to imagine how in effect doubling the width of the road, putting in a

raised median to prevent cross traffic, erecting a concrete wall which will block
some view of a seashore, moving traffic 2-3.5 metres closer to houses, instaliing
rauc lights will not make rpsrdons feel more cut-off, more Pxocmd to the
acyerae effe : of trefiic more recimenmed end conlrGlied end raciz (bresteres

T

and ,m/mzdal

-
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[271] For her part Mrs Foster for PCC did not see that Transit's-proposed changes along St
Andrews Road are reversible when the Reduced Upgrade gives way to the TGM.

[272] The residents at 83-91 St Andrews Road will not be able to turn right into their
accessway from SH1, nor will they be able to turn right onto SH1 — because of the
raised kerbed median

[273] Dr G Ramsay, during cross-examination, indicated that some of those residents
already parked their cars in Grays Road and walked because they are already
exparienicing difficulties — the proposed upgrade will present a "safer method of access
than currently exists" for those residents.

[274] Dr Ramsay also indicated that the houses at 150-180 St Andrews Road will be closer
to the kerbside (by between 2-3 metres).

Evaluation

[275] Whilst a traffic efficiency issue, we consider four laning along St Andrews Road also
has traffic safety implications as seen under the heading of Safety and Amenity Issues.

[276] But there are particular characteristics to St Andrews Road which have led Transit to
require four lanes as follows. The road:

. carries a series of closely spaced intersections

. exhibits associated intense local turning and pedestrian movements within a 420
metre curved stretch of SH1 between James Street, Grays Road, Steyne Avenue
and Pope Street

. has greater volumes of side road traffic generated in St Andrews Road at the
Grays Road and Steyne Avenue intersections compared with the otherwise small
side road volumes occurring along Mana Esplanade

. the existence of the railway level crossing

. has a curved road alignment around Goat Point.

(277} Mr McCombs stated:

This has the effect in St Andrews Road through peak and off peak hours of
requiring a proportionally greater amount of the green time at the traffic
signals to be used by the side road and a correspondingly lesser proportion
of the (uial available green {ime for main road flows. This factor is further
accentuated by the need to achieve "greenwave" co-ordination between the
closely spaced intersections in this section of the route.

The result in traffic engineering terms is that two traffic lanes are required to
be available along St Andrews Road in both directions at all times of the
day, and with a 50/50 split in each lane in order for the overall scheme to
achieve salisfactory performance.

[278] When we examined all these matters and saw the situation for ourseives on our site
visit, we are now clear that the particular design outcome with two traffic lanes in eac!
direction was required compared with the reguirements aiong Mena Esplanads. I itis
not carried out, the principal southbound aueues would remain while along all

N northbound peak periods there would be standing gueues within the neighbourhood

~ ~v- and along the whole length of Mana Esplanade.

[279 ] Re rurvmf* road alignment of St Andrews Road around Goat Point and ‘(hrough the

InLersecions reodires driver siont Sisiznoes end oparsiing sartely mazsures in o diffinu

a_rea. The difiicullies are accentuaied by the combination of volumes of uming trafic
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from Steyne Avenue and the proximity of the railway level crossing which requires
additional space for stacking of vehicles between the stopline and railway {racks.

[280] We agree with Mr McCombs two through lanes are necessary if the lproposal i; to
achieve its required overall objective of clearing the delays and enabling operations
through to 2005/6 and providing a satisfactory leve! cf service.

[281] With regard to Mrs Foster's concerns that the four lane section north of Steyne Avenue
will create some enduring environmental effects, we noted with interest Mr Julyan's
rebuttal evidence. The traffic volumes turning north from Steyne Avenue are not likely
to alter he stated and whilst full reversal may not be practical, it may oot be desirable
either. We note there are likely to be further housing developments in Camborne and
Plimmerton itself in years to come which will impact on this route. There may be some
wisdom in future years in leaving matters as they are, but that is for the Residents,
Transit and the PCC to decide at a future time.

The Paremata and Plimmerion Roundabouts

[282] The reassessment of SH1 options by Transit originally left the Paremata Roundabout in
its existing form. But the re-evaluation of the jocal traffic related effects associated with
the roundabout and the service station and inter-connections with local roads
determined an upgrade of the roundabout should proceed.

[283] It arises from consideration of the particular details of the intersection operation and the
identified need to provide for and improve the amenity and convenience of traffic
movements to and from the local roads in the vicinity.

[284] Mr McCombs made it clear that the greatest gain for the area as a whole in this respect
comes from the ability of the upgrade plans to remove and avoid the occurrence of
extensive queuing on the approaches and the resulting entrapment of other traffic to
and from the local streets and Whitby that has been the principal cause of difficulty and
breakdown for the present roundabout operation.

[285] The plans will also relieve the present patterns of intrusive behaviour by motorists
experienced across the forecourt of the adjoining Mobil service station where Mobil
have to put chains across to prevent motorists from using it as part of a rat-run.

[286] Under ideal conditions, while we accept the practical flow rate around the Roundabout
may well be incrzased, Mr McCombs made the point that the occurrance of only some
trivial or otherwise almost unnoticed event in the interaction between drivers, will cause
speeds to slow and trigger congestion. Currently any reduction in levels of use
however apparently takes one to two and a half hours to clear.

[287] The Residents had concerns about the safety and difficulty they have of getting out of
the Paremata Railway Station. At the moment they have two lanes to cross; the new
arrangement wiil mean three.

[288] It was Transit's evidence that patrons travelling from Paremata, Papakowhai and
Whitby will have the right of way on the roundabout and Transit does not expect there
will be any difficuities with entry at peak hours. Currertly motorists on SH1 traveliing
north who have right of way, generally give way to people exiling the carpark as traffic
is often slow moving and normal courtesy applies. With the Reduced Upgrade the

congestion on SH1 northbound will be removed and it is therefore recognised that it will

© “be moderately difficult tc exit the carpark. But Transit has identified alternative means
“of ‘providing a southern exit to the carpark to the southbound traffic should it be
- vequired to allevizie zny fuiure difficulties in that regarc.
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[289] A new roundabout at the northern end of Plimmerton is to be created to provide for
required side road connections to Plimmerton Drive and via a new link to James Street.
This roundabout, as does Paremata, also marks the transition for drivers between the
fast open road sections of the route and the slower suburban characteristics of the
route through Mana.

Parking Along The Uparade Route

[290] One of the concerns for both Residents and businesses along the Reduced Upgrade
route has been the question of parking. Draft conditions 50-52 require Transit to
provide carparking to replace existing carparking arrangements that will be removed
with the upgrade.

[291] We note that in relation to parking the PDP provides as follows:

Policy C7.1.9 To ensure that all aclivilies provide adequale on-site visitor
parking.

The explanation to Policy C7.1.9 states that this policy is aimed at ensuring that little or
no reliance is placed on the roadside as a parking area. This in effect means for
businesses as well as for residents.

Paremata Station

[292] The responsibility for the Paremata Railway Station carpark lies with the WRC.  Six
existing carparks will be lost in creating the new roundabout and these will be replaced
under a condition agreed with PCC and WRC at its southern end. There is substantial
room available for extending that carpark even further to the south should it ever be
required.

[293] Mr McCombs made the point that there is another carpark available to the Paremata
commuters on the other side of the highway. The railway station is able to be
accessed from the carpark across the pedestrian overbridge. Thus there are choices
available for commuters who feel they may not access the roundabout easily because
of the faster traffic flows through the area caused by the operation of the Reduced
Upgrade.

Mana Esplanade

[294] Along Mana Esplanade there is carparking outside the Bridge Shoppe, the dairy and
medical rooms which (we were told) also affects sight distances from the Marina View
intersection with Mana Esplanade.

[295] Mr G and Mrs H Dinou live behind the Bridge Shoppe which, along with Omega 3
Seafood, is owned by them. The business shares a narrow service lane leading off
Mana Esplanade and they also use Marina View for vehicie access.

[296] With respect to the Bridge Shoppe, it was explained that 99% of the custom is from
passing traffic, most of it northbound. Customers generally park outside the shop. The
Dinous believe that if the parking directly outside the shop is occupied, potential
customers will be dissuaded from stopping. The same will cceur with Omega 3.

‘[297] New recess parking bays are provided in the plans for northbound drivers in the new

- length of Mana Esplanade between the new bridge and Marina View. This will be
before reaching and relatively convenient to the Bridge Shoppe and 65 metres away
from Omega 2 zcress Mana Esplanade. In addition 7-8 angle parks are ‘o be made
available at Manna View (40 metres away from 2ach shop)
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[298) Mr Julyan meanwhile identified that the Reduced Upgrade will provide for kerbside
parking all along at least one side of Mana Esplanade at ail times. Proposed condition
55 requires this.

[299] Transit has also now, through Mr McCombs, concluded that parking along the kerbside
can be permitted to extend to the southern bouncary of 5 ¥Mana Avenue. This exiends
to the waterfront parking area as suggested by Mr and Mrs Dinou. The parking will be
available at all times except at peak periods when the southbound Clearway is
operating.

[300] Meanwhile proposed condition 50 provides for the replacement of carparking spaces in
James Street whilst the on-site parking available currently at St Barnabas Church (in
fact a road reserve) will change with preposed condition 52 providing for new parking in
the Redoubt Lane area. This is land owned by Transit which will provide some
alternative to kerbside parking otherwise not availeble at peak hours and for local

users.

[301] In addition, other recessed parking is provided for shop owners on the western side of
Mana Esplanade for those travelling north.

St Andrews Road

[302] No kerbside parking is allowed along St Andrews Road now. A downstream effect of
four laning on St Andrews Road is that kerbside parking will remain restricted because
of the insufficient physical width of the road.

[303) After carefully traversing all the options it was Mr McCombs' judgement that whilst 2 or
3 kerbside parking spaces might be possible about the frontage of 158 St Andrews
Road, their provision would not be safe. Mr Davin for the PCC confirmed this view.
And when members of the Court were standing on the Plimmerton Cerbridge at the
time of the site visit, we saw from that vantage point the volumes of traffic discharging
down this section of the intended upgrade in the mid-morning. The existing difficult
situation was made very clear as we watched a car travel down the wesiern footpath to
access a residential driveway. The speed and the degree of the following traffic made
it difficult for the driver to turn directly from the road into the driveway.

[304] Mr McCombs identified 5 parking spaces as available for the Residents, businesses,
and visitors on the open southwest corner of St Andrews Road and Steyne Avenue.
He commended this option to us. A furiher possibility is to provide an area of up to 8
cars on part of the land owned by Transit at 77 St Andrews Road by widening and
making a use of a portion of the proposed accessway leading in from Steyne Avenue.
The existing footpath would remain.

[305] We looked carefully at these proposals concluding that both sites should be provided
as they are an improvement to what exists. A copy of a map taken from Mr McCombs'
supplementary evidence (Attachment 3) shows the site of the 5 carparks with traffic
calming measures at the open southwest corner of St Andrews Road and Steyne
Avenue. The landscaping proposed may raise guestions as to safety of the vehicles in
that particular location but we had no direct evidence on this.

[306] Meanwhile Mr McCombs proposed an additional condition suggesting five adaitional
carparks with further consultation with the Plimmerton Residents — proposed condition
52A. 1t is a condition we have adopted because it has to be in the Residents' best
Interests.

[307] Mrs Bradey, a resident, considered the four laning was geing 1o cause major problems
for perking on siiz. She would no fonger have spece (o Grive off the road and e ©
garage. She curren® s uses outside her Fouse on the grass to park or along the sics

-
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the garage. Mrs Bradey considers that if the upgrade takes piace she would have tp
use this space to do a very tight reverse turn to put her car inlo the garage "so_/ W//l
have very little parking of any description anywhere".  Other Residents had similar
problems.

[308] Transit has offered property improvements such as the on-site turning provisions
previously to various owners. The Court was informed that Transit will stand by these
offers, despite the lack of any safety need for the sight plane restrictions.

Property Impacts

[309] As noted elsewhere, the Reduced Upgrade significantly reduces the extent to which
residential properties are affected by land taken or restriction on land uses. This had
been of considerable concern to the Residents.

(310} Ms Meade Rose fer Transit observes:

"The removal of the sile plane restrictions will simplify these issues, as less
modifications to properties will be necessary. As a result, there will be greater
flexibility available to attain Transit's social objective of mitigating the effects cn
lifestyle values and amenity."

[311] No traffic expert argued for the retention of sight line restrictions over private property.
The two peer review traffic experts (Mr Dickson called by Transit as well as Mr Heine)
did not advocate their use, nor did Mr McCombs.

[312] The Reduced Upgrade avoids the need for taking of land along Mana Esplanade.
North of Steyne Avenue however one residence needs to be removed from 75 - 73 &t
Andrews Road. It is the only one which is required to be demolished and is owned by
the Crown and three others have been purchased by Transit.

[313] We were advised by Transit it has assessed its relationship with Residents' property on
a property by property basis. It seeks a process of negotiation with individual owners in
accordance with the Public Works Act 1981. If agreement is not able to be reached
with the landowners at 75 and 79 St Andrews Road, Transit would purchase these
properties.

[314] By contrast with the original upgrade, the Reduced Upgrade now considerably
mitigates the extent to which private property medifications or restrictions are
necessary for the proposal. Transit advises through Dr Ramsay and Mr Rendall, those
modifications are now essentially confined to:

. Nine properties required to be purchased or modified north of Steyne Avenue to
provide the modified and safer access arrangements.

) The effects on part of the Plimmerton Domain are to be the subject of property
negotiations within the Heads of Agreement and the associated Public Works
Act.

. Building line restrictions for four properties in the vicinity of the Steyne Avenue
cut-face retaining wall, to protect the wall.

o Modifications {0 access arangements have been negctiated and settled by
. consent orders with McDonalds, Sheli and Mobii.
e Minor frontage modifications for various properties mainly as a consequence of

the footpath renewal work, and subject to conditions requiring reinstatement.

[31E] n.-&ddition, if owners who are made offers for acoustic treatment wish to have it
irsizted, Trarsil wil undertake this wark in gocordance with the ceiziied conditions in

i
the agreement mermorandum (propos=d cenditions 29-27).

-
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[316] The Court accepts that the agreed conditions for the making of offers of acoustic
treatment of dwellings and all other works, make adequate and fair provision for the
interests of private property owners. We note included in the provision are rights for
the owners to access independent advice.

Earihworks and Construction Issues

[317) The major earthworks required will be outside the urban area and include the
Paremata-Plimmerton Roundabouts. Frontage modifications will be required for a total
of 62 properties of which 49 would be for thcse only indirectly affected by the
designation.

[318] The extent of the earthworks required in the activities relating to footpaths and property
frontages extends from ¥z - 1 metre in depth at a maximum and adjustments to the kerb
alignrment in the order of 1-3 metres. Slope stabilisation and retention opposite Steyne
Avenue and regrading of footpaths will be required. This would not, in Dr Ramsay's
view, constitute major carthworks, but is more in the nature of street works frequently
undertaken by a local council as part of the upgrading through an area. It is not, in
Transit's view (nor ours), a major engineering work in terms of complexity or the size of
the plant required to make it. We agree.

[319] Draft conditions 13-20 provide for mitigation of construction impacts:

. Normal hours of construction;

. Provision for special short term operations to occur outside usual hours of
construction but only in particular circumstances and preceded by notice being
provided to the occupiers of nearby residential properties;

. Traffic management;

. Disruption to property access

. Construction noise (in terms of NZS 6803:1999) and a construction noise
management plan including procedures for handling noise compiaints.

[320] Draft condition 44 also requires Transit to ensure that all contractors involved in
construction of the Reduced Upgrade prepare and implement a dust management
plan.

[321] Mrs Foster was of the opinion that the proposed conditions are appropriate and
adequate to mitigate foreseeable construction impacts and we accept her assessment.

Provision for Cyclists

[322] The existing SH1 does not make formal provision for a cycle facility. Cyclists share the
road between kerbside parked vehicles and the traffic streams. The footpaths do not
make formal provision for cycle use.

[323] The PDP however provides a new regime for cyclists.

Policy C7.1.7 To encourage the use of bicycles for commuting, recreation,
and general access around the City.

The explanation to Policy C7.1.7 states that Encouraging the use of bicycles means
= making the use of bicycles more convenient and safer.

o

" ‘[324]' Dr Ramsay for Transit said in view of the low cyclist use of SH1 ascertained
from surveys and the fact that additional land would have had been reguired, no

specific aycling facility hed been provides for in the NOR. Urder ine hessing
“Impiication of Reduced Upgrade for Cyciists" he said in terms +f ihe modified lane
N arrangements now proposed following r=investigation, the wider 3.5 metre curbside
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lane along Mana Esplanade would provide additional room for both parked vehicles
and for cyclists travelling during off peak hours.

[325] The evidence of both Dr Ramsay and Mrs Foster for PCC established that _although the
proposal may provide more shared room for cyclists and for parking during off peak
hours, this is not the case during peak times. Wrs Foster says:

Given that most cycle use occurs during peak times, and although the
numbers are not large, the changed environment would actually make it
more difficult for cyclists to safely travel the road at peak times.

Overall the proposal reduces the provision for cyclists at peak times. If this
had the effect of forcing cyclists onto the footpath, conflicts could develop
between cycling and pedestrian use which would not be desirable for safety
reasons.

[326] Mrs Foster goes on to talk about a "Strategic Walkway Froposal” which envisages a
walkway between Plimmerton and Pukerua Bay. The plans indicated in the stralegy
show the walkway extending across the Paremata Bridge to the southern end of Mana
Esplanade and how cyclists may be able to use these walkways for cycling.

Porirua Citv Council (PCC) has not yet resolved the details of a walkway
through the urban section but work on this is ongoing. Transit has
undertaken to make available its land at either end of the urban section to
facilitate the development of a combined walkway/cycle route to the extent
that is practicable which is constructive.

There is no provision for a dedicated cycle lane on either the eastern side
of the existing bridge or the western side of the proposed duplicate bridge
but PCC has accepted the proposed 2 metre footpath width as being
sufficient for a combined footpath and cycle facility given the expected
number of pedestrian and cycle users across the bridge.

[327] Mr Barclay for the Residents in his evidence-in-chief said:

Since the Council hearings, Transit has amended the proposed cross
section for Mana Esplanade, increasing the width of curbside lanes from
3.31to 3.5 metres. This is a marginal improvement which still does not meet
Austroads siandards for a shared cycle and traffic lane. | refer to the
Austroads Guide to Traffic Engineering Practice Fart 14, Bicycles (3) where
the desirable minimum width is 4.0 metres, with an absolute minimum of
3.7

if the median is occupied by turning vehicle, then some of the cars in the
right hand lane will have to stop, or slow to the cyclists speed.

Even a small number of cyclists will have a disruptive effect, and | believe it
important that appropriate and adequate provision is made.

If on-streel provision cannot be made, the alternative is to encourage
cyclists to use the footpath. For a shared cycle and pedestrian path,
Austroads recommends an absolute minimum width of 2.0 metres with
additional lateral clearances, defences or moving traffic ... | regard 2.5
metres as a minimum design width for the path.

there arc some continuily issues et intersections. My mam co ams reizies
to the two bridges where traffic lanes occup - the full width at --. imes of the

Along ivana Ezsplanade, 2.5 metre footpaths heve been propossd al’hough
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day. There will be no shoulders and footpaths will be no more than 2.0
metres wide.

[328] Mr McCombs stated in nis rebuttal evidence:

Broadiy, wieie the available road space is limited and bicycle sumbers ar
small as is the case, the guidelines point to judgement being needed to
achieve the best overall result.

In respect of Mana Esplanade, these factors point to the desirability of
providing as well as possible for cyclisis during the vast majority of the
week while curbside parking is permitted, and in this regard the 3.5
dimension chosen for the curbside lane matches the quideine
recommendations shown at the top of its Figure 4.7 as attached labelled
Figure 6, cxcept that the speed environment of ‘sbout 40 kilomelres an
hour' has frere been used up to £0 kilometres an hour, In olher respects
the 3.5 dimensional provision is the same and accords with good practice.
It is not 'below the absolute minimum for cycle use ..." as Mr Barclay clains
in para 13.5 of his evidence.

... He may have overiooked the fact that for most of every dsy there will be
parking in the curbside lane. The principal need accordingly is to consider
the provisions under the heading "As a shared 'bicycle/carparking' lane"” as
! have illustrated.

[328] Mr McCombs goes on to talk about the plans currently being considered by the PCC
contemplating provision of a cycie lane alongside the Domain linking with SH58 to the
south and with SH1 at Plimmerton in the north, and he concluded by saying "/ consider
the arrangements for cyclists are safe and appropriate”.

Evaluation

[330] The continuation of vehicle numbers and the speed of those vehicles which we saw on
our site visits and on which we have detailed evidence, leave us with some concern for
the safety of commuter cyclists (some of whom will be children), particularly during
peak hours.

[331] At the present time the arrangements on Mana Esplanade is a 2.1 metre parking lane
agamst a traffic lane carrving up to 1600 vph. Under the Reduced Upgrade in peak
hours cyclists would be in a 3.5 metre kerbside lane shared with the HOV traffic flows.
Mr G L Dickson, Traffic Engineer and Town Planning Consultant called by Transit,
anticipated the flows in the HOV lane to be about 600 vph. He considered that whilst
3.5 metres width is at the minimum end of what is an acceptable range, given the traffic
flows, this operation would prove satisfactory. In off peak hours the cyclists would be
able to use the 3.5 metre kerbside lane — again with parking which would be
consideranly better than the present situation of a 2.1 parking lane.

[332] Cycle surveys undertaken for this project indicated low cycle usage on weekdays and
slightly higher usage in the weekends: more impertantiy mest cycling occurs at the
peak travel times and betweer 10.00 am and noon on Saturdays. We concluded that
unaer this proposai the opportunity for cyciists varies, depending on:

i (a) whether they are recreational or commuter cyclists; and
(D). whether they are cycling at the time of and in the direction of the operating
Clearway.

_
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[333] Transit established that Mr Barclay had referred to an out-dated version of the
Austroads Guideline. The wider 3.5 metre dimension chosen for the kerbside lane
matches the Austroads Guideline, except the speed environment "of about 40 km/h” is
veing used at 50 km/h,

[334] FFor most of the day there will be parking in the kerbside lane. Concequently it is a
shared bicycle/carparking lane much the same as it is now. So in that respect nothing
much will change. From the evidence of Dr Ramsay and Mrs Foster we accept
therefore that at peak times the opportunities for commuter cyclists may be reduced but
only for that limited period.

[335] While the PCC plans for cycleways in the future will certainly ba an improvement for
some cyclists and for recreational ones in particular, we are unsure if they will do much
to improve the lot and safety of commuter cyclists, particutarly on Mana Esplanade at
peak times.

[356] We note that survey results indicate that the volume of commuter cyclists is not high
and despite the answers given in cross-examination by Mr McCombs (he put it down to
local geographical constraints), we are unsure to what degree this is influenced by the
current trafiic environment and in particular the paucity of provision for commuter
cyclists.

[337] One issue which considerably concerned us was that proper provision be made for
cyclists to safely cross the Paremata Bridge. The evidence indicated that the amenity
of pedestrians was dubious now on the existing bridge. [f that is so, what must it be
like for cyclists? Whilst Dr Ramsay stated there would be no difficulty in providing for a
2.5 metre footpath on a new bridge, he only "expected it to be possible" for the existing
bridge.

[338] In respect of the new bridge we understand resource consent has already been
granted and a 2.0 m footpath is proposed. Our preference would be for a shared
facility, complete with railing and of sufficient width to comply with Ausroads Standards.

[339] We also urge Transit to look carefully at either the extension of the footpath to 2.5
metres on the existing bridge to accommodate both cyclists and pedestrians, or if
necessary at some "clip-on" arrangement which might accommodate both.

. The combined 3.5 metre kerbside lane which is to accommodate cyclists accords
with the relevant safety standards and appears at present to be sufficient for the
current low number of cyclists.

. For the future however, following on from Policy C7.1.7 in the PDP, we consider
that the PCC and Transit are obliged to give greater consideration as to how they
best accommodate cyclist users.

° Provision for cyclists on the existing Paremata Bridge should be made available
now if at all possible. '

Costs and Benefits of the Reduced Upgrade as a Measure of Efficiency

[340] At the time of the hearing it was Mr McCombs' evidence that even if the construction

- = period for TGM was 6 years away and not 15 as first envisaged, there are substantial

cost benefits (CB) in removing the congestion from Mana and surrounding areas. On
‘current funding criteria the benefits would outweigh the costs by 6:1.
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[341] Emeritus Professor L. F Jackson from Victoria University who has studied transport

gconomics, transport planning and transport systems design at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology (MIT) gave evidence for TGMAC. The thrust of Professor

Jackson's evidence in respect of costs and benefits was that:

(a) the Reduced Upgrade could be justified in financizi erms; ‘
(b) benefits would flow from the time the Reduced Upgrade was completed until the

opening of TGM;

(c) the Reduced Upgrade will delay the start of TGM.

[342] Professor Jackson suggested that if the after Reduced Upgrade delays/costs are 15%

of those before the Reduced Upgrade, there would be savings in excess of $320
million, provided the Reduced Upgrade is complzted in 2003 and TGM is opened
before 2008. However, the additional savings (on {op of the $320 million) would be
only $20 million if opening of TGM did not occur until 2014,

In acdition to the menetary costs of the delavs identified by Mr McCombs (which we
discuss eisewhere) Professor Jackson also attempts to quantify the "non moneiized’
cost of the Reduced Upgrade. His evidence is that a completion of Reduced Upgrade
would prevent early achievement of the optimal long run solution to the problem, or put
more simply would delay the start of TGM. Professor Jackson lists the benefits (as he
sees them) of TGM as:

. security of route;

. enhancement of capacity;

. design for seismic robustness;

. separation of long haul and local traffic;

. many aspects of amenity for both users and residents;

° improvements in safety;

. reductions in accident costs;

J major reductions in transit time for intra-regional movements;

[344] Professor Jackson argues that because Reduced Upgrade will delay TGM and the

community will be denied these benefits, then they become a "non monetized” cost of
the upgrade. He argues that the Transit/Transfund method of calcuiating the benefits
of roading projects, explicitly avoids considering the projects role in the development of
economic, social and cultural activities in the whole Wellington Region. He suggests
this leads to substaniial under investment in infrastructure and a preference for
“marginal” high return projects at the expense of “large lumpy” projects like TGN. He
says TGM is a large lumpy project which has a lower total cost than a whole sequence
of marginal improvements along the present route.

[345] He goes on to say if the reduced upgrade proceeds without any commitment to TG,

and the ‘marginal approach’ is followed, it is inevitable that the best long term solution
and its large number of additional benefits will be pushed further down the pricrity list.

[346] Mr Brennand, subpoenaed by the Residents, also recognised the wider social and

economic benefits that would accrue from an early opening of TGM. He said:

"TGM is a different scale of project that will have a significart impact on the social
and economic environment of Wellington and therefore will generate benefits that
are not quarnitified under Transfund New Zealand’s benefit cost procedures”.

-

-
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The dollar costs of delays

[347] Mr McCombs gave detailed evidence on the length of delays experienced by drivers on

this section of SH1 from 1394 to the present day. He said:

delays and queuss occuriing for progressively long=r pericis each yeer have
now reached a stage where the worsening effects are extending over continually
widening areas, and are affecting increasing numbers of people across other
parts of the network and across adjoining neighbourhoods.

[34%] Mr McCombs produced in evidence Figure 4 in which he estimated the dollar cost (in

wasted expenditure of the community) in terms of:

. additional vehicle cost;

" fuel consumption;

» eYCEssIve emissions;

“ wear and iear,

. personal time waiting in queues; or

o extra otherwise unnecessary travel across an adjoining neighbourhood.

[348] He estimated that in net present value terms the additional costs borne by highway

users as a charge on the community amounts to $230 million between 1994 and out to
2019 —if a Do Nothing approach is adopted. When discussing Figure 4 he interpolated
a figure which was not disputed by any other witness — namely the costs of delays in
next 5 years are $30 million for a project which is only $18 million.

(350] In terms of Transfund benefit to cost formula’, the Full Upgrade would have a BC of

approximately 18 and in terms of the Reduced Upgrade he says:

a BC ratio in excess of the funding cut-off, even with early completion of the
alternative inland route, is equally capable of being achieved by the reduced
upgrade and HOV schemes described later in my evidence.

[351] Professor Jackson argues in his rebuttal evidence that it is misleading and that the

benefits should only be assessed as accruing until the opening of TGM.

[352] However, Mr McCombs further on in his evidence-in-chief, says:

even if the construction pericd for Transmission Gully is 6 years, and not 15 as
first envisaged, there are substantial benefits in removing the congestion from
Mana and surrounding areas. On current funding criteria, the benefits would
outweigh the costs by 6to 1,

[353] Although both these B/C ratios relate to the Full Upgrade, we have no reason (or

evidence) to question Mr McCombs' assertion? in respect of the likely B/C ratio of the
Reduced Upgrade.

[354] We note that Professor Jackson disputes Mr McCombs' methodology and in particular

his use of 2000 as the reference year to establish the net present value. He argues
and shows on his Table 1 that different (reduced) total costs are arrived at if 1994 is

2

Transit New Zealand's Benefit/Cost Analysis
Benefit cost (B/C) ratios are used by Transfund to rank all roading projects according to their national pricrity. It aiso
ensures that funds are aliocated on a basis that is economically rational. The B/C analysis has three principal functions

it determines that ali projects funded by Transfund are economic.
It ensures that the best option is chosen to resolve any particular roading issue.

It ranks projects in terms of their benefits so that priority can be given tc those which ofier the oreatest benefit to the
nation as a whole.

(NOR para 2 4, page 12)
N That 2 BC ratio in excess of the funding cut-offis ~ -:evable by the Rec: :ce¢t Upgrade — see discussion above.



used as the year of reference. The main reason for this is that the annual costs have
risen (significantly) between 1994 and 2000. -

[355] Transit identify that aithough some features of the Reduced Upgrade will have a limited
iife — until TGM is commissioned, Mr McCombs reminds us that it will also confer
permanent benefits on the Piimmerton and Mana comn.uniiies. e listed these as:

. traffic lights to enhance the equity of side road and pedestrian movements;

. renewed road pavement and footpaths;

» acoustic treatment of dwellings;

» a new overbridge at Plimmerton;

> new carparking areas,

. a new roundabout for the entry to Plimmerton, assisting its separation from the
higher speed rural highway and enabling a landscaped gateway to this
community;

“ safer arrangements for school buses with new Jarnes Street ink.

[356] Transit conclude that with the Clearway and bridge remaining in place between 14,000
to 23,000 vehicle movements per day with or without tolls, will still need to use this
section of road even if TGM is constructed early. "The reduced upgrade will deliver an
improved asset to the community."

[357] Mr Barclay, for the Residents, does not challenge the cost/benefit analysis provided by
Transit. He does however conclude that depending on the timing of TGM, the
Residents will be subjected to 18 months construction period for a project which may
only be in operation for a short time. Mr Rendall for Transit during cross-examination
stated that the costs of any additional congestion etc during construction of the project
were recognised in the B/C calculation. He went on to say that those costs of
disruption or delay during construction have been assessed as being minor.

[358] Mr Morrison, in his opening submissions for TGMAC acknowledged that "there are
some adverse effects on the community which could be alleviated by Transit's
proposal’. However, he went on to submit that "the community is prepared to endure
the adverse effects in the short term because they believe it will lead to a more
sustainable future". Mr Morrison was referring to the commission of TGM.

Evaluation

[358] We note Mr Brennand considered that if the TGM project is celayed, that it is more
advantageous in BC terms to put in the improvements to SH1 now. TGM is in fact
delayed, and we believe the benefits of the Reduced Upgrade are sustainable.

[360]} The issue at Paremata and Mana is having an adverse and confining effect on the
economy and welfare of the Wellington region at large. Costs at the present time of
losses due to congestion are estimated at $20 million per annum. Transit forecasts that
this will double to $40 million per annum in another four years and reach $60 million in
six to seven years from now (McCombs Figure 4°). We were told that works which are
relatively low scale such as the traffic management procedures which are what the
Reduced Upgrade is concerned with here, achieve high B/C ratios compared with
nrojects involving large scaie earthworks, bridaes, culverts ete. In this case the B/C
ratio of 18 includes a new bridge across the inlet. Without it the B/C would be higher.

= = ABI/C range of 10-20 is not unusual for projects involving this level of expenditure.

*  Travel Time Costs at Queues - Al Present Growth Rrends
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[361] Although there may have been some disagreement on the dollar value of the costs of
the delays on the state highway it became clear to us that:

» The delays being experienced currently on this section of SH1 are unacceptable;

¢ That on a dollar basis the benefits of the Reduced Upgrade outweigh the costs;

+ On Transfund’s B/C procedure the Reduced Upgiade wouid comfortably meet the
required threshold;

o The Reduced Upgrade will deliver some permanent benefit to the community.

[362] The difficulty for the Residents is that they, while not seriously challenging the present
costs of the delays, are concerned that the Reduced Upgrade will seriously threaten
the start of TGM. We have already stated that the commissioning of TGM is something
about which there is no certainty.

[363] Mr Brennand identified that without tolling, TGM is unlikely to qualify for funding for
many years. He also identified that the risks surrounding the commissioning of TGM
relate o enabling legislation, funding, tolling issues and resource consents.

[364] The questions we must ask ourselves is:

Would the possible benefits (earlier commissioning of TGM) outweigh the certain
costs (continuing and increasing delays) of the ‘do nothing’ option, or put another
way, would the certain benefils of the Reduced Upgrade outweigh the possible
costs (delay of TGM).

[365] Because we have no way of knowing how Reduced Upgrade will affect the timing of
TGM we find in favour of the known/certain benefits that will accrue as a result of the
upgrade, particularly as the increased capacity on the upgrade route is being kept at a
level which is "sufficient’, and therefore less likely to impact on the opening of TGM. In
any event we note that much of the increased capacity of Reduced Upgrade (HOV
lanes etc.) are reversible on the opening of TGM.

Finding

. We conclude that a study of the costs and benefits as known favours the
Reduced Upgrade.

Overall Finding on Sustainable Management and Efficiency

. We find that Transit's proposals meet the tests for sustainable management and
efficiency pursuant to Part Il (s.5(2)) RMA.
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Chapter 9: Health and Safety

RMA

[366] The focus of the Court under this heading is the question of the health and safety and
amenity of users of the Reduced Upgrade including the surrounding residents. As a
consideration under s.5(2) RMA, such issues are necessary aspects to consider when
assessing the designation.

Planning Instruments

[367] The relevant planning instruments in relation to public health and safety issues are
contained in the PDP 3 Suburban Zone Objectives and Policies and C7 Transport Policy.
We particularly draw atiention to the relevant provisions relating to quality of the residential
environment in the Suburban Zone in which the Reduced Upgrade is situated:

C3 Suburban Zone Objectives and Policies

Objective C3.2 To encourage an environment which continues to sustain Porirua
City's suburban zone as an attractive, healthy and safe place in
which to live.

- Policy C3.2.1 To protect and enhance the amenity and character of the
residential resource by defining standards for the bulk and location
of buildings, and the nature and scale of activities.

Anticipated environmental outcomes include:

C3.4.1 A high standard of residential amenity which benefits the health and
wellbeing of the community.

C34.7 Safe suburban streets and adequate pedestrian access and movement
C7 Transport
C7.1.3 Policy

To avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse environmental effects of the transportation
network on the environment.

[368) We also draw attention to the Urban Section of the provisions of SH1 (Paremata
Roundabout to Plimmerton) which identifies the upgrade route as a major urban arterial
road.

[369] The existing SH1 is provided for in the PDP by designations numbered KO401 (Limited
Access Road) being the rural portion and KO402 (Road (State Highway)) being the urban
portion. These are shown on sheet 13 of the maps and in section K of the plan.

[370] SH1 is classified in section N4 as a primary road with the rural portion betiween
Plimmerton and Pukerua Bay as Major Rural Arterial and the urban portion between
Paremata and Roundabout to Plimmerton as Major Urban Arterial.

]
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[371] Table 3, H5 of the PDP, characterises the region's Major Urban Arterial roads as having:

» 10,000~ 25,000 vpd
« 70 kph design speed
« minimum 30m width
e two 3m parking lanes
o four 3.5m traffic lanes

PDP Transport Policy

[372] The following objectives and policies relating to transport are particularly relevant to
consideration of Transit's Reduced Upgrade:

Ohjective C7.1  To achieve a safe and efficient iransportation network that enables
the pecple of the Cily and the wider community to provide for their
social and economic well-being withcut creating significant adverse
environmental effects.

Policy C7.1.2  To ensure that the adverse effects of land use and development on
the efficiency and safety of the transportation network are taken
into account, and any intersection or frontage conflicts are avoided
or minimised or remedied as appropriate.

Policy C7.1.3  To avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse environmental effects of
the transportation network on the environment.

[373] The explanation to Policy C7.1.3 states:

"The use and location of roads can significantly impact on the natural and physical
environment and on communities. This policy is to ensure that due regard is given to
ensuring a high standard of amenity through good design, landscaping and that the
siting and classification of roads (in accordance with the Roading Hierarchy) takes
into account the surrounding lane uses, including the ecological values of
environmentally sensitive areas."

Road User Safety: The Present Traffic Climate and Accident Patterns

[374] Transit's review of the Full Upgrade considered the following factors (relevant to trafiic
safety only) as important:

. replacement of earthquake prone Paremata Bridge
. adequate operational safety

[375] It is intended that the existing two !ane bridge will be duplicated with a second two lane
bridge, south of which the road will be four lanes through to the redesigned Paremata
Roundabout. Resource consents are in place for the bridge.

1378) In terms of operational safety, Trensit maintain that in ils existing form and with present
traffic flows this length of SH1 experiences a number of safety-related problems which

.. could be improved through the Reduced Upgrade. It is to these we now turn.
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[377] A summary of the reported accidents for the length of SH1, 1 kilometre south of the
Paremata Rourdabout, to 0.8 kilometres north of Plimmerton Drive for the most recent
5 year period 1995 - 89, indicates a total of 28 injury and 173 non-injury accidents
including 7 serious evenis and 1 fatal accident.

[378] A significant number of the reported accidents in this existing length of road are nose-to-
tail/rear-end collisions arising from misjudged vehicle speeds and unexpected stops
occurring amongst gueues in congested conditions. These patterns are particularly
evident on the external approaches both southbound prior to Grays Road, and northbound
prior to the Paremata Roundabout arising (particularly) from the present inadequacies of
the Paremata to Plirnmerton length of the route. A further concentration of these nose-to-
tail accidents is also shown either side of the zebra pedestrian crossing, just north of the
Station Road and tAana View Road intersections.

[379] Mr McCombs neied thot comments have been made consistently by residents o the effect
that it is difficult to cross the road as a pedestrian, especially during off-peak periods, wiien
the traffic is travelling at higher speeds. Some pedestrians consider the zebra crossing
near Station Road to be unsafe in this regard. Mr McCombs also notes that the particular
concentrations of rear-end accidents and two pedestrian fatalities (one in 1992 and
another in 1396) in this vicinity suppoe!ts the view.

[t

[380] The other predominant pattern on the existing route involves injury accidents and collisions
- involving right-turn manoeuvres to and from the various side roads. Some 63% of all the
accidents that have occuired at the Plimmerton Drive, James Street, Grays Road, Steyne
Avenue, Acheron Road, Mana View Road, Station Road and Pascoe Avenue involve right-
turn manoeuvres either to or from the side road, and a similar pattern is evident at the
various Mana Shopping Centre driveways.

[381] Traffic accidents along Mana Esplanade occur significantly because of nose-to-tail in
congested conditions (unexpected stops/misjudged distances). Also accidents involve
right turn manoeuvres through avoiding queues.

[382] The Reduced Upgrade option is seen as lessening nose-to-tail occurrence whilst the
increased number of signals will also improve right-turn accident occurrences. Overall
Transit expects that there will be a significant reduction of accidents outside the peak
travel times (20 — 30% expected) of the present situation. Mr McCombs concluded:

Such occurrences in my view reflect an unsatisfactory performance for the existing
road in terms of its delivery of safety for through-traffic, and equally unsatisfactory in
terms of its amenity and safety for local access and pedestrians. Such patterns will
continue and worsen in the future, and arise principally from the combination of
traffic volume and road layout, and more particularly from the present lack of
adequate or proper traffic management which is especially evident in the patterns of
pedestrian, rear end and turning manoeuvre accidents.

[383] Mr Barclay, for the Residents, said this:
With or without the clearways, the Mana Esplanade section will be

substandard, with frontage conflicts, a relalively hign accident rale, and an
environment hostile to pedestrians, cyclists and residential activity.
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(384] Mr Barclay was critical that the HOV scheme does not appear to offer safety benefits over

a conventional Clearwav. He considered that along Mana Esplanade it will complicate
turning manoeuvres and intersection operations. If the non-HOV traffic is stopped or slow
moving, the ablity {or vehicies to move sideways {0 accommodate cyclists will be affected.
On the approaches to the lanes, the need for lane changing will, he considers, create
additional turbulence with a high speed environment.

Evaluation

[385] Mr Barclay's statements were the only reference by the Residents' expert to the accigent

rates on the Reduced Upgrade route.

[386] Mrs van Son, whin lives on the esplanade, gave an eye witness accounts of numerous

nose-to-tail accidents alony that streich of the upgrade route, many of which have caused
cars to meount the footpath. Mrs Doombos, who also lives on the esplanade, gave
evidence that several trucks have crashed on that road causing near misses to others with
one killing a motorist. Mrs Doornbos considered that the implementation of the HOV lane
will further add to the accident tally as will the nose-to-tail accidents.

[387] Mrs Dinou, who owns the shops on the esplanade referred to earlier, also spoke of peak

hour traffic nose-to-tail accidents. She observed that the present congestion gave rise to
recurring difficulties for the passage of emergency vehicles (having to use the central
median), associated hazards with other vehicles, such as motorbikes also making such
manoeuvres. Mrs Dinou referred aiso to the dangers of pedestrians crossing the highway
under the present conditions.

[388] We find the Transit evidence of the current situation is supported by that of the Residents

and is of major concern. A copy of a map showing Accident Patierns on the route of the
Reduced Upgrade taken from the evidence of Mr McCombs is attached to this decision
marked Appendix B. We note there are 41 accidents listed for the Paremata Roundabout
and 17 for the Grays Road intersection with St Andrews Road during the last five years.

[389] The Residents' expert evidence suggesting that a “relatively high accident rate will remain”

as a result of the Reduced Upgrade needs close examination. Mr McCombs would expect
the upgrade overall to promote a small reduction in the total number of adverse incidents.
As to the operation of the HOV lane the additional manoeuvres are expected by Mr
McCombs to produce a marginal increase in damage-only incidents. The total number of
crashes likely during periods when the HOV lanes are operating will be influenced by
driver attitudes to selective allocation of travel lane. A positive response should resuit in a
lower accident rate than wouid occur if the present situation was allowed to continue.

[390] The avoidance of queues on the external approaches both southbound prior to Grays

Road and northbound prior to the Paremata Roundabout could also significantly lessen the
predominant occurrence of nose-to-tail collisions in these sections, and the co-ordinated
"green-wave" management of through-traffic flows within the length of Mana Espianade
and St Andrews Road will enable similarly significant safety gains.

1391] Right-turn accidents to end from each of the principal side-road intersections could be

overcome as a further nolabie gain from providing traffic signals. The gaps between
platoons created when the main road signals turn red will also benefit manoeuvres to and
frem individual driveways.
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[392] Further, specifically marked traffic lanes for through and turning traffic along the lenath of
the route, provides for a consistent flow of traffic in an organised and smooth fashion. As
Mr McCombs indicated this operation greatly reduces the opportunity for intrusive or
erratic driving behaviour by individuals and instead leads lo an overall better and more
uniform standard of controiled and smooth behaviour for the majority of drivers.

[393] Overall, we concluded the traffic safety issues will improve.

[334) And as identified earlier in this decision, a critical part of the upgrade reute will not be a
high speed environment. It was Mr McCombs' evidence that within the present road
layout, an existing 100 km/h speed limit applies to all of the length of road from the
southern end of Pukerua Bay through to around 300 metres south of Pimmerton Drive.
From this point, a speed limit of 50 km/h applies through zll of the length of St Andrews
Road and Mana Esplanade. From just south of the Paremata Roundabout, the posted
it only increzses egain to 100 km/h along the motorway towards Porirua and Wellington.

[395] The general application of the 50 km/h speed limit applying within a built up area is
determined by s.52 of the Transport Act 1962. On enquiry from the Court, Mr McCombs
identified that Mana Esplanade would not be approved for the imposition (say) of a 40
kr/h formal speed limit.  For limits of less than 50 km/h the rules restrict their use
essentially to circumstances of roads defined as local roads within the District Plan and not
intended for use by large volumes of through traffic, which this is not.

[396] On further reflection and close evaluation of Mr McCombs' eviderice, we are satisfied that
the traffic management scheme for the area, will have beneficial effects on the current
situation.

[397] Mrs Middleton considered traffic lights as of only marginal benefit to her family situation —
she would still have to supervise her chiidren crossing Mana Esplanade. But we consider
traffic signais are in fact a key safety feature of the Reduced Upgrade. In our view they
are necessary for the local residents in that they:

. provide safety for crossing pedestrians including children going to and from school;

o provide windows of opportunity for residents to safely exit their properties onto Mana
Esplanade;

o provide opportunities for those exiting Marina View crossing northbound traffic to turn
south;

. provide regular gaps in the southbound flows so that residents arriving from the

south wishing to turn into their properties may wait on the painted median and turn
into their entranceways.

. provide the opportunities for those who do not wish to wait on the painted median
strip to U-turn at the appropriate traffic signals and come back to their driveways.

[398] In spite of these advantages, some of the Residents questioned the safety of such
facilities; if there 1s a train to catch and a pedestrian is running late, might not an individual
continue to cross against the lights?

1384} At this point in time |, there 1s only one pedestrian crossing on Mana Esplanzde and that is
near the Mana shops. Pedestrians currently crossing the esplanade at random are
supported in their movements by slow moving traffic at peak periods. But it is this traffic

~which in fact causes in part the very dubious safety record along the esplanade.
Mr McCombs' evidence was that the series of traffic signalled intersections could
significantly improve the opportunity and safety levels for pedestrians crossing the
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principal traffic flows. And in this regard we prefer Mr McCombs' evidence to that of
Mr Barclay. Mrs Foster as an experienced planner was also of the opinion that the
proposal will enhance the adequacy of pedestrian access to the extent that 5 sets of traffic
lights will enable safer crossing.

[400] We concluded that aiding the jay-walking activities of late commuters is not what this case
is concerned with. It is to provide a safe, efficient traffic management system which takes
account of all users of SH1 through several townships like Plimmerton and Paremata. We
are concerned at ihe lack of safety features which currently exist along Mana Esplanade
and indeed along the full route of the Reduced Upgrade. As observed by Mr McCombs, a
particular benefit of the upgrade is that it provides a better standard of management at all
times cf the day rather than just at peak hours.

[401] We turned next to the safety issues surrounding the HOV/Clearway lane. As noted the
Raduced Uncrsde has donz away with sight-line restrictions over private property which
were first intioduced to address perceived safety issues in relation to access.
Mr McCombs concluded that these restrictions are an unnecessary feature of the
amended proposal neither adding to nor detracting from traffic safety, although they may
add a measure of convenience. Speaking in particuiar of Mana Esplanade, the reasons
for his view are:

. for 99% of all cars, the measured distance between a driver's eye and the rear
bumper when reversing is slightly less than the 2.5 metre width of the mid-block
footpaths. Traffic using the kerbside lane during the Clearway hours is typically
further out from the kerbline allowing an appropriate and realistic margin of safety.
There are also occasional other larger vehicles that are manoeuvred or reversed
from driveways and out on to SH1, but these are the exception for which the driver is
properly responsible, and does not of itself warrant the adoption of greater standards
or the general adoption of sight plane restricticns on properties along all of the route;

. the Clearways will only operate for several hours each day, and then driveway
access will revert to the situation as it occurs at present;

. the safety records of other Clearways give no indication of difficulty or reported
paitern of accidents involving driveways or a related lack of inter-visibility between
vehicles;

. The HOV restrictions have the effects of reducing the traffic flows using the peak-
period kerbside lane. Because the iength of highway is short and because a series
of traffic signals control vehicles throughout the route, motorisis cannot gain much by
illegally using the kerbside travel in both lanes which will occur pretty much at the
same speed.

[402] As noted earlier, Mr McCombs had reviewed Clearways examples in Auckland where
similar footpath widths and Clearways operate were significantly larger volumes than here.
There were no safety issues identified. Dr Ramsay for Transit affirmed this view. Thus
there was no evidence from which to draw an adverse inference as to the safety of
clearways.

[403] What then of the operation of the HOV lane? Transit was persuasive that good signage
erd a properly (ocated publicity campaign will be employed to reinforce this. it recognised
clear explanatory signage has to be identified so that those who are not regular travellers

~along that stretch of the highway know what they are doing. It was established with Mr
© -Barclay that the average driver during the morning and afternoon peak flows is a
commuter. It follows therefore that it will be the regular commuter who will most benefit
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from the HOV scheme and these drivers will become accustomed to the signage and
occupancy components of the requirement.

Finding
. The Reduced Upgrade will provide for greater traffic safety along the upgrade route.

Access Safety and Amenity

[404] In Transit's view, the proposed painted flush median (at both Mana Esplanade and St
Andrews Road) allows right-turning traffic the opportunity to sit safely out of traffic until it
can complete manoeuvres, and it allows for separate traffic flows. The painted median is
intended to piovide waiting space for pedestrians and provides separation between
conesing traffic streams. Lengths of solid or raised median however ere aiso incorporated
in the design in ceveral areas in order to contribute to traffic flows as well ss safety. Traviic
signals at the various key intersections will further assist right turning manoeuvres and
exits from driveways at peak periods along the upgrade route.

[405] We turned to traffic safety issues concerning schools. It was Ms Meade Rose's evidence
that the majority of children &t Paremata and St Theresa's Schools arrive by car. At
Paremata the redesign of the Paremata Roundabout associated with closure of Station
Road will provide access to SH58 from Paremata Crescent, thus avoiding the need to go
round the main roundabout on SH1. 1t may be expected that this will increase the volume
of traffic going through Paremata Crescent — but there will be no conflict traffic for people
delivering and picking-up their children from the school because there will be no traffic
coming into Station Road as there is currently.

[406] Currently access to St Theresa's is by way of SH1 into James Street. Ms Meade Rose
indicated that some drivers experience difficulty turning right in and out of James Street
with congestion there at peak times. With the Reduced Upgrade school buses to and from
the school from the north and south will be able to use the left turn lane on SH1 out of
James Street, the link road and the Plimmerton Roundabout. For private vehicles there
will be greater ease of access reaching the school but the route would be longer for those
needing to use the Plimmerton Roundabout. Ms Meade Rose advised nevertheless that
access will be safer and result in less conflicting traffic.

St Andrews Road

[407] It was Mr McCombs' evidence that the area along the west side of St Andrews Road to the
north of Steyre Avenue poses particular design issues arising from the location of
buildings and driveways. The latter are complex arrangements whilst some portions of the
houses are currently located within the designation. The provision along this stretch of
rcad with a raised nedian is seen by Transit as necessary to ensure good levels of
operating safety of the curving length of the highway between two closely spaced
intersections.

[408] The Plimmerton Residents are very critical about being prevented from right turning to
aecess a total of 8 resicential properties, to 2 businesses to the east, and from heing

prevented from parking in an area adjacent to the Piimmerton Railway Station because ¢f

-~ v~ 4 laning along the St Andrews stretch of the upgrade. They are also concerned about the
. ~dhsruption they perceive in terms of lifestyle and amenity values from the modification of

driveways and ground levels proposed. The Residents, who provided helpful evidence on
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St Andrews Road, included Mr B Cook, Mr M and Mrs G Rotherham, Mr N Harding, Mrs W
Nunro, Mrs M A Bradey and others.

[408] With respact 1o Plimmerton Moters, the present workshon entrance and lubrication bay of
Plimmerton Motors lies within the existing road designation. The provision of the raised
median strip along the adjoining length of St Andrews Road between Steyne Avenue and
Grays Road is seen to raise access and operational difficulties for the company. Mr |
Capeweil, Manager of Plimmerton Motors, estimated that at least 50% of customers will
be adversely affected by the upgrade. Many customers are elderly and he considers that
the layout of the southbound laning in front of the company's entry/exit points will make it
not only dangerous but impossible for vehicles to exit south to access Plimmerton as they
will need to cross two lanes of traffic to access the right lane to enter.

Mr McCombs specifically listed ali the traffic features for each atfected address aleng St
Andrews Road znd made hoth gereral and specific comment that the proposed design
provides property owners with a better standard and facility for access to their properties,
including the provision of medians and distinct localised gaps in traffic flows which wiil be
created by the traffic signals to allow them better egress and ingress.

(410

[}

[411] Transit proposes alternative access to numbers 75 — 91 St Andrews Road (western).
These properties now enjoy rights of access to St Andrews Road and, if Transit proposes
to alter or restrict that access, by eliminating vehicles, as will be necessary to safely effect

- the Reduced Upgrade, alternative access will have to be negotiated under other legislation

such as:-

» A new rear access driveway across the Railways land behind numbers 35 —~ 81 but
with bridged vehicle access only to the rear of number 85;

. Rear access from Steyne Avenue to numbers 75 — 81 and a new front driveway
access to numbers 75 — 81 parallel to St Andrews Road;

. A new front access driveway to numbers 83 — 89 parallel to St Andrews Road, and
separated from the adjoining SH1 carriageway;

. Access to 204 shifted from the St Andrews Road frontage to James Street.

[412] As to St Andrews Road (east) the proposed median barrier along the centre of St Andrews
Road hetween Grays Road and Steyne Road will prevent right turns into and out of
numbers 188 — 196 St Andrews Road. Travel north from these properties will have to be
by turning left info SH1 and then making a U-turn at Steyne Avenus or Pope Street. To
travel south from St Andrews Road to these properties, vehicles would have to travel to
Grays Road for a U-turn or to the northern roundabout. There will be a dedicated right turn
phase at the Grays Road intersection (clear of any competing turns from Grays Road) to
effect such a turn.

[413] The PCC (through Mrs Foster) observe that although the additional travel time wouid be
an inconvenience to residents, the enhanced safety resulting from the raised median is
important. Ms Meade Rose gave similar evidence. Mr McCombs identified that in his
opinion safety outweighs any severance issues.

Evzluatinn

,[4,14] We gave special consideration to the St Andrews Road situation because it seemed to us

" that the residences and businesses along that section of the upgrade were particularly
vulnerable to the changes proposed, particularly those on the western side of St Andrews
Road north of Steyne Avenue. In response to our concerns and those of the Residents,
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Transit met again with the affected parties during the hearing to further clarify the situation.
We were appreciative of the further attention Transit and the Residents gave the matter.

[415] As Mr Bradbourne identified however, the conflict which thzse residents exper_ie:‘:ce at the
interface of the highway and the urban environment is part of the existing environment. It
is the basis against which effects assessment should be made. in this regard:

it is relevant to consider the extent to which the upgrade would intensify those
problems. If so, it is appropriate to consider the extent to which those effects should
be avoided, remedied or mitigated in accordance with s.5(2);

It is also relevant to consider the exient to which existing confiict at the
highway/urban interface will be alleviated by the upgrade. As Transit submit in
opening, any zlieviation of existing confiicts should appropriately be measured in
terms of an imerovemeant to the existing environmendt.

[416] Mrs Bradey, who lives at 150 St Andrews Road and is a long term resident of the area,
had this to say of the current situation:

. The speed of the traffic makes it very dangerous to enter and leave my
premises. The road is very narrow where | live. Probably the most narrow part
in fact of St Andrews Road. | usually have to turn into the property next door,
as there is a small amount of space available between the lanes to wait for a

gap.

If the four lanes go ahead, | do not feel it would be safe at all to cross two
lanes.  The painted median opposite my house will be only one metre
approximately wide and it will be quite unsafe to stop prior to making any right
turn. It will be much more exposed and dangerous.

Entrance to Property

Not being able to do a right hand turn into my property will be a major problem.
It is dangerous to do a U turn of any description locally. Pope Street is very
busy with the new subdivisions constantly expanding. Steyne Avenue is no
better, in fact, it is even worse. You are subjected to the railway station traffic
and pedestrians. | work in Wellington and need to enter my property several
times a day.

Crossing the Road
This is difficult now and when if the four lanes are implemented, we will have to

walk back to the lights to cross. Nobody likes to walk in a different direction to
where they wish to go.

[417] Assessing the evidence of access issues in its entirety along St Andrews Road.
Mr McCombs described them as "difficult’. One of the hallmarks of this case is that even
Liough the Pesidents realise how bad their exisiing situation is, they make no concessions
to what may be improvements! We are entirely clear however that what Transit propose

.. Will improve access issues for the Residents.

R
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[418] We feel entirely comfortable with Transit's explanation that drivers wishing to enter
Plimmerton iviotors from either the soutih or to park to the north will be able to make the
desired U-turns, within the fully protected exclusive right turn green arrow periods provided
by the traffic signals at both the Grays Road and Steyne Avenue intersections. On
departure from the site, drivers will have the advantage of driver courtesy where there are
heavy streams of traffic. Mr McCombs produced Plan E which he described as providing
"a more workable, better managed and safer outcome for that section cf the route” and we
agree.

[419] With respect to private addresses, we note the highway in front of many of the western
properties is currently marked with only a painted double yellow line. But with the
Reduced Upgrade because of the particular roading alicnments at 172 St Andrews Road,
the ceniral nainted median is wider than elsewhere. An onsiie turning area is also provided
for that resident and the operation of the nearby trafiic signals al Cleyne Avenus will
provide localised entry gaps in the southbound fraffic. In any event, the planned layout in
this vicinity aliows a 3.2 metre width between the property boundary and the new kerbline
which provides for better egress from the property. A relatively similar situation exists for
154, 160 and 162 St Andrews Road. There will be a 2 metre width between the property
boundaries and the repositioned kerbline for these addresses. It was Mr McCombs'
uncontroverted evidence this width is sufficient for a reversing driver to stop within the
kerbline, clear of passing traffic. The Bradey household will have a 4.5 metre clear width.

[420] Otherwise, for the residents prevented on St Andrews Road from accessing their
properties through right turns, they will be advantaged by the green arrows provided by the
traffic signals and breaks provided in the traffic flows. Other arrangements invelving new
gates and driveways and relocation of garages on the various sites to make access and
egress better are also available through arrangements with Transit.

[421] Finally, we note that where alternative rear access is appropriate, that the resource
consents sought to create the new arrangements in this area have been granted and have
not been appealed. Access for residents at 75-83 St Andrews Road will now be via
Steyne Avenue.

[422] We do net underestimate the potential adverse amenity effects on the residents of St
Andrews Reoad where on-site modifications are to be made. Nevertheless we cencluded
that the safety features of the Reduced Upgrade should control what happens with such
values now. Loss of parking on the grass verge outside certain properties does not, in our
view, compensate for the unsafe access practices which currently exist.

Mana Esplanade

[423] Mrs Doornbos for the Residents described entering and exiting properties by car along
Mana Esplanade as currently difficult and hazardous ... residents have had to develop
their own tricks to survive. She told the Court that currently parked cars block the view of
oncoming traffic while big trucks use Mana Esplanade as a rest area. Meanwhile vehicle
owners usz the focipath to drive on as an alternative roadway to gain access to their
properties.
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Mrs Doornbos was critical too of Transit's evidence that the traffic lights will create large
enough gaps for residen's to go in and out, considering that the gaps will be filled with cars
entering from the side streets. She concluded residents living downstream from traffic
lights will be worse off than those living mid-biock. They wiil be unable to enter or leave
during Clearway hours, because there will be either a platoon of moving cars or a line of
stationary ones.

[425] Evidence was also given on access for the Residents of Mana Esplanade by Mrs Dinou

who (as noted) owns the Bridge Shopps and Omega 3 Seafood. Mrs Dinou gave
examples of customers on SH1 currently crossing 2 lines of traffic (with difficulty) to access
both shops. She did not describe a comforting or safe situation. it was her conclusion that
with 3 traffic lanes in operation under the Reduced Upgrade scheme there will be even
greater difficulties and danger. In her opinion the Clearways should ba extended further
south on bolih sides of the road to nearer the northern end of the bridges. Thic would be in
order to shift extreme dangers associated with lane changing away from such a busy
stretch of highway.

[428) Mrs Dinou also considers an extra set of traffic lights and a pedestrian crossing should be

installed at the intersection with Marina View, to safely access SH1. She considered every
driver will take life in his/her hands with the new proposal, noting the constant stream of
traffic, the left hand lan= obscuring visibility, with traffic comprising boats with trailers and
commercial vans accessing the new businesses in the vicinity. She considered for
pedestrians road crossing will become even more daunting. Mrs Doornbos too was
concerned to ensure that there should be lights on the Marina View access onto SH1
describing the current situation with no traffic controls as very unsatisfactory. Mrs
Doornbos specifically raised the issue of access and egress at 48 Mana Esplanade as did
Mrs Middleton at number 70.

[427] Mr McCombs specifically addressed the entry and exit from Marina View. Currently those

exiting and entering and manoeuvring to and from the site have to cross an existing
narrow painted median across the single northbound lane. With the upgrade, the traffic
lights at Pascoe Avenue will provide some exit opportunities. And with a new bridge and
associated realignment, Mr McCombs explained the width of the central median is able to
be increased so as to provide a central 3 metre right turning and queuing lane, with a
similar width of painted central median for southbound drivers. In this situation there is
good visibility in both directions.

[428] The evidence of Dr Ramsay describes turning arrangements on site for identified

properties with which Transit is happy to assist. There will be a 2 metre wide painted
median providing space for an arriving car on SH1 to wait clear of other traffic. The
Pascoe Avenue intersection lights will provide distinct gaps to occur so that residents can
complete right hand turns on to their properties.

[429] Meanwhile the upgrade provides a 2.5 metre clear width between the properties and the

kerb for safe ingress and egress. With respect to traffic banking up outside the Mana
Esplanade properties, the traffic lights will stop the southbound flows and clear roads will
occur regularly.

-
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Evaluation

[430] For most of the day, access issues along Mana Esplanade will be as they are now.
Otherwise the restrictions on the types and therefere numbers of vehicles able to travel in
the kerbside HOV lane will reduce the volumes of vehicles in the kerbside lane making
turning onto and off Mana Esplanade easier for the residents.

[431] On Mana Esplanade, Mrs Doornbos considered that traffic from the side roads will fill up
any pause options and intervening spaces when the ireffic signals are red. But
Mr McCombs stated that the turning volumes from the side roads throughout the
esplanade are, (by comparison with the through traffic volumes), very smell.  And Mr
Barclay stated in his evidence-in-chief that while high flow rates have the effect of making
it more difficult for side road traffic to find access gaps, this could be addressed by the
signal control of intersections which will be in place.

[432] Meanwhile, it is our view that in acdition to betier visibility and lack of parked vehicles due
to the Clearway, the proposed situation will assist safer and more efficient access at peak
times. We noted too that Mr Heine who undertook the peer review of Transit's traffic
issues conclusions affirmed that the Reduced Upgrade will enhance the ease of access cn
to private property right through the upgrade route.

[433] The one exception to our conclusions on increased safety of access is the access
- provided by Marina View onto SH1. We are not at all convinced that the Residents’
concerns have been taken seriously enough. Mrs Dinou's evidence on the current
situation was concerning. We consider this issue requires re-visiting, particularly as the
PCC has recently allowed further townhouse and business development in the area. We
note however in its final amended conditions Transit appropriately allows for the issue to
be revisited.

Finding

. Overall the Reduced Upgrade for St Andrews Road provides a more workable better
managed environment and safety outcome for access to properties along that
section of the road. We concluded that for Mana Esplanade a similar situation will
exist except in relation to ingress and egress from Marina View.

Pedestrian Safely and Amenity

[434] The earlier review of Full Upgrade proposal considered the following factors to be relevant
to pedestrian safety:

o adequate operating safety.
s adequate provision for local access and pedestrians.

[435] Transit's experts conclude that the current situation is unsafe for pedestrians and there is
particular concern at safety of a zebra crossing near Station Road. The Reduced Upgrade
on the other hand signals significant improvements as well as opportunity and safety levels
for padesinans crossing the principal traffic flows.

-‘[436] 1t is proposed that the painted flush median on Mana Esplanade and St Andrews Road will

- provide adequate waiting space for pedestrians. Further, increasing the footpath's widths
and lengths across Paremata Bridge will better connect the local Paremata community

-
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with the bridge and increase safety for pedestrians. Local upgrading objectives include
both maintaining and extending the ability and safety of crossing the arterial flows.

[437] On St Andrews Road Transit considered the cuirent distance hatween the {oc'nath and
the lanes provides a good separation distance between traffic and pedestrians.

[438] Transit also maintains that arrangements under the Reduced Upgrade for children walking
tn and from schoo! will be both safe and appropriate. For example, footpaths are to be
provided where there are none currently, and as noted there will be controlled pedestrian
crossings at each of the intersections. Particular areas of concern for pedestrian safety
such as Mana View, Station Road, the Mana Esplanade intersection and Grays Road were
addressed specifically by Mr McCombs.

[438] Mrs Middeton for the Residents described how onz of the assets of a home on Mana
Espianede is her femily's ezsy welking access (o every facility in the area. She s
concerned at the safety factors involved with an HOV iane operating immediatery adjacent
to the footpath on which her children currently walk without problems. She indicated too
that the proposed 2 metre wide footpath at intersections is just wide enough to
accommodate with the dog and pushchair on either side with the other cnildren either in
front or behind. To have a child alongside requires a 2.5 metre footpath. Mrs Middleton
was crilical too that Transit had not mentioned that the footpath would be used by cvclists,
particularly children riding to and from schools. She was concerned also that when Mana
Esplanade is eventually reinstated to a two lane road, that footpaths will not be returned to
their original width.

[440] The Paremata Bridge footpath was also in contention. The evidence indicated that there
have been 15 accidents in recent years on or near the bridge.

[441] The eastern footpath on the existing bridge currently varies in width between 1.15 metres
and 1.4 metres. Mr Heine identified that a feasibility study carried out by BCHF found that
widening of the eastern footpath to 2 metres is feasible and will provide a significant
improvement for pedestrians. If the footpath cannot be widened further as we indicated
earlier, we concluded that the addition of a handrail should be considered to provide an
additional safety measure.

[442] Meanwhile the Residents who live on St Andrews Road, are critical that there will only be a
2 meire wide Tootpath between their section boundaries and the kerb, and they would not
as a consequence, be able to stop to open or close the gate without the car protruding into
the kerbside traffic lane. And in terms of pedestrian safety, Mrs Foster for PCC identified
that the Transit proposal brings the traffic lane closer to the footpaths.

[443] Mr Barlow acknowledged with approval that the footpath width on the western side of the
northern pedestrian crossing at the Mana View intersection will be increased from 2 - 2.5
metres. But he was critical that pedestrians will need to wait longer at the traffic lights to
cross Mana Esplanade (Ms Meade Rose's evidence is that wait time will be 70 — 89
seconds). Mr Barlow's point is that if commuters are running short of time to catch a train
they may take risks crossing the road outside the pedestrian phase time. Further, at the
(only) existing podesirian crossing, currently not only is thers a centre-cf-rosd nedestrian
refuge, but he estimated the average wait time would be iess than 15 seconds -- an issue

e we alluded to earlier.

[444] Mr Barclay for the Residents considered that 2.5 metres is a minimum design width for
footpaths which may serve cyclists as well. Similar standards should apply in places like

>
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Goat Point where a footpath of 2 metres only is proposed. He acknowledged the 2.5

metre joctpath along Mana Esplanade, but then identified that his chief concerns relate to
the two bridnes where traffic lanes occupy the full width at all times of the day. There will

be no shouiders and footpaths will be no mors than 2 me'res. The witness' expernience
with river bridges in the Hutt Valley indicates this width to be insufficient.

[445) Mrs Doornbos considered that the "juggernauts" which travel GH1 close to the pavements
create suction that could topple a child or frail adult onto the road.

Evaluation

[446] Our view of the current Urban Section of SH1 is that in pedestrian terms it is a hostile and
unsafe environment throughout the upgrade section.  With the Reduced Upgrade we
conclude matters wiil be substantially iinproved. Mrs van Son acknowiedged pedestrian
amanity would he inproved.

[447] All the expert traffic advice in this case is that the traffic situation on Mana Esplanade is
likelv to become worse not better in an already difficult traffic climate. This means the
conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles will also increase. Given that situation | we fall
to see that not providing for better safety measures is commensurate with the principles of
sustainable management.

1448) We were advised that consultation between BCHF and the PCC's Director of Works,
Mr T M Davin, established the desired benchmark of providing a minimum width footpath
of 2.5 metres in mid block locations with 2 metres at intersections along the Mana
Esplanade. This is to be achieved as far as practical, including widening of the eastern
footpath on the existing Paremata Bridge.

[449] There are three sections where footpaths will not meet the benchmark of 2.5 metres. But
in each of these, however, footpath widths will be no less than those existing, and not less
than 1.5 metres. The alternatives would be to either reconstruct the adjoining length of
existing roadway to a narrower width, to show the localised widths of the adjoining traffic
lanes, or to seek additional land on the opposite of the road. On balance, Mr McCombs
identified it is preferred that these options be retained in their present form.

[450] New lengths of footpath are also included in the plans. The verge south of Paremata
Bridge roadway between SH1 southbound, and SH58 northbound will be constructad to
better connect the local Paremata community with the bridge.

[451] The proposed footpath widths were set out in Appendix 9 to Dr Ramsey's evidence. They
show extensive lengths of footpaths along Mana Esplanade at 2.5 metres or greater, the
area around the two intersections at 2 metres with new links elsewhere at 2 metres —
2.5 metres with two very small sections only at less than 2 metres near Acheron Road and
one at Grays Road. We note that 2.5 metre widths provided mid block and 2 metres at
intersections are standard elsewhere providing for convenience and safety. And we
consider with the footpaths more formalised, the linking patterns provide greater amenity
for pedestrians.

[452] Mrs Foster, with reference (o the section of St Andrews Road north of Acheron Roed
observed that the road would operate with traffic in both directions "hard against the
footpath”. As noted by Mr Julyan, however this statement is misleading. The Reduced
Upgrade would provide a 3.5 metre wide kerbside lane. And it is Mr Julyan's evidence that
this width provides a reasonable degree of clearance between vehicies, travelling normally
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in the lane, and the kerb. This situation is not uncommon in urban arterial road
environments as demonstrated in the examples referred to by Mr McCombs.

[453] As to the concerns of Mrs Dooinbos and other Residents about 'suction’ from high, fast
moving vehicles, the evidence all pointed in the direction of measured, steady flows
throughout the upgrade route. Mr McCombs' evidence was that while moving vehicles
create pressure charges as they pass, the extent and nature of such effects are essentially
minor, particularly with the urban travel speeds at Mana.

Plimmerton Pedestrian Overbridge

[454] The Plimmerton Pedestrian Overbridge was constructed by the PCC in 1989 following
strong roprasentations from the local community and scheols and their eoncerns about
pedestiian safety on SH1T. With the proposed upgrade St Theresa's Church and School
have xpressed concern that the overbridge be retained. The evidence established itis o
well used facility (a recent survey indicated that 120 people passed over the briage in the
two hours between 7.00 — .00 am).

[455] On our site visit we visited the overbridge mid-morning on a weekday. We witnessed the
steady heavy traffic flows along St Andrews Road. We were in no doubt at all that the
overbridge with an access ramp must be retained to provide pedestrian safety and this
should be a condition on the designation — as indeed is intended.

[456] There was some discussion from Transit's witnesses that the painted median strip in the
centre of St Andrews Road would provide a safe haven for those wishing to cross that part
of SH1 to their houses. But as Mr and Mrs Rotherham of 160 St Andrews Road queried:
Would a mother come to stand on the painted median strip with two traffic flows north and
south?

[457] After observing the heavy traffic flows beneath the Plimmerton overbridge at the time of
our site visit, we concluded that a painted median strip would probably offer littie comfort or
safety to any pedestrian in that area. For this reason alone the overbridge is a necessity —
either that or the residents have to walk back to the proposed lights at Steyne Avenue
intersection — an additional distance of 800 metres.

[458] In addition and in support of retaining the overbridge, Mrs Foster for PCC identified that
crossing at the traffic lights is not perceived to be as safe as the cverbridge, becaise it
requires children to queue up at the edge of the traffic lane. This apparently creates the
potential for jostling and the risk of the children spilling out into the lane. It is also difficult
to prevent young children making last minute dashes across the road to join their friends,
even though the pedestrian signal is on "stop”.

Finding

. We find that the arrangements for pedestrian safety to be provided by Transit along
the Reduced Upgrade route contribute to the health and safety of the residential
community and considerably mitigate the adverse effects which currently exist.

e Thz grrangements support the relevant provisions of the PDP.
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Air Emissions

Planning Instruments

Wellington Regional Policy Statement

[459] Chapter 8 Air in the Wellington Regional Policy Statement (RPS) (inter alia) states as
foliows:

8.3 Objectives

Objective 1 High quality air in the Region is maintained and protected, and
there is no significant deterioration in air quality in any part of the
Region.

8.4 VPolicies

Policy 1 To identify and describe the existing air quality of the Wellington
reqion.

Policy 2 To identify pollution sources that currently degrade, or have the
potential to degrade, air quality in the Region.

Policy 3 To identify and improve understanding of the links between

atmospheric processes, air quality and the range of human
activities that occur in the Region.

bblicy 8 To avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of local and global
air pollution on human health.

Pblicy 11 To avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of air pollution on
public amenity values.

Regional Air Quality Management Plan for the Wellington Region

[460]) The Regional Air Quality Management Plan for the Wellington Region (WRAQMP)
contains a number of relevant provisions. They include:

issue 2.3.3 Discharges to air from mobile sources, particularly mobile transport
sources, cause, or have the potential to cause, significant adverse
effects on air quality.

[461] The explanation to this issue recognises that motor vehicles are a significant source of air
poliution from mobile sources, and that the WRC has little substantive information on the
contribution of mobile sources to local air pollution or to the ambient air quality of the
region as a whole.

[462} Relevant objectives and policies from the WRAQMP include:

(hjective 4.1.1 High quality air in the Region is maintained and protected, degraded air
is enhanced, and there is no significant deteriorelion in ambient air

e T quality in any part of the Region.

Policy 4.2.22  To avoid, remedy, or mitigate the adverse effects of discharges to air
from mobile transport sources and to promote:
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(1) the use of transport fuels which are fow or non-polluting;
(2)  the use of fuel-efficient and well maintained vehicles; and
() ariving habiis which minimise the production of harmiul eminsions,

Policy 4.2.23 To promote improved air quality in the Region through regional and
district transport planning practices which:

(1) encourage the development cf an efficient and effective public
transport system,

(2)  promote the use of non-motorised forms of transport such as
walking and cycling; and

(3) aim to reduce the growth in motor vehicie numbers and molor
vehicle congesticn in urban cenlies.

[463] It was Mrs Foster's evidence that because the proposed changes to SH1 are expected to
improve (iessen) air emissions by reducing traffic congestion at certain times of the day,
the proposal is, on this basis, consistent with the RPS objectives and policies.

[464] It was Mrs Foster's evidence based on Dr Kuschel's evidence below that the proposal is
competent with the objectives and policies of the proposed regional plan.

[465] Dr G T Kuschel, a Research Engineer and Auckland Regional Manager of NIWA who
gave atmospheric scientific evidence for Transit identified that contaminants on this part of
SH1 will go up in time, irrespective of the different options, because of increased traffic
flows. But if the Reduced Upgrade takes place then her conclusions are as follows:

. In the short term, the overall air quality of the area will actually be enhanced by the
proposed upgrade as a direct result of the immediate relief of traffic congestion and
the associated emissions.

. Further into the future, emissions of most contaminants with the proposed upgrade
will decrease by 11% on average in 2009 and increase by 20% on average in 2019
versus the 1999 emissions resulting from the current layout. The corresponding
impact on air quality from the proposed upgrade will be negligible.

. By comparison, a significantly larger increase in emissions (up to 93% on average)
will result in 20 years time if the current layout is left as it is (that level will still be
nowhere near the WHO health level recommended).

. The impact of the HOV lane is unlikely to result in any adverse effect on air quality.
Depending on the number of commuters who choose to take advantage of the HOV
lane, the likely effect on air quality ranges from slightly lower to slightly higher
emissions predictions versus the emissions resulting from the clearways alone.
Regardless, emissions resulting from incorporating HOV lanes will still be fewer than
those predicted for the current iayout if left as it is.

o Overall the combination of site geometry of the upgrade area and local meteorology
is highly favourable to dispersion.

[466] in auestioning Dr Kuschel stated that an improved emission situation will emerge from the
upyrade hecause traffic flow behaviour will be controlled at neak times througn the green
wave when vehicles will be able to move efficiently rather than with ihe stop/start
behaviour which currently exists. Vehicles in effect wiil flow more efficiently in a controlled
manner rather than through slowing down or even stopping due to congestion. Because of
improved traffic behaviour there will be fewer contaminants.
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[467] Mrs M D van Son, a resident of 72 Mana Esplanade, Paremata, was not satisfied with the

pollution reading teken by Dr Kuschel #t Paremata School which is 40 metres from thAe
road. Her front door is 12 metres from the present cairiageway and with the HOV lane will
be 2 meires nearer the carriageway. She and her family can smell diesel and petrol fumes
outside the house. She told us the dust which falls daily from the traffic is biack, greasy
and gritty. Mrs van Son considers that the pollution she currently experiences will only get
worse as the traffic increases and when it queues outside her house waiting for the green
fight.

[468] Other residents compiained about the existing air guality and complained that it would

deieriorate under the Reduced Upgrade.

Evaluation

[462] Despite the Rasidents concerns about the existing air quality, Dr Kuschel's evidence was

effectively unchalienged.

[470] Dr Kuschel stated:

(a)  With increases in emissions as estimated above, exceedences of guideline levels of
any contaminant are highly unlikely to result from the proposed upgrade.

(b) Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a really adverse contaminant, and is generally the problem
in terms of exceedences in locations affected by transport emissions. Therefore the
decrease (13%) in CO emissions forecast for the proposed upgrade in 20 years time,
versus the current ambient measurements, is favourable. Although measurements
of the other contaminants have not been made, inferences can be drawn between
them and CO from previous experience at other monitoring iocations. Even heavily-
congested and constrained sites (such as Riccarton Road in Christchurch with
24,400 vpd where CO exceedences have already occurred), generally do not have
exceedences of the other transport-related contaminants.

[a] The dispersion of contaminants has a much greater impact on the ambient air
concentrations than the actual level of emissions and is influenced by site geometry
and local meteorology. For the Plimmerton-Paremata section the open layout and
meterological conditions are favourabie to dispersion. Dr Kuschel stated the current
air guality is very geod and site conditions are very favourabie to dispersion.

[471] With the new traffic systems in place there may be idling for short periods of time but

normally traffic will be operating under a green wave and this will achieve benefits in
emission terms. Dr Kuschel identified too that emissions from a vehicle traveliing at 30
kpm are greater than one at 50 kpm with the engine running more efficiently.

Finding

The proposed upgrade will not result in any adverse effects on the ambient air
quality in the Plimmerton-Paremata area.

i the proposed upgrade does not taka place daily emissinns could increase up to
83% in 20 years - still weil within WHO standaids,

= The air emission aspects of the Reduced Upgrade are not contrary to the relevant

planning instruments.
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Noise
Planning Instruments
PDP
C11 Noise Objectives and Policies
Objective C11.1 To minimise the adverse effect of noise on the environment.
Policy C11.1.1 To protect the natural and physical environment from unreasonable

noise In order to maintain and enhance the amenity vaiues of the
environmeril.

o promote healih by ensuring environmental noise does not
exceed a reasonable level.

Policy Ci1.1.2

[472] The Method of Implementation for Policy C11.1.2 notes that noise standards have been
established based on the expected traffic noise in any part of the City.

[473] The environmental outcomes anticipated include the recognition that:

- C11.2.2 Residents in the Suburban and Rural Zones receive a high level of
protection from intrusive noise, and from the gradual degradation of the
environment from increased background noise levels.

[474] Mrs Foster for the PCC identified that for the Suburban Zone (affecting the Mana
Esplanade and St Andrews Road environment) noise levels surrounding SH1 are set at
levels recognising the predominant residential character of the environment.

Noise Effects

[475] It is Transit's case that noise levels will be largely reduced and the Heads of Agreement
formulated between the PCC, WCC and Transit provides for a commitment by Transit to
undertake a review of the environmental effects of the Reduced Upgrade, in the event that
construction of the TGM has not commenced by 2005. Otherwise the agreed conditions
coverning operational and construction noise are basad on guidelines and standards
generally accepted by practitioners in the field as appropriate for that purpose. The
relevant document with respect to operational noise from SH1 is Transit New Zealand's
Guidelines for the Management of Road Traffic Noise — State Highway Improvements, (the
Guidelines) and with respect to construction noise is NZS 6803P: 1999 Acoustics —
Construction Noise (Construction Noise Standard).

[476] Mr N | Hegley, Acoustic Consultant gave evidence for Transit, supporting the Reduced
Upgrade. He concluded that

Residents along Mana Esplanade currently experience high levels of traffic
noisa. [f this alignment were upgraded there would be an insignificant change
to the existing noise fevel for the majority ... and a small reduction for scme &s
a result of noise control measures being put in place.

-
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[477] With respect to acoustic design Mr Hegley considered that the Guidelines provide a good
level of traffic noise protection. He considered:

The guidelines provide a dusign lavel biased on the exvisting noise environment.
.. Where the traffic noise is already significant the guidelines ensure that any
further increase in the noise is minimised to the point where no additional noise
is considered acceptable. ... The aim ... is to keep the Lmax to within a level
that will not disturb sleep for the typical person. ... | am of the opinion that,
when taking into account the community response to traffic noise and industrial
noise, the value adopted in the Transit quidelines is reasonable. Significantly i
is 5dBA below the level previously recommended by the Ministry of Health.

[478) Mr Hegley identified that the Guidelines recommend that when the distance from the
nearside eoys of the traffic lane to the nearest assessment point for residential buildings is
less than 12 meues, soma noise reduction may be appropriate. He notes that there are in
the upgrade area some dwellings that fall within that category and as a result the desicn
levels in the guidelines are already being exceeded. The existing noise environment for
the houses fronting SH1 is generally in the range that puts them in the 70dBA design limit
under the guidelines. Mr Hegley considers however that the use of a friction course road
surface (for example) could generally reduce the noise levels to bring them within the
design goals. He then considered those houses closer to the road where the noise level
exceeds 70dBA. He concluded that a modified road surface would enable the 24 hour L,
design goal to be maintained.

However, as these houses are very close to the road the Ly, night time level

. would not be complied with. The best method to control the L., value
would be to construct a screen fence. ... The only houses that would require
attention beyond that proposed above are the few houses on the western side
of the highway between Steyne Avenue and Grays Road. The proposed
upgrading would bring the edge of the carriageway within 2-3m .... As the
current access to these houses is off State Highway 1 it would be impractical
to screen them and retain their access. It has therefore been recommended
that alternative access is provided from the rear of these properties and they
are then protected with a solid noise barrier ... to ensure the design
requirement is achieved.

[472] The witness identified that Transit itself had determined the need for noise attenuation
measures by application of the criteria in the Guidelines. He then gave evidence as to the
acoustic design measures which would ensure compliance. In particular he concluded
with respect to those houses within 12 metres of the carriageway any attenuation
measures would include acoustic treatment subject to residential approval. For those 5
houses identified as impractical to screen and retain access, the suggested option of
providing rear access and a solid barrier will reduce the noise exposure at these houses
by a minimum of 8 dBA -~ which he considered was a significant improvement.

[480] Mr Hegley also gave evidence as to the relative merits of the various options with respect
to noise effects. In his opinion, based on an effects-based comparative analysis, the
Reduced Upgrade is the preferred noise option.
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[481] The Residents' case is that it is inevitable that the already damaging levels of traffic noise
will be worse if capacity is increased, traffic lights are installed and traffic is moved nearer
to the footpaths and residences. They are however prepared to accept that the effects in
some residences may be mitigated with acoustic treatment but were concerned that their
implementation would, in fact, create further adverse effects. They accepted that the use
of friction course sealing might assist in controlling noise levels but considered that it
would be extremely difficult to maintain, because of the many services in the carriageway
and would not mitigate the new noise increases caused by the effects of traffic lights on
vehicle movements. The Residents considered that retaining the status quo and sealing
the existing carriageway in friction course would provide greater noise mitigation.

[482] Dr P J Dickinson, a Consultant Acoustic Scientist, gave evidence on behalf of the
Residents and it is his conclusion too that the proposal will increase noise effects. He also
ifentfied that the Residents of Mana Esplanade are already receiving nuise ievels from
the road traflic on SH1 which are well in excess of those compatible with the requirements
for protecting the environment. Dr Dickinson set out several areas in which he conisidered
that the evidence of Mr Hegley either contains omissions or may be open to
misinterpretation.

[483] First of all he considers that the Guidelines are not acceptable as a planning tool with
respect to protecting the environment. He considered that no Government Department
had accepled the Guidelines as acceptable, nor had the local government agencies.

[484] For example the unit of sound description in the guidelines, the 24 hour time average level
(Leq 24hrs), is not the recommended metric for environmental noise world-wide, as it
tends to hide the increased effects of high levels of noise during the night. He concluded
that:

Almost without exception the noise metric used for the description of sound
when health and the environment is involved, is the day/night level Ldn. This
takes account of noise at night having greater effect on a population trying to
sleep than the same amount of noise on the same population awake during the
day. The 24 hour Leq used by Transit New Zealand simply averages the
sound received over the entire 24 hours ...

[485] The Ldn treats all levels occurring between 10 PM and 7 AM as though they are 10 times
(10al2) as high as they are. Use of the Ldn (as opposed to Leq), identified Dr Dickinson, is
internationally accepted practice and is reflected in the following New Zealand Standards
on Environmental Noise:

NZS 6801:1999 Acoustics — Measurement of Environmental Sound

NZS 6802:1999 Acoustics — Assessment of Environmental Noise

NZS 6805:1992 Airport noise management and land use planning

NZS 6807:1994 Noise Management and land use planning for helicopter landing
areas

NZS 6809:1998 Port Noise

1486] Dr Dickinson questioned why Transit had decided to use a unit other than Ldn, unless the
object was to obscure the high levels of noise at night.
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[487] In NZS 6802:1999 the standard given as a guideline for the protegtion of health and
amenity is 45-55dBA Leq for daytime and 35-45 dBA Leq for night-time.  Dr Dickinsorn
gave evidence of the noise measurements he had identified over three days at three
properties in the subject area. The results were &s follows:

At 48 Mana Esplanade the Leq 24hrs was 71 dBA and the Ldn was 75 dBA
At 96 Mana Esplanade the Leq 24 hrs was 69 dBA and the Ldn was 75 dBA
At 160 St Andrews Road the Leq 24hrs was 67 dBA and the Ldn was 71 dBA

[488] Dr Dickinson noted that at the Mana Esplanade properties the Leq was 4 and 2 dB higher
respectively than those in the Hegley report, but emphasised particularly the difference
between the Leq of 67 dBA and the Ldn of 75 dBA. He concluded that the Hegley report
somewhat underestimates noise along Mana Esplanade. Further, he noted that in his own
study there wore very hich single event noise levels at night, with many over 80 aBA.

[489] It was also Dr Dickinson's evidence that while many consultants like to describe an
increase of 10 dBA as being twice as loud, that this conclusion is illogical. He stated that:

From basic acoustics, an increase of 10 dB is ten times (10’%"°). If the noise

exposure is increased by one decibel, it is an increase of 26%. A two decibel

increase is an increase of 58%, and a three decibel increase, an increase of

100%. An increase of 12 dB would mean almost 16 times the amount of noise
- (7012/10)_

[490] However in his rebuttal evidence Mr Hegley responds thus:

| accept that to say an increase of 10dBA sounds twice as loud is not scientifically
accurate for all sounds and frequencies. However, as far as a general appreciation
of sound is concerned, this is a fact.

Loudness is measured with a unit called phon. A change of 10 phon is usually
associated with a doubling or halving of loudness. The dBA scale is, in fact, the
smoothed 40 phon curve. Rather than adding further to the confusion, | will simply
say that the majority of my colleagues in acoustics remain of the view that a 10dBA
increase in the noise level is an apparent doubling of the sound level. This is
supported by technical facts.

[481] In Dr Dickinson's opinion, the increase in noise as a result of the Clearway through Mana
will not be just 1 dB, but is likely to be significantly more. He identified that maximum
noise levels at night are often 100 times as great as those recommended as the maximum
allowable in New Zealand NZS 6802:1899.

{492] Much of Dr Dickinson's evidence concerns what is an appropriate level for noise in a
residential environment. He refers to environmental noise standards from reputable
organisations such as the WHO and EPA and compares these with the current noise
situation in the subject area. Having done this he concludes the current noise levels are
inappropriately high.

[493] Dr Dickinson acknowledoed however that because noise from road traffic is measurad at 1
. metre from the dwelling that it does suffer some enhancement by reflection, as compared
e with the free field levels referred to in the above standard. He concluded, nevertheless,
that even if the effect of that is adjusted the Residents' evidence is that there are still free
field levels in the range of 70-75 Ldn levels in which residential use is proscribed.
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[494] Mrs Middleton who lives at 70 Mana Esplanade and is an Environmental Healtn Officer
and Lecturer with ten years experience gave evidence. She confirmed that the Residents
already suifer excessive noise daily. She queries why Transit's noise lzvels on the
Reduced Upgrade route should exceed the International Noise Standard identified oy Dr
Dickinson. She was critical too that Transit have used the Leq noise measurement (o
assess potential effects. In her opinion, this "balances” high and low noise energies but
not the fluctuating ones currently experienced by the Residents. Free flowing traffic
brovides a constant noise environment and the more traffic travelling at speed mid
afternoon the noisier the environment becomes. Peak times when the traffic is travelling
slowly is relatively quiet by comparison. Mrs Middleton was of the opinion the traffic light
controls will change noise characteristics from a steady noise to stop/start with trucks

braking and traffic accelerating away.

[495] Mr Hegley responded to two aspects of Dr Dickinson's evidence. Firstly, that as a member
of the committee that developed the Guidelines that he had seen no evidence thit any of
the committee members had objected strongly to the Guidelines finally adopted. Nor was
Mr Hegley aware of any concerns being expressed by Government Departments or local
government agencies. Thirdly, Mr Hegley identified that the controls finally adopted by the
committee were generally stricter than those previously adopted, which were a copy of the
levels used in the United Kingdoim.

1496] As to Dr Dickinson's suggested use of a Ldn descriptor for traffic noise, Mr Hegley

considered that it is not significant that some countries have chosen to use the Ldn value
because there are different descriptors. For each descriptor there will be a corresponding
trigger level to reflect the different type of measurement value. What matters is that the
noise level that is adopted, relates to the reaction of the community to traffic noise.

[487] And as to Dr Dickinson's application of the NZS6802 Standard to traffic noise, Mr Hegley
referred to Paragraph 1.2 of each of the 1891 and the 1999 Standards which specifically
exclude the use of the standard for assessment of sound in relation to transportation
noise.

[498] With regard to noise estimates along Mana Esplanade, Mr Hegley observed that there will
necessarily be some variation in any measurements and noted that the equipment used to
monitor noise is only accurate to #2dBA. In this instance, the difference in the
measurements recorded by Dr Dickinson and himself could, he concluded, be largely
attributed to wet weather conditions at the time of Dr Dickinson's recordings. A wet road
will raise the noise level significantly ... on average | am of the opinion that the
measurement sites that | selected are representative of the typical noise levels
experienced by the resident in fine calm weather conditions.

[499] Further, as to criticism of the noise level that has been designed for, Mr Hegley himself
was critical of the noise levels suggested by Dr Dickinson as acceptable. Mr Healey
identified that those levels are not necessarily sought by the community and that such
levels on a state highway such as the Mana Esplanade are realistically unachievable. As
an example, based on distance alone, to achieve those levels at Mana the closest a house
should b2 to the Highway would be around 250 metres. This distance would be reduced if
screening were included. However, no amount of screening could achieve the night time

- .. criteria for the existing houses.



81

[500] Finally, in respect of the effects of noise on sleep, Mr Hegley considered that
Dr Dickinson's evidence with respect to the effects of noise on sleep was incomplete and
thus gave an incornplete discussion of the issues. Mr Hegley referred to some additional
factors ihat modified the picture gained from that evidence.  First, that the noise level
generated at the ear of a person turning over in bed exceeds the Lmax recommended by
Dr Dickinson for sound inside a bedroom. Secondly, the type of acoustic surroundings
(near an airport, near a heavy traffic street, etc) also affects the threshold of awakening as
does the stage of sleep at which the noise occurs.

[501] Mr K O Ballagh, an Acoustic Consultant also gave evidence for Transit on the basis that
he conducted & peer review of the noise investigations intc the Reduced Upgrade.

[502] Mr Ballagh «ddressed several principal concemns.  Firstly, the range of bypass options
Letween Goat Paint and the Paremata Roundebout. Secondly, vidth respect 1o existing
roise effects, the estimated noise from each opticn, possible methods of mitigaticn, ana
the effects of traffic lights on noise emission, particularly in heavy traffic. The affects of
noise were then compared for the Mana Bypass and the Clearway options. Mr Ballagh
identified and also reviewed a number of key documents' and concluded that any
concerns that he had after reviewing those documents were satisfactorily addressed by
Mr Hegley.

[503] With respect to the existing noise environment Mr Ballagh noted that Hegley Acoustics had
- conducted investigations at nine sites in the area. Prior to that there was data from only
one property recorded some 5 years prior. A summary of those resuits is as follows:

()  Properties fronting onto Mana Esplanade 67-71 dBA
(i)  Near sections 62 dBA
(i) Properties fronting onto the proposed bypass route 56-62 dBA

[504] Because doubts had been raised by the Commissioners at the NOR hearing, Mr Hegley
had made new calculations of the predicted noise emissions for each option. But for one
result, the predicted levels generally agreed within + 1 dB of the actual measured levels at
the same location. This conclusion, Mr Ballagh considered, is satisfactory, giving
confidence that the predicted levels for future situations are a reliable indicator of noise
exposure. At one location only, being 13 Mana Esplanade, the measured levels were 4dB
higher than the predicted levels. Mr Ballagh concluded that anomalous conditions on the
day might have caused this difference.

()  SH 1 Paremata to Pukerua Bay Capacity Improvement Study-Option Evaluation: Assessment of Effects on the
Environment August 1895 (Transit)

(i State Highway One Paremata To Pukerua Bay Capacity Improvement Study Noise (Acousafe Consulting & Engineering
Limied 22 Jdune 1435,

(i) Staie Highway One Fukerua Bay to Paremata Upgrade Noise Siudy December 1096 (Hegley Acoustic Consultante)

(iv) State Highway One Upgrade — Plimmerton to Paremata Section Upgrade - Notice of Requirement, Resource Consent
Applications, Assessment of Effects on the Environment

(v) Brief of evidence in the matter of a notice of requirement for State Highway 1 (Pimmerton to Paremata section) Upgrade

(vi) Proposed State Highway 1 Urban Section Upgrade Recommendation of Commissioners (PCC reference number RC
1119/A)
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[505] The second outcome of the study was a comparison of the noise emissicns for each of the
options. These results are as follows:

(i)  Clearways option - increases the exisling ambient noise by ~ 1dB3A

(i)  Full Bypass options - reduces existing noise to properties on Mana Esplanade by ~
5-6 dBA, while increasing the noise levels for those properties fronting onto the
bypass route by about 10dBA (assuming no mitigation)

(i) Two Lane One Way Bypass option — reduces existing ambient noise for properties
on Mana Esplanade by 3 dBA, while increasing the noise levels for properties
fronting onto the bypass by ~ 6dBA (assuming no mitigation)

[506] Mr Ballagh was satisfied that the methods identified by Mr Hegley are standard ones which
are well understood and widely used. It is Mr Ballagh's opinion that the suggested
mitigation should be adequate to achieve compliance with the Transit Noise Guidelines.

(507] Mrs Middleton for the Residents inquired whether Mr Ballagh could clarify his conclusion
that with the Reduced Upgrade there would be insignificant change to existing noise levels
for the majority; and a small reduction for some, given that noise from traffic flow is louder
than noise from stationary vehicles. Mr Ballagh's response was that because traffic must
go past at some stage, traffic jams do not reduce noise overall, they just shift it in time.
Further, measurements show that traffic will produce the same amount of noise at any
speed between 20 — 50 kilometres per hour. Mrs Middleton next inquired whether traffic
lights wouid create more noise because of the traffic starting and stopping at the lights.
Mr Ballagh responded that a study of such effects, conducted by Mr Hegley at a
comparable site (in Auckland) found that there was no significant difference in noise
effects by virtue of the operation of traffic lights.

[508] Mr M Hunt, an Environmental Consultant specialising in environmental noise gave
evidence for the PCC. He was also concerned that the proposed waorks will introduce an
increase in noise levels in an already high noise environment. He concluded that the
operation of outside lane traffic will result in a small increase in Lmax noise levels at
nearby house locations as a result of the traffic lane moving closer to dwellings. The
installation of traffic lights also has the potential to increase noise in discrete areas near
intersections.

[509] Mr Hunt believes that the evidence of existing noise levels and survey results support the
contention that the current noise situation represents an undesirable noise environment {or
the Residents. He considered that even if the mitigation recommendations are
implemented, the noise environment along Mana Esplanade and the entire "urban section”
would still be far from ideal. Like Messrs Hegley and Ballagh Mr Hunt believes that the
Reduced Upgrade constructed and operated in accordance with the noise conditions as
agreed, will result in reduced adverse noise effects in the residential environment
improving existing residential amenity and better sustaining the residential use of already
affected sites.

[510] Mr Hunt referred to the potential use of a friction course, a low noise road surface, to
ameliorate potential adverse effects. He considered that such a course will appreciably
reduce overall traffic noise in {he local area (eg as experienced by pedecstrians).
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[511] Mr Hunt also referred to the differences in the impact of night and day noise effects with
which Dr Dickinscn was concerned. Mr Hunt considered that the time of day when noise

is received is of critical importance. He stated:

Leqg(24hr) is the most commonly- used metric measure to quantify traffic noise
in New Zealand. It is used both in New Zealand and overseas for this purpose
and in my view is adequate to quantify whole- day exposure to traffic noise.
The recommendations of the Transit noise guidelines are based mainly on this
unil. As described above, the Guidelines &lso refer to a design guide for
mitigation of noise for houses very close to highways which is based on the
Lnax unit (a method of quantifying single event type sounds that are
particularly important in terms of night time sleep disturbance).

[512] Mr Rendall replicd on behalf of Transit to Mr Hunt's evidence. Mr Rendall was concerned
that while Transit is prepared to use friction course there are practical limitations.  He
identified that Transit will use friction course wherever praclicabie, pointing out that for
such a mitigating measure the Agreed Conditions allow some degree of flexibility to
determine where it is to be used for practical reasons related to maintenance.

Evaluation

[513] The evident outcome of the expert evidence as Transit identifies is of an environment with
- high existing noise levels generally as a consequence of proximity to SH1, often exceeding
the levels in the Guidelines.

[514] Mr Hegley provided criteria to identify properties where the Guidelines would indicate that
acoustic treatment be offered to owners for the purposes of noise mitigation. As a result
some owners have been offered acoustic glazing of specified windows. As well, an
acoustic barrier will be constructed to provide noise mitigation for 9 frontages belonging to
odd-numbered properties 75 — 91 on the western side of St Andrews Road. In his
supplementary evidence Dr Ramsey further discussed the provision of an acoustic fence
at this location. He indicated it is similar to one at 2 metres high already constructed at
No. 83. Examination of an accurate scaled cross-section suggests a fence slightly lower
than 2 metres might be acceptable for the fence to function as a noise barrier for traffic in
the northbound lanes.

[£15] Throughout the hearing Mr Lambie considered that under the upgrade the traffic lanes will
be closer to several houses with resulting adverse effects. But Mr Hegley told the Court
that there may be possibly a 1 dBA increase which he concluded would be unnoticeable.

[516] Nevertheless as observed by Dr Ramsey, it is appropriate for Transit and the Residents of
St Andrews Road to meet and agree what might be suitable both in terms of noise
mitigation as a result of this decision.

[517] For his part Mr Hunt now considers that his points of difference with the other experts have
been satisfactorily addressed in the proposed conditions on noise latterly agreed to
between the PCC and Transit. They provide for specified reductions for those dwellings
close o the recad (namely rumbers 75 and 77 Steyn Avenue), and the potential increase in
overall 24 hour noise levels that exceed the Guideline criteria. Further, Mr Hegley refers to
proposed conditions that refer to the collection of further ambient noise levels in the
affected area and suggests that that provides a reasonable basis for future assessment of
compliance with the Guidelines.
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[518] The evidence of Dr Dickinson effectively was in conflict with that of Messrs Hegley,
Ballagh and Hunt in a number of areas but we are satisfied from our evaliuation that the
evidence of the latter is to be preferred. For example, Dr Dickinson was clear that
although the Reduced Upgrade consisted of 3 instead of 4 ianes through Mana Esplanade
that noise levels will still be increased. We looked at this statement carefully. In cross-
examination Dr Dickinson had admitted that he was unaware the Clearway proposal was
for a 3 lane configuration and had incorrectly operated under the premise of a 4 lane
proposal. It was Mr Hegley's response to questioning by the Cour that the inside lane will
only be in use at peak periods when noise levels are high anyway. Thus the perceived
noise levels will remain the same.

[519] The difficulty we have with Dr Dickinson’s evidence is that it is essentially a criticism of the
currerit noise levels experienced by the Residents. This criticism extends to further
criticism that the current noise ievel may have been underestimated by Transit's engineers
and that the Guidelines hide the effects of noise st night. Dr Dickinson concludes that the
proposal will only serve to increase the noise effects. Thus essentially Dr Dickinson's
criticisms are pointed at the baseline level of the effects and where that baseline ought to
be, rather than an analysis of what the baseline is currently, and how the proposal will
impact on this baseline.

[520] What Dr Dickinson’s evidence appears to suggest is that for the upgrade to be acceptable,
the noise effects would need to be reduced to a level which is substantially less than that
currently experienced. But Dr Dickinson does not provide any evidence opposing Transit’s
case that the proposal will reduce current noise effects on some Residents and maintain
the status quo for the majority. Much of his evidence is not relevant, given that it is
essentially a criticism of the existing noise effects.

-

[521] Messrs Hunt and Hegley agree on the application of the Guidelines as the only available
relevant criteria and agree also as to the appropriateness of the detailed conditions based
on them. That standard is generally accepted by practitioners in the field in dealing with
the control of road traffic noise. Specific exceptions where the standard is not applicable
are noted in the standard but in this case it directly applies. The implementation of the
Reduced Upgrade in accordance with the draft Agreed Conditions (including those
requiring compliance with the Noise Guidelines), including mitigation with friction course
road surfacing, will mean an improvement over what would otherwise occur with
increasing traffic congestion on the SH1.

[522] Transit rightly identify that although Dr Dickinson criticised the Guidelines he did not
substantiate their lack of acceptance, nor offered a credible alternative. Transit also note
that neither Messrs Hegley nor Hunt were cross examined as to Dr Dickinson's assertions.

[523] As to the effects of traffic moving closer to several properties, although questions were put
to Mr Hegley by Mr Lambie and the Court, no expert evidence was lead by the appellants
with respect to this matter. In response to those questions Mr Hegley had indicated that
the effect of moving the road closer would be insignificant and even unnoticeable at the
distance referred to. He also indicated that the road would be quieter immediately after
the upgrade, due to the road resurfacing. He concluded that:

Under the upgrade, for the majority of residents, there would be an insignificant

71 1= change to the existing noise levels, a reduction of 8 dBA for some properties,
o Zeem— oo and a small reduction for some, as a result of noise control measures being put
, in place.

-3
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[524] Turning now to Dr Dickinson's views on the relationship between decibel level (dBA) and -

loudness, referred to at para 488 — we make no finding on this point.

[525] We believe the more relevant matter with respect to noise here is the perceived effect on
the residents and again we note the agreement between Messrs Hunt and Hegley on the
application of the guidelines and the condition of consent based on them.

[525] With respect to the question of the suitability of friction course two matters were raised by
Transit. Messrs Hegley and Hunt had given their opinion that the noise level on Mana
Esplanade could be reduced, in Mr Hegley's opinion by approximately 5dBA, if a friction
course is used on the road. The Residents did not question Mr Hegley further on this
issue.

[527] With respect to maintenance of friction course in response to concerns raised by
Mr Barlow, Transit acknowledged that there are practical limitations on the use of friction
course on areas such as intersections, which are subject to high levels of siress. But wz
note this is reflected in the conditions now proposed by Transit after further discussions
with the Residents groups such that the use and maintenance of low noise road surface is
required "where practicable".

[528] Meanwhile along with the PCC, we consider it is reasonable to expect a different noisz
environment for properties on an arterial route than for those in the area located away from

- the route. Mr Julyan considers that if no upgrade is undertaken, noise would continue to

increase with increased traffic flows without the benefit of conditions mitigating existing
noise. ltis clear to the Court that will occur.

Findings

. The residents along Mana Esplanade currently experience high traffic noise and the
noise will worsen if nothing is done. If this alignment is upgraded with the noise
measures proposed there would be an insignificant change to the noise level for the
majority and even a small reduction for some as a result.

. If the Reduced Upgrade is constructed and operated in accordance with the
proposed noise conditions it is likely that there will be reduced adverse noise
effects within the residential environment.

. The methods by which Transit achieves noise reduction in the relevant residences
along the Reduced Upgrade route is for Transit in consultation with the Residents.

) The methods by which Transit achieves noise reduction on road surfaces is for
Transit.

o The noise conditions imposed are not contrary to the provisions of the relevant
planning instruments.




86

Chapter 10: Landscape Amenity Values

Introduction

(529] Very detailed landscaping evidence was given by Mr J R Hudson, Landscape
Consultant to Transit, who considered the existing streetscape character and had initially
considered the effects of the Full Upgrade on 80 properties along the Urban Section of
SH1 which either had land loss or sight plane restrictions resulting from that proposal.

[530] When the Reduced Upgrade was developed, which takes no land from any residential
properties scuth of Steyne Avenue, Mr Hudson assessed this option also. In landscaping
terms Mr Hudson identified that for all the landscaping factors assessed, except ambience,

the Reduced Upgrade is clearly preferable to the bypass. For ambience, the Reduced
Upgrade is slightly preferable to the two lane bypass option and preferable to other
proposals.

[531] Mr Hudson's plans for the upgrade were peer reviewed by Ms M C Buckland, Consuitant
Landscape Architect. Ms Buckland agreed with the conclusions he drew of the proposal
and its landscape effects as well as the roading options identified. She concluded that in
visual terms the Full Upgrade is preferable, and in landscape terms the two lane bypass
options were better. Ms Buckland considered the Reduced Upgrade however had the least
visual and landscape effects of all. The Resident groups chose not to cross-examine
either of these two experts.

[532] We do not intend to traverse the details of Mr Hudson'’s evidence because it was largely
unchallenged, but evaluate only those issues which arose out of questions put to him by
the Residents and the Court. The Residents had in fact been invited by Transit to submit
questions in writing to which Mr Hudson replied in his rebuttal evidence. These questions
ranged over issues such as:

. the effects of the proposed weigh station and the industrial site on the character of
the northern entry to Plimmerton
. peoples’ preference for diversity over aesthetic coherence particularly when

coherence involves a noise screening wall along most of the western side of the road
beyond Goat Point, two sets of lights in close proximity, the removal of large trees,
no grass berms etc

. loss of views as a result of the construction of a concreie barrier south of Pope
Street

. parties affected by frontage alterations and the alterations themselves particularly in
respect of the Steyne Avenue to Paremata Bridge properties, including the
aesthetics of noise mitigation fences

. issues surrounding the Plimmerton Domain/Plimmerton Roundabout.

We address these in a somewhat different format.

The Steyne Avenue / Goat Point Area

[533] The intersection of Stevne Avenue and &t Andrews Road is marked by a steep clay bank

U carrymg a number of Pohutukawa on the eastern side of SH1 and the Steyne Avenue

- railway level-crossing to the west with views seaward. At Goat Point, the road skirts the
headland wedged between the foot of this steeply rising bank and the railway line. For a
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short section of SH1 at this junction, there is a complete absence of buildings, allowing
unimpeded views across the raiiway to the seascape beyond.

[534] It was Mr Hudson's evidence that when locking noith, the views from the highway at Goat
Point are spectacular, with an open seaward vista which takes in Plimmerton Beach, Mana
Island and Whitireia Park. At that junction the headland road has the character of a
coastal highway. When heading towards Wellington this section of the highway is the first
oint south of Pukerua Bay from which motorists gain views of the sea. The seaward
aspect of Whitireia Fark is in full view and views of Mana isiand may also be obtained. Mr
Hudson considered this area has a seaside ambience characterised by the views of the
sea in this coast, the styie and scale of dweliings, the old sea cliff escarpment and
prominent headland of Goat Point, the Pohutukawa trees, the informality of the wide berms

and the informal edges to the highway.

[535] The efiect of the necessary road widening around Goat Point will be to remove the arass
berm and formalise this section of the highway and footpath. This, Mr Hudson concluced,
is going to have the greatest landscape or visual effect along this section of the upgrade.
A batter wall on the proposed cut, traffic signals, extra lanes, and a concrete barrier south
of Pope Street on the seaward side will all contribute to this formalisation. This area and
its future development troubled us.

[536] The clay bank on the eastern side of SH1 at the Steyne Avenue intersection is to be cut
back to better accommodate the physical proportions of the upgrade. Dr Ramsay's
evidence is that the toe of the bank will be set back 1 metre, with the wall footprint 3
metres, and with a height of 12 metres. This may require removal of some of the trees on
the bank and a stepped face in that prominent location. The residents sought some
control over the materials used to face the bank and more extensive landscaping. The
Court endorses that approach. The area requires as natural a treatment as possible.

[537] The parties recognise however that engineering feasibility of the suggestions made must
be a prime consideration. Concept Plan 2 in Appendix 3 introduced in evidence by Mr
Hudson demonstrated a rather formal tiered bank of timber half rounds to be planted with
native shrubs to complement the surrounding vegetation. Proposed condition 8.7 records
the fact. Notably, proposed condition 8.17 records that Transit in landscaping the bank will
take into account the reasonable preferences of the adjoining residents, and landscaping
will be to the satisfaction of the PCC.

[538] Meanwhile, draft condition 8.8 requires Transit to design and construct a vertical safety
barrier on the western side of the highway as a pedestrian protection measure between
the footpath and the road at Goat Point, incorporating surface treatment measures to
soften its appearance.

[539] Mr Hudson established that the 6 houses south of Pope Street will have their sea views
reduced to some extent by this proposed concrete safety barrier. Of these, one low-lying
property, 15 St Andrews Road, will lose most of its sea view and the rest, including 160 St
Andrews Road, will lose sight of the near seashore.

[£40] Otherwise it was his opinion that there would be minimal effects on any private croperty
from the Reduced Upgrace in the area except for a2 smal wail or bank at 158 St Andrews

T ~~Road, grade changes at 180 St Andrews Road and the wall construction from 186-182 St

- Andrews Road. Although these changes would occur on private land, the actual houses
are set well back on the ridge above the road and in his opinion would not be greatly
affected (beyond the entry access changes).
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[541) The Court after the site visit was concerned that the proposed concrete safety barrier at

Goat Point was in fact going to have a major adverse effect on the visual amenity of the
Residents, pedestrians and motorists alike and should be mitigated. Pic 90-A View of
Barricr from sitting in armchair in 160 St Andrews Road included in the witness' evidence
(Appendix 2) which did nothing to assuage our concerns. We did not consider the design
of the wall in that location is a slight detraction. The views at that point travelling north and
south are significant, and it seems unacceptable that they would be diminished for both the
traveiling public and for the residents across the other side of the highway. Itisto Transit's
credit that it gave immediate attention to the issue.

[542] Dr Ramsay identified that the arrangement could possibly be modified to replace the

retaining wall on the western side by a fill slope within the designation in which case a
fence could be provided below the level of the footpath. Discussions will need {o be hald
with TranzRail to seek agreement on the form of boundary fence because it is adjacent to
the railway line and safety is an issue. Mr McCombs in fact stated that Transit couid
potentially provide a plan which would involve bringing the footpath up to the same level as
the roadway and have a kerb and footpath in the usual manner beside the road. If that is
practicable, he stated, there would be no wall in this location.

[543] To allow more open views across the water, Transit now proposes to erect a fence

-

constructed of pool fence mesh, and if possible, to locate it on the slope to the west of the
road. Dr Ramsay explained that two alternative arrangements have been deveiloped in
relation to the design of the wall and the footpath to be located in that area. We recognise
again there are engineering considerations to be accounted for.

[544] In an amended condition' the parties agreed that alternative design options should

include:-

. construction of the carriageway as near as practicable to the western
boundary of the designation;

. the use of a cantilevered structure providing vertical separation of traffic
from pedestrians;

. the use of vertical wire "pool fence” mesh for any fences;

. lowering the height of any fence between the railway and State Highway

1].

. in the event that other options are found to be impracticable, the use of a
vertical wall incorporating surface treatment measures to soften the
appearance of the wall in general accordance with Figure 5b in Appendix
3 and to the reasonable satisfaction of the PCC.

[545] Transit will, in consultation with the parties, investigate at the same time as finalising the

desian for Goat Point, the feasibility of extending the footpath along the eastern side of
S around Goat Point between Acheron Road and Pope Stieel.

1

This has been further amended in the final conditions
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Diversity Over Aesthetic Coherence For Noise Screening Walls

[546] Several of the residents were critical of the aesthetics of the proposed noise mitigation
fences and offended by the potential for what they termed "pedestrian” designs.

[547] We are satisfied that the range of fences proposed by Mr Hudson in his Appendix 4,
Frontage Reinstatement Options, provides for varying heights, designs and materials (as
examples) which are available on request and in many cases are an improvement on what
currently exists.

[548] The Residents ultimately have the say in what design they require. Mr Hudson made the
point that it is beyond Transit's control to ensure ongoing diversity and aesthetics on the
issue. But we note his designs included in Appendix 4 cater for those criteria and we
conclude, if implemented, it will contribute to enhanced visual amenity in the area.

Plimmerton Domain and Taupo Stream Diversion

[549] Transit have indicated (in response to a question from the Court) a willingness to modify
the linear nature of the stream realignment to produce a more natural alignment.

[550] We note that Transit hold a resource consent allowing final modification of the design for
compliance with resource consent conditions and that Connell Wagner have prepared a

- plan incorporating pond areas in association with the stream relocation.

[551] We realise that PCC do not wish to increase the area of land designated for the stream
diversion but understand that the modification proposed will fit within the boundaries of the
existing designation.

552] Once again we commend Transit and PCC for their willingess to mitigate as far as
g
possible any adverse effects on the landscape arising from the Reduced Upgrade.

Plimmerton Pedestrian Overbridge

[553] Currently the Plimmerton Overbridge is a very dominant unaesthetic structure which
dissects and clutters the air space over SH1 on St Andrews Road. lIts timber denseness
creates an adverse visual impact.

[554] As part of the mitigation of adverse effects, when the overbridge is replaced, Transit have
undertaken to redesign it to be in keeping with the surrounding environment and in
consultation with the Plimmerton Residents and to the satisfaction of the PCC. Mr Hudson
stated that if it had a wide span and was a structure with supports of light appearance
located towards the edge of the reserve, then that would be mitigation of an obvious, but
necessary, facility.

[555] Dr Ramsay in his supplementary statement of evidence stated he knew of no reason why
the bridge could not be constructed of steel sections with balusters that comply with the
Building Act. The approach ramps could also be framed from steel sections but because
of the switch-back arrangements of the ramps dictated by the site constraints, there weuld
be substantially lesser reduction in the visual impact as the ramps themselves form a

;:f‘tyisual barrier.

urt
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[556] Transit has included a new condilion to take account of the new desigh (proposed

condition 29A). We have amended the condition to reflect more closely emphasis on a
more slender bridge recognising there may well be structural limitations on what may be

achieved.

The New Paremata Bridge™

[557] The introduction of a new bridge into the existing environment will introduce further

structures into the Pauatahanui arm of the Porirua Harbour inlet.  The inlet itself is
classified as a significant landscape in the RPS. The bridge is to be constructed
immediately adjacent to and west of the existing bridge. lts decking would be at a similar
level to the existing bridge and the two bridges are to be linked by a flat grill structure. Mr
Hudson said this:

lts general appearance when viewed from road level and above in relation to the
significant Pauatahanui Inlet, the new bridge would read as one with the existing
bridge. This visual integration would be assisted by the bridge being seen in
association with the other large structures in the immediate area. If the piers could
be aligned, the same could be said for views from the beach or water.

[558] We explored with Transit the alignment of the piers (noting that the resource consent for

the new bridge had already been granted). Dr Ramsay had this to say after Transit had
revisited the issue:

Factors considered in the determination of the pier arrangements for the proposed
duplicate bridge included the following:

(i) maintenance of navigation passage (which required the central pier of the
duplicate bridge to align with the central pier of the existing bridge and that the
central two spans have a width of not less than those on the existing bridge);

(i) all piers for the duplicate bridge needed to avoid the location of the piers of the
former railway bridge;

(i) minimisation of total pier cross-section (to minimise scour effects);

(iv)  minimisation of disturbance to the seabed during construction;

(v)  cost effective and efficient bridge forms, with the ability to achieve a flat deck
level at a similar eievation to the existing bridge and the underside of beams to
provide sufficient clear headroom in the navigation spans at high water.

[559] Dr Ramsay included in his evidence Attachment 3 which shows the proposed 7 span

arrangements (of generally equal span) which avoids the piers on the former bridge, and
involves a 22.9 metre span. He believed the 7 span arrangement is most appropriate as it
will produce a structure which will have the necessary headroom and will also be visually
balanced. The alternative of a 45.8 metre span arrangement would require expensive on-
site construction and there could be difficulties in achieving navigational headroom. in
addition an examination of Attachment 3 shows that a 9 span bridge with 15.2 metre spans
(to match the existing bridge) would have two piers too close to piers on an earlier railway
bridge, which remain embedded in the seabed to aliow practical construction.

WI‘Q@O] It is therefore not practical to achieve what would be more aesthetically acceptable. We

w’“ ;"“accept Dr Ramsay's evidence on the issue.
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Weigh Station Landscaping

(561] It was Mr Hudson's evidence that a plan entitied "Plimmerton Weigh Station — James

Street Concept Plan” recognises the effects the extended weigh station and industrial
estate will have on the character of the northern entry to Plimmerton and outiines
landscaping to mitigate these effects.

[562] In response to enquiries from the Court on the rather barren nature of the weigh station in

what we consider to be a visually significant location, Dr Ramsay indicated it may be
possible to dispense with the concrete barrier currently provided and substitute a
vegetated strip. Some taller trees may also be able to be introduced to soften the area.
Dr Ramsay made the point however that such modifications have to be made with the
agreement of the Commercial Vehicle Investigation Unit of the NZ Police (CVIU). The
CVIU recuires high visibility of the area from the weigh station as well as high visibility frem
the highway.

[563] in the event Transit now proposes to add a further condition to reflect our interest

(proposed condition 8.2A) which we consider achieves a possible better outcome in the
circumstances.

Other Landscape Issues

1564] Otherwise we affirm and endorse Mr Hudson's evidence as produced.

Findings

The re-examination of some of the issues raised and amendment to a number of the
conditions have satisfied us that Transit is concerned to mitigate any adverse visual
amenity effects which would otherwise reflect against sustainable management of
the area's natural and physical resources.

Transit has used its best endeavours to address all the Court's and Residents'
concerns.

The landscape through which the Reduced Upgrade route travels is extremely
diverse and changing rapidly. We conclude that Transit is committed to work with
the PCC and the Residents jointly to mitigate adverse effects through the
implementation of various fandscape measures around key features of the upgrade.
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Chapter 11: Further Conditions

[565] We have referred throughout this decision to a number of proposed conditions
agreed to by all parties. A few exceptions sought by the Residents are found in
Annexure B to the Agreed Memorandum of All Parties in Respect of Proposed
Conditions.

[566] We have reviewed all conditions in both Annexures A and B and amended some in
Annexure A as follows:

1. Extended the date for the review of the designation to 31 December 2006 in
Conditions 58 and 58.1

2. Re-emphasised our concern for a more slender design of the Plimmerton
Overbridge in Condition 29A.

We have reviewed the conditions in Annexure B but have concluded in the light of the
evidence they should not be included. All issues are satisfactorily accounted for, thanks
to the parties.

-
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Chapter 12: Summary

The proposal is designed to meet Transit New Zealand's Principal Chiective under the

Transit NZ Amendment Act 1989 "to operate a safe and efficient highway system" (55).

For road traffic and pedestrian safety reasons and for relief of traffic congestion, the

Reduced Upgrade should proceed as soon as possible. What is proposed by Transit is a

safe and efficient upgrade to a critical portion of SH1.

In legal terms the proposal meets the tests set out in s.171 RMA. The Reduced Upgrade

is reasonably necessary for achieving the objectives of the public work for which it is

sought, namely:

- to relieve existing congestion problems associated with this section of the SH1 coastal
route; and

- 15 assist in ensuring that, during the interim period pending construction of the Inland
Highway route, there is a sufficient level of service affordad in relation to the axisting
coastal highway route by enhancing traffic capacity between Plimrmerton and t-ziemata.

Transit has given adequate consideration to alternative routes and methods. it is not

required to select the best option but under the particular circumstances of the case, we

consider the Reduced Upgrade is the best alternative. It is unreasonable to expect

Transit to use another alternative.

The Reduced Upgrade meets all the requirements for sustainable management under

Part Il RMA.

The Reduced Upgrade is consistent with the relevant planning instruments, namely the

Porirua District Plan and the Regional Policy Statement.

The Reduced Upgrade is not an alternative to TGM. It is both a short term strategy and

one that may be made to last effectively until the TGM is commissioned whenever that

may be.

What is proposed is essentially a traffic management solution and not a road building one.

The designation for the Reduced Upgrade provides sufficient roading capacity for the

shortYmedium term and also meets the reasonably foreseeable needs of future

generations by leaving open all other roading options.

Some attributes of the Reduced Upgrade will become permanent assets to the

Paremata/Mana/ Plimmerton region. Others are reversible after TGM is commissioned.

The position is to be reviewed with the local community in 5 years time.

The Reduced Upgrade achieves a well-reasoned and well-structured balance between the

interests of the local and greater regional communities of Wellington.

Conditions are imposed on the Reduced Upgrade to avoid, remedy and mitigate identified

major adverse effects and include ongoing provision for consultation.

The Reduced Upgrade is consistent with the Wellington Regional Land Transport

Strategy.

Within their objectives for the Reduced Upgrade Transit have made their best endeavours

to mitigate the adverse effects of the proposal and to meet the concerns of local

authorities and residents.
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Chapter 13: Determination and Confirmation of Designation

[567] The designation for a Reduced Upgrade on the Urban Section of SH1 is confirmed
subject to the modifications to the conditions set out in Schedule 2.

[568] This decision records the appeal (RMA 1000/98) Porirua City Council v Transit
New Zealand is allowed on the terms and conditions set out in Schedule 2.

[669] This decision records that the concerns of associated parties to the PCC appeal,
Shell New Zealand Ltd and McDonald's System of NZ Ltd is settled by consent. A
consent order is attached to this decision marked Schedule 1.

[570] Appeals RMA 1006/98, RMA 1013/98, RMA 1015/88 and RMA 1016/98 by A and
F Middleton and Others, Transmission Gully Action Council, Paremata Residents
Association and Plimmerton Residents Association are disallowed whilst
recognising that many of the concerns of the Residents have been met in the final
conditions.

Costs

[571] We wish to record that we do not consider that there should be an award for costs.
if any parties wish to seek an order for payment of costs however against the
appellants however, they may do so in writing within three weeks of this decision.
A party in reply may respond in writing within two weeks of receipt.

+
DATED at WELLINGTON this /6 day of July 2001
P Jf.ﬁ«»e‘w»wgm_y

S E Kenderdine
Environment Judge

For the Court
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SCHEDULE 1

IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991
AND

IN THE MATTER of an appeal under section 174 of the Act
BETWEEN PORIRUA CITY COUNCIL

(RMA 1000/98)

Appellant

AND TRANSIT NEW ZEALAND

Respondent

AND SHELL NEW ZEALAND LIMITED and
McDONALD’S SYSTEM OF NZ
LIMITED

Section 27 1A parties

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENT COURT

Environment Judge S E Kenderdine sitting alone pursuant to section 279 of the Act

IN CHAMBERS at WELLINGTON

CONSENT ORDER

HAVING CONSIDERED the notices of Shell New Zealand Ltd and McDonald's System of NZ

Lid, and the memorandum submitted on behalf of those parties and Transit New Zealand, THIS
COURT HEREBY ORDERS BY CONSENT that:

1.

The Court confirms the respondent’s decision, subject to the following:

(a) The requirement will include Plan G in Appendix 1 to the “Porirua District
Plan — Transit New Zealand “Urban Section” Designation: Restrictions,
Terms and Conditions” (the "Agreed Conditions”) in Annexure A {o the
‘Agreed  Memorandum as between Certain Parties Concerning
Determination of the Appeals” dated 17 August 2000; and

(b} The requirement will include Condition 34 of the Agreed Conditions.”

The notices of Shell New Zezland Ltd and McDonald’'s System of NZ Lt o be e party to
the proceedings and/or represented at the hearing are withdrawn.

=



o

3 There is no order for costs.

4

L

DATED at WELLINGTON this /4 day of July 2001

5. & HorsFisnond

~S:E-Kenderdine

.~ Environment Judge

N ém

* ©© The Court notes that Plan G and Condition 34 as agreed between Shell New Zealand Ltd,
McDonald's System NZ Ltd and Transit New Zealand have since been incorporated into the “Agreed
Memorandum of all Parties in respect of Proposed Conditions” dated 10 November 2000. As a result the
s.271A parties’ concerns have still been met.

-y
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ANNEXURE A

Requiring authority .
Transit New Zealand (“Transit”) is the requiring authority responsible for
the designation.

Objectives of the Work
The objectives of the Work are as follows:

« To relieve existing congestion problems associated with this section of
the State Highway 1 coastal route; and

» To assistin ensuring that, during the interim period pending
construction of the Inland Highway route, there is a sufficient level of
service afforded in relation to the existing coastal highway route by
enhancing traffic capacity between Plimmerton and Paremata.

Boundaries of the designation

The land (in this designation called “the Land”) which is subject to the
designation and to which this designation applies is within the Porirua City
Council (in this designation referred to as "PCC") district boundaries, and
is as follows:

1.1 The road reserve for the existing SH1 including the land shown in the
Porirua City District Plan ("PDP") as designated for “Limited Access
Road” (Reference KO401) and for “Road (State Highway)”
(Reference KO402);

1.2 Specified additional land adjacent to the existing SH1, including land
contained within the boundaries of various properties with frontages
to SH1;and

1.3 Specified additional land in the vicinity of the approaches o a new
bridge proposed to be constructed in the vicinity of Pauatahanui Inlet
near Paremata to the west of the existing SH1 bridge; and

1.4 Specified additional land of Taupo Stream and in the vicinity of
Taupo Stream, in Plimmerton and various specified roads and streets
including Plimmerton Drive, James Street in Plimmerton and portions
of various other streets in the vicinity of their intersections with the
existing SH1, including Steyne Avenue, Pope Street, Pascoe Avenue
and other land -

each as shown on the Plans in Appendix 1 attached herelo as being

.. _within the PCC district boundaries.



Properties subject to the designation » ‘
Those properties which are the subject of this designation are all of those

properties listed in Appendix 2.

Building Line Restrictions

The parts of the Land at 182, 184, 186 and 188 St Andrews Road,
Plimmerton to which the proposed Building Line Restrictions apply are
shown on Plans E and RLR E in Appendix 1. On those parts of the Land
within the areas shown on those Plans, the nature of the proposed
restrictions is that in respect of each of the relevant properties no persen
may, without the prior writien consent of Transit New Zealand:

3.1 Frect, reconstruct, place, alter or extend any structure in, on, under
or over the Land where this would involve any excavation or

disturbance of the Land;

3.2 Introduce or plani any tree, bush or other plant or vegetation
(excluding any grass or other shallow rooting vegetation) where this
would involve any excavation or disturbance of the Land or the
intrusion of any root system into that Land, and which may affect any
retaining wall or anchor support; or

3.3 Excavate, drill, tunriel, or distuib the Land (except where this is
necessary for and in relation to the planting, or removal of any grass
or other shallow rooting vegetation).

Scope and extent of work

Subject to and in accordance with its terms and conditions, this
designation authorises Transit to undertake a work (in this designation
called the "Work”) being the construction, operation and maintenance of
that section of SH1 as shown on preliminary design plans A to M inclusive
in Appendix 1 (the "Plans”) and associated works and activities. The
scope and extent of the Work shall be generally in accordance with the
Plans, subject to final design and any minor modifications required to
comply with any condition of this designation.

Certificate of final design

The following shall apply to all aspects of the Work other than landscaping
(to which conditions 6 to 8.17 apply) and operational and construction
noise mitigation (to which conditions 18 to 27 apply):

5.1 Prior to commencing the Work, Transit shall submit to the PCC
detailed drawings, specifications and other such information as the
FCC may reasonably require to enable the PCC to certify that the
Work Is In accordance with the designation.
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8.1

5.2 Transit can seek such cerificates in respect of any particular section
or aspect of or for the whole Work.

5.3 Transit shall not commence the Work (or any section or aspect of it)
until the PCC has certified that the Work (or that section or aspect of
it) is in accordance with the designation.

5.4 Any ceriificates under condition 5.3 may be given subject to a
condition that details of specified aspects of the Work be provided at
a later date if the PCC is satisfied that it is impractical or
unreasonable for Transit to be required to provide those details at the
time certification is sought.

Maintenance of huilt structures

Transit shall, folluwing completion of the Work, maintain all structures
located within the designation boundaries that are built in accordance with
these conditions [8.7] (cut face at Steyne Avenue, [8.8] (Goat Point
accessway and fence or wall), [11&12] (lighting), [23] (acoustic fence), [29]
(Plimmerton Pedestrian overbridge), [35] (signage), and [46] (handrails).

lLandscaping

In carrying out the detailed design for the Work, Transit shall engage a
practising landscape architect to advise on the carrying out of landscaping
in accordance with the conditions of this designation.

Landscaping work (other than maintenance and other ongoing work) shall
be:

7.1 Commenced and substantially progressed within one planting
season after the completion of construction of the Work authorised
by this designation; and

7.2 Completed before the end of the next planting season.

Maintenance of landscaping

Transit shall, following completion of the Work, maintain all landscaping
work undertaken in accordance with these conditions. Maintenance shall
include replacement of any plants that perish or are damaged by the Work
(eg because of changes to ground water or damage to root systems or
canopies).

Landscaping shall be undertaken by Transit in accordance with the
following:

Landscape design principles

{a) Transit shall retain as far as practicable the essential elements that

contribute to the character of the areg;
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(b) To retain some of the diversity of character which currently exists,
new fences shall vary in height, materials, vegetation, line and
setback, subject to agreement with individual property owners;,

(c) The various treatment methods used shall inciude varying matericle,
design and planting to create a non-uniform streetscape.

Plimmerion Weighstations - .James Street

Transit shall landscape the area of the Plimmerton Weighstations south
through to the vicinity of the intersection of James Street with St Andrews
Road (including the Plimmerton Roundabout and environs) shown in the
Plimmerion Weighstations — James Street Concept Plan (being Concept
Plans 1A, 18, 1C, 1D, 1E, 1F and 1G in Appendix 3) in general
accordance with that Concept Plan and the Landscape Plan required to be
submitted under condition 8.17 and to the reasonabla satisfaction of the
PCC.

8.2A In addition to the landscaping required by condition 8.2, Transit shall

8.3

g.4

enter into consultation with Commercial Vehicle Investigation Unit of NZ
Police (CVIU) to seek agreement to:

(a) Carry out additional excavation to reduce the slope of the batter east of
the proposed Weigh Station, and plant the batter with native
vegetation;

(b) Determine the requirement for the paved area north and south of the
Weigh Station buildings, and determine whether it is possible to include
additional planting in areas within the vicinity of the Weigh Station; and

(c) Substitute the concrete barrier with a vegetated strip of approximately
2 to 2.5 m wide with a centrally located steel W-Section [ARMCO]
guard rail.

Such inodifications shall be in accordance with condition 8.2 and to the
reasonable satisfaction of PCC.

Plimmerton roundabout to Steyne Avenue

Transit shall offer tc the owner to replace, at Transit’s cost, the existing
hedge outside the SH1 frontage of the Spinnaker Motel (located at the
south eastern corner of Grays Road and St Andrews Road), with a hedge
or fence within the mote! site and in consultation with the property owner
and, if the owner so desires, shall undertake that replacement.

Trancit chall, as far as practicable, ensure undisturbed retention of the

... group of Pohutakawa trees on the northern side of Grays Road along ihe

o

"~ {"Grays Road frontage of number 1 Grays Road and adjacent to SH1.

T

-



8.5

7

Transit shali retain, where practicabie, the trees. on the northem.side of
Steyne Avenue at the intersection with SH1, within the designation
boundary adjacent to 75 St Andrews Road.

8.5A If it is not practicable to retain undisturbed the trees speciiied in

conditions 8.4 and 8.5, Transit shall where practicable and under the
supervision of Transit's landscape architect transplant the subject tree(s)
to a nearby suitable position within the designation boundary.

St Andrews Road property frontages

Transit shall construct and finish the fence referred to in condition 23 in
general accordance with a fencing plan which shall incorporate the
following principles:

(a) Varied faces, styles and heights, incorporating features shown in the
examples in Appendix 4 Figures 2, 3, 6 of the Agreed Memorandum;
and

(b) An alternating of the position of the fence within the 500mm available
space.

The fencing nlan shall be developed as follows:

(iy  Transit shall consult as to the street-facing treatment and finish of the
fence with the PCC;

(i)  Transit shall consult as to the property-facing treatment and finish of
the fence (including with regard to the selection of materials and
design) with the owners of the properties at 75-91 St Andrews Road,

(iiiy  After incorporating such reasonable changes as may be requested
during such consultation, Transit shali finalise the fencing plan (the
street-facing treatment and finish thereof being to the reasonable
satisfaction of the PCC) and provide copies of ii to those property
owners and the PCC prior to commencing construction of the fence.

Cut Face at Steyne Avenue Intersection

Transit shall landscape the cut face opposite the intersection of Steyne
Avenue and St Andrews Road shown in the Steyne Avenue Cut Face
lLandscape Concept Plan (being Concept Plan 2 in Appendix 3) in
general accordance with that Concept Plan and the Landscape Plan
required to be submitted under condition 8.17 and to the reasonable
satisfaction of the PCC.

Goat Point
~Transit shall provide a pedestrian accessway west of State Highway 1 in
~ the vicinity of Goat Point. Transit shall, in designing such pedestrian



accessway consult with ‘he Plimmerton and Paremata Residents’
Associations and the PCC about alternative design options, for structures
for the provision of the pedestrian accessway including options relating to
fences, location and height of the accessway relative to the carriageway,
and surface reatment of any vertical structures. In the design cof the
pedestrian accessway regard shall be given to the following design
principles:

(a) The protection of pedestrians from vehicle traffic;

(b) Vertical and horizontal separation of pedestrians from vehicle traffic
where practicable;

(c) The safety and security of pedestrians including night security;

(d) The importance of westward views of the sea from numbers 150 to 166
St Andrews Road and from passing vehicles;

(e) The finished appearance of any fences or structures.

- Mana commercial area frontage
8.9 Transit shall seek agreement from the owner of that privately-owned land
shown in the Mana Retail Area Frontage Concept Plan (being Concept
Plan 3 in Appendix 3) and, for this purpose, not less than 3 months prior
to the commencement of construction of that section of the Work shown
on plan G in Appendix 1 as south of Acheron Road, Transit shall:

(a) Give written notice to the owner of that privately-owned land shown
in that Concept Plan, specifying the following:

(i) A copy of the Concept Plan; and

(i) A description of the landscaping which Transit seeks to
undertake on that land (at Transit’'s cost) in accordance with
that Concept Plan, if the owner so agrees; and

(i)  An offer to the owner to agree to allow Transit to undertake the
landscaping of that land; and

(b) Pursue all reasonable endeavours in consultation with the owner
during that period of not less than 3 months in order to secure such
agreement.

8.10 kxcept as provided in condition 8.1, Transit shall landscepe those parts
s ..of the privately-owned land shown in Concept Plan 3 in Appendix 3 in
‘ general accordance with that Concept Plan and any Landscape Plan

5
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8.12

required to be submitted under condition 8.17 and to the reasonable
satisfaction of the PCC.

Where, on the expiry of 3 months after Transit has given notice to the
owner of the privately-owned land shown in Concept Pian 3 in
Appendix 3, the owner has not agreed to the landscaping of that land:

(@) Transit shall inform PCC accordingly; and
(b) Transit shall not be required to comply with condition 8.10.

Transit shall keep available for inspection on request by the PCC, records
of the followiny:

(a) The written notice given in accordance with condition 8.9(a);
(b) Any response to that written notice.

Modifications to property frontages

In respect of all properties adjacent to the Work except those covered by
Conditions 8.3 to 8.6 (dealing with hedges and trees from Plimmerton
roundabout to Steyne Avenue and St Andrews Rd property frontages) and
8.9 to 8.12 (dealing with the Mana commercial area frontage) the following
shall apply:

(a) Prior to the commencement of construction, Transit shall:

(i)  Provide to the PCC, a list of all such properties (in this
condition called "Affected Property” or “Affected Properties”) in
respect of which SH1 road reserve immediately contiguous with
that land (in this condition referred to as “road reserve
frontage”) will be modified by the carrying out of the Work;

(i)  Consult with the PCC as to:

(A) The nature of the road reserve frontage modifications
proposed to be undertaken contiguous with the Affected
Properties;

(B) The options proposed to be offered to owners for
reinstatement including reinstatement of boundary fences
and retaining walls (including, but not limited to, the
options illustrated in Figures 2 to 8 in Appendix 4),
replacement of boundary plantings of hedges and

vegetation and reinstatement of vehicle crossing places;
and

f
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(C) The process which Transit will follow in its dealings with
the owners on these matters;

Not iess than 3 months prior to the carrying out of any modification of
the road reserve frontage contiguous with any Aifectea Property,
Transit shall give written notice to the owner of the Affected Property
specifying the following:

(i) A description of ihe nature of the madification proposed to be
undertaken of the road reserve frontage contiguous with the
Affected Property (including in relation to boundary fences and
retaining walls, hedges, trees or other vegetation, and driveway
entrances);

(iiy A description of oplions proposed to be undertaken to reinstate
that road reserve frontage including options for the
replacement, design and construction of any boundary fences
and retaining walls, and for replacement of any boundary
plantings of hedges and vegetation and the design and
treatment of vehicle crossing places (inciuding, but not limited
to, the options illustrated in Figures 2 to 8 in Appendix 4);

(i)  Aninvitation to the owner to notify Transit within a specified
period of not less than one month of whether or not the owner
agrees to enter into discussions with Transit as to the selection
of suitable road reserve frontage reinstatement options or
otherwise to inform Transit of the owner’s preference in regard
to the proposed options;

(iv) A statement informing the owner of any ability for owners of
Affected Properties to have access to any expert adviser
(nominated by Transit to the reasonable satisfaction of the
PCC);

Transit shall keep records available for inspection on request by the
PCC of the following:

(i) All written nctices given in accordance with clause (b) of this
condition;

(i)  All responses received to those written notices;

(i) Those Affected Properties in respect of which responses have
not been received;

Except as provided in condition 8.13(e) Transit shall, in consultation
- with each Affected Property owner (and, if so requested by the

M
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owner, with any expert adviser so nominated), design and implement
the road reserve frontage reinstatement works and shall notify the
PCC once those reinstatement works have been implemenied in
respect of each Affected Property;

(e) Where, on the expiry of 3 months after Transit has given notice to an
owner of an Affected Property under condition 8.13(b), the owner
has not agreed with Transit as to road reserve frontage reinstatement
works cr could not after reasonable enquiry be found:

(i) Transit shall inform the PCC accordingly;

(i) Transit shall not be required to comply with condition 8.13(d) in
respect of that Affected Froperty;

(i) Transit shall, in its construction of that section of the Work
immediately adjacent to that Affected Property, take practicable
measures to mitigate to the reasonable satisfaction of the PCC
any adverse effects of the construction of the Work on the road
reserve frontage of that Affected Property (including in relation
to boundary fences and retaining walls, trees and other
vegetation and driveway crossing places).

Steyne Avenue to Paremata Bridge

Where any existing established tree on any Affected Property is required
to be removed in order to construct the Work, Transit shall offer to the
Affected Property owner, at Transit's cost, to replant or replace the tree,
where practicable.

Paremata Bridge to south of Paremata Roundabout

Transit shall landscape the area of the Paremata Bridge through to south
of the Paremata Roundabout shown in the Paremata Bridges—Paremata
Roundabout Concept Plan (being Concept Plans 4A, 4B and 4C in
Appendix 3) in ceneral accordance with that Concept Plan and the
Landscape Plan required to be submitted under condition 8.17 and to the
reasonable satisfaction of the PCC.

In general accordance with the Paremata Bridges-Paremata Roundabout
Concept Plan (Concept Plans 4A, 4B and 4C in Appendix 3) and any
Landscape Plan regquired to be submitted under condition 8.17 and to the
reasonable satisfaction of the PCC, Transit shall:

(a) Construct a walkway on the northern side of Pauatahanui Inlet under
the existing and proposed bridges to link the beaches to their east
and west; and
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Re-establish screen planting between SH1 and Paremata School
which will be removed in the construction of the SH58 southbound
cn-ramp onto SH1. )

Landscape plans

8.17 Where Transit is obliged under any of conditions 8.2, 8.7, 8.10, or 8.15 to
undertake landscaping, Transit shall arrange for the following landscape
plans to be prepared by a qualified landscape architect to the reasonable
satisfaction of the PCC:

(a)

Landscape plans demonstrating how Transit will implement the
Plimmerton Domain, Plimmerton — Weighstations to James Street,
and Mana Retail Area Frontage Landscape Concept Plans set out in
Awvpendix 3, such landscane plans:

(i)  To detail those matters outlined in the Landscape Concept
Plans (including in relation to ground levels and contours, the
locations and species of major trees to be planted, and the
areas, shapes and heights of areas of plantings) and
maintenance and upkeep; and

(iiy  To be submitted to the PCC not less than one month prior to
commencement of construction of the section of the Work
between the Plimmerton Weighstations and Steyne Avenue,

A landscape plan demonstrating how Transit will impiement the
Steyne Avenue Cut Face Concept Plan set out in Appendix 3, such
landscape plan:

()  To detail those matters outlined in the Steyne Avenue Cut Face
Landscape Concept Plan (inciuding details of the locations and
species of major trees to be planted, the areas, shapes and
heights of areas of plantings, facing treatment for excavated
surfaces), taking into acccunt the reasonable preferences of
owners of 188, 186, 184 and 182 St Andrews Road ascertained
through consultation with them; and

(i)  To be submitted to the PCC not less than one month prior to
commencement of construction of the section of the Work
between James Street and Pope Street.

A landscape plan demonstrating how Transit will implement the
Paremata Bridges — Paremata Roundabout Landscape Concept Plan
setoutin Appendin 2, such lendscape plan:

(i)  To detail those matters outlined in the Landscape Concept Plan
including ground levels and contours, the locations and species
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of major trees to be planted, the areas, shapes and heights of
areas of plantings, the walkway and re-establishment of screen
planting between SH1 and Paremata School referred to in
concition 8.16; and

(i) To be submitted to the PCC not less than one month prior to
commencement of construction of the section of the Work
hetween the northern approaches to the Paremata Bridges and
the southern boundary of the designation.

Earthworks
All earth filling shall be carried out in accordance with Transit standard
spacification 1.

The disposzl of cleanfill material at each of the Deposit Areas along and
adjacent to SH1 shown on Plans C and D in Appendix 1 shall be
completed within three years of commencement of the earthworks for
construction of the Work.

-

In undertaking the works to realign the Taupo Stream, to create a variety
and more natural appearance, Transit shall modify the stream by widening
its course, as far as practicable, within the boundaries of the designation,
and in accordance with resource consents WGN 970226(01)-(03) and
WGN 970226(7)-(15). Such modification shall be to the reasonable
satisfaction of the PCC.

Lighting
Lighting provided along the route shall be in accordance with the
appropriate classification for “main roads” in AS/NZS 1158:1997.

Transit shall ensure that the design and construction of the pedestrian
footpath along the western side of SH1 at Goat Point between Steyne
Avenue and the Mana Shell Service Station site and under the duplicate
Parernata Bridge along the northern and southern shores of the inlet
provides for lighting in accordance with standard AS/NZS 1158:1997.

Construction effects mitigation

Construction hours

Subject to unforeseen emergency situations, hours of work during the
construction phase of the Work shall be:

13.1 Weekdays: 7:30 am to 7:00 pm;

477 ~4 - e I ~ L NS .
2.2 Sesturdays: 8:30 am 0 £:00 pmy;

i

13.3 Special Short Term Operations (being operations which, by their

nature, cannot reasonably be undertaken or completed in
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accordance with conditions 13.1 or 13.2): 8pm to 6.30am,
weekdays, Saturdays, Sundays and Public Holidays, preceded by
viritten notice being provided 1o the occupiers of those residences
which are both contiguous with the designation and within 500
reires of the location of ithe iniended operations not less than &
working days prior to such operations commencing, such notice
including reference to the location, the nature, and the proposed
timing and duration of the operations;

13.4 Sundays and Public Holidays: Except as provided in condition 13.3,
no work, except for emergency maintenance works for public safety
and convenience.

Traftic Management Plan

14 Mot less than one month prior to construction of the Work, Transit shall
establish a Traffic Management Plan in consultation with the PCC. To
demonstrate that traffic will be managed during the construction phase of
the Work, so that the section of SH1 is safe at all times and there is
minimal disruption to the public and to the normal flow of traffic this Traffic
Management Plan shall address the following matters:

14.1 Programme of works;
14.2 Hours of work;
14.3 Proposed Traffic Control Methods:
(a) Safety procedures for hazardous substances:

(b) A Contingency Plan (including 24 hour call out for
emergencies);

(c) Public notification procedures (such as Advertisement, Radio
Reports):

(d)  Monitoring and maintenance of Traffic Management
Procedures; and

(e) Contractors’ Traffic Control Supervisors.

15 Without limiting condition 14, Transit shall ensure that the PCC is kept
reasonably informed of traffic control arrangements made from time to
time in relation to:
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15.1 Measures such as signs, temporary marker posts, amber flashing
lights (night work), temporary bypass traffic lanes, and other such
measures;

15.2 Proposed speed restrictions and minimum lane widths; and
15.3 Circulation routes for site traffic.

Construction works within the carriageway shall take place, as far as
practicabie, at times and places that minimise interference with traffic
flows, and particularly peak hour traffic flows.

Disruptions so propetty access

Provision shall be made to enable safe vehicular, p.:destrian and cycle
access (o private properties at all times during the construciion of the
Work, as far as practicable, and to ensure that any interruption to public
pedestrian, cycle and vehicle accessways is minimised to the extent
practicable. Where existing pedestrian routes are affected by the
construction of the Work, an alternative route will be provided wherever
practicable.

Construction noise mitigation

During the construction activities all construction work shall comply with
the requirements of NZS 6803:1993 “New Zealand Standard, Acoustics —
Construction Noise”.

Construction Noise Management Plan

Not less than one month prior to construction, Transit shall establish a
Construction Noise Management Plan to the reasonable satisfaction of the
PCC. Transit shall not commence construction of the works until the
Construction Noise Management Plan has been established and it shall
take all reasonable steps to ensure that the Construction Noise
Management Plan is complied with during construction works. The
purpose of the plen is to describe the method by which noise associated
with the construction of the Work will be managed to comply with
condition 18 of this designation. In particular, the Construction Noise
Management Plan shall specify:

19.1 Estimated duration of works;

18.2 Methods of managing noise, including information in any relevant
tender documentation and specifications in the contract
documentation of contractors’ obligations in assessing and
controliing noise;

18.3 Noise monitoring methods, including details of methods, equipment,
location and frequency;
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19.4  Auditing;

19.5 Contingency measures in the event of any incident of
non-compliance;

19.6 Procedures for handling any noise complaints; and

19.7 Aurangements to ensure that occupiers of all dwellings within 20
metres of any proposed construction works receive not less than 10
working days’ notice of the intended works and are informed of the
estimated duration of works and procedures for making any noise
complaint.

In resnact of dwellings adjacent to or within 20 imetres of any construction
works:

20.1 Transit shall keep the PCC informed of all noise complaints received,;

20.2 Upon reasonable request by the PCC, Transit shall arrange for
measurement of construction noise levels to be undertaken at any
specified occupied dwelling in accordance with NZS 6303:1999 to
the reasonable satisfaction of the PCC and shall provide the results
of that measurement to the PCC;

20.3 If any such measurement demonstrates that the noise levels
specified in NZS 6303:1999 are not met for any occupied dwelling,
Transit shall take such measures as are required (including at the
affected dwelling) to ensure that the noise levels at the dwelling
comply with NZS 6303:1998, unless the occupier of that dwelling
otherwise agrees (and Transit provides evidence of that agreement
to the reasonable satisfaction of the PCC).

Operational noise mitigation
‘Transit shall engage an acoustic engineer to investigate, and where
practicable, implement his/her recommendations with regard to the
following conditions 22 to 27.

The Work shall be designed so that, in relation to existing dwellings, noise
levels shall comply with the Transit document entitled “Transit

New Zealand Guidelines for the Management of Road Traffic Noise - State
Highway Improvement” contained in the Transit New Zealand Policy
Planning Manual, dated December 1999 (the “Noise Guidelines”)
throughout the 10 year design period referred to in the Noise Guidelines.
tooparticular, wherz the Tacade of any habitable room is within 13 metres c¢f
tne nearside edge of any southbound or northbound traffic fane, the Lmax
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noise level within that habitable room shall be reduced by not less than
3dBA by implementing any practicable control measures'.

In order to achieve the necessary operational noise levels in Condition 22,
Transit will, wherever practicable, use a low noise road surface to recuce
noise at source and will maintain that surface in good order in accordance
with normal maintenance practices.

As soon as practicable after commencement of construction of the Work,
an acoustic fence shall be developed along SH1 frontage at the houses on
the western side of SH1, north of Steyne Avenue (75 to 81 St Andrews
Road) in accordance with condition 8.6.

Prior to construction of the Work, and for the purposes of establishing to
the reasonable satisfaction of the PCC ambiernt noise levels as required by
the Noise Guidelines, Transit shall provide to the PCC the results of 24
hour ambient noise measurements (the "ambient noise measurements”) at
not less than 12 sites within 20 metres of the proposed northbound and
southbound traffic lanes, such ambient noise measurement results
comprising:

24.1 The results of the measurement of existing ambient noise at the sites
shown on the plan in Appendix 6 as “Measurement Site 17,

“Measurement Site 27, “Measurement Site 3", Measurement Site 4”,
“Measurement Site 5" and “Measurement Site 6.

24.2 The results of measurements undertaken by or under the supervision
of an appropriately qualified person of existing ambient noise at six
(6) further sites to be selected by that person and undertaken at a
position one metre from the outside of the most exposed fagade of
any habitable room in any existing residential dwelling within the
following areas:

(a) Onthe east side of St Andrews Road, between Goat Point and
Pope Street;

(b) On the east side of St Andrews Road, within 70 metres of the
intersection with Steyne Avenue;

(c) On the west side of St Andrews Road, within 50 metres of the
intersection with Grays Road;

"ltis acknowiedged that this reduction cannot be achieved by road surfacing alone



26

27

18

(d) 3 other sites including sites in the vicinity of signalised
intersections along Mana Esplanade nominated by the PCC
after consultation with the Paremata Residents’ Association;
and

24.3 Site maps detailing measurement locations and relevant information
on measurement conditions.

Compliance Monitoring :

Following completion of the Work, Transit shall arrange for an
appropriately qualified person to undertake monitoring of the level of traffic
noise at the twelve (12) sites referred to in condition 24 for which ambient
noise level data has been previously recorded:

25.1 Within the period of 6 to 12 months after completion of construction
of the Work: and

25.2 Within six months of the fifth anniversary of the completion of
construction of the Work -

and shall report the findings of that monitoring to the PCC. Where the
Noise Guidelines referred to in condition 22 are or have been exceeded,
except where condition 27.5 applies, Transit shall advise the PCC of the
measures taken or intended to be taken to ensure that noise levels
attributable to road traffic will comply with condition 22.

Acoustic treatment of residential dwellings
Prior to commencing construction of the Work, Transit shall:

26.1 Engage a suitably qualified person to undertake an assessment of all
existing dwellings to which acoustic treatment shall be applied in
order to ensure compliance with the Noise Guidelines’ 10 year
design period (in this condition and condition 27 referred to as
“Aftected Dwelling” or "Affected Dwellings”); and

26.2 Provide to the PCC a report listing the Affected Dwellings and
identifying the extent of noise reduction required (if any) for each
dwelling in order to ensure compliance with condition 22.

In respect of the Affected Dwellings referred to in condition 26, the
following shall apply:

27.1 Not less than 4 months prior to completion of construction of the
Work, Trangit ¢hall consult with the PCT as to the options for on-site
noise mitigation treatment of the Affected Dwellings and the
processes which Transit will follow in its dealings with the owners of
Affected Dwellings on these matters;
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27.2 Not less than 3 months prior to completion of construction of the
Work, Transit shall give written notice to the owner of each Affected

Dwelling specifying the following:

(a)

(€)

The change in noise levels without on-site noise mitigation
treatment at that dwelling predicted in accordance with the
Noise Guidelines for that dwelling arising from the operation of
the Work following construction of the Work and on the fifth
anniversary of completion of construction of the Work;

The options which Transit offers to that person for on-site noise
mitigation treatment to that person’s dwelling and the predicted
benefits and any other implications such as the need for
alteration of house ventilation which implerentation of those
options would have in terms of noise levels (and demonstrating
compliance with condition 22);

An invitation to the owner to enter into discussions with Transit
as to the selection of suitable noise mitigation treatment options
and other consequential measures such as altered house
ventilation;

A statement to the effect that the owner (or any subsequent
owner) has a period within which to decide whether or not to
accept Transit's offer for on-site noise mitigation treatment,
which period shall not terminate sooner than the sixth month
following completion of the Work;

A statement informing the owner of the ability which owners
have to get access to any expert adviser (nominated by Transit
to the reasonable satisfaction of the PCC);

27.3 Transit shall keep records available for inspection on request by the
PCC of the following:

(@)

(b)
(©)

27 4 Except as provided in cendition 27.5 of this condition,

(@)

All written notices served in accordance with condition 27.2 of
this condition;

Ali responses received to those written notices;

Those Affected Dwellings in respect of which responses have
not been received;

T

ransit shali:

In consultation with each Affected Dwelling owner (and, if so
requested by the owner, with any expert adviser so nominated
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by the PCC), arrange for the implementation of the noise
mitigation treatment works for each Affected Dwelling by a
person whom the PCC is satisfied is competent (or such other
person as may be agreed with the owner),

As soon as practicable after completion of the noise mitigation
treatment works at an Affected Dwelling, arrange for a
completion certificate to be issued in respect of that property
certifying that the noise mitigation treatment works have been
undertaken to appropriate standards, to attain the fevel of
reduction required to comply with condition 22, such
completion certificates to be submitted to the PCC within one
month of completion of the noise mitigation treatment;

275 Where Transit has duly given notice to an owner of an Affected
Dwelling in accordance with condition 27.2 hereof, Transit shall be
deemed to comply with condition 22 hereof:

(@)

From the date notice was given until the date the completion
certificate referred to in condition 27.4(b) of this condition has
been issued, where the owner of the Affected Dwelling has
agreed to Transit implementing noise mitigation treatment
works:

From the date notice was given until indefinitely thereafter,
where the owner of the Affected Dwelling refuses to agree to
Transit implementing noise mitigation works (except where
before the expiry of six months after completion of the Work the
owner then agrees in which case condition 27.5(a) of this
condition applies);

From the date notice was given until indefinitely thereafter,
where the owner of the Affected Dwelling cannot after
reasonable enquiry be found before the expiry of six months
after completion of the Work.

Pedestrian overbridge at Plimmerton
Prior to dismantling the existing ramped pedestrian overbridge at
Plimmerton, Transit shall:

28.1 Consult with members of St. Theresa’s Primary School and with the
owners of neighbouring residential properties and with the PCC;

282 Seek all necessary statutory consents and approvals to enable re-
erection or replacement of the ramped pedestiian cverbridge in tha
same general locality; and
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28.3 Report to the PCC on those matters advising the PCC on whether or
not Transit has succeeded in securing those consents and approvals
and, if so, Transit's timetable for re-erection or replacement of the
overbridge to ensure its erection prior to completion of construction of
the Work.

Unless Transit fails to secure necessary statutory consents and approvals
under condition 28.2, Transit shall erect in the same general locality a
ramped vedestrian overbridge at Plimmerton, prior to completion of
construction of the Work. Prior to erecting a pedestrian overbridge, Transit
shall comply with the requirements of section 176A of the Resource
Management Act 1991 in relation to the erection (unless approval for the
erection is by way of resource consent).

Subject to condition 28, if Transit erects a new pedestrian overbridge, the
overbridge shall be designed to provide a less visually intrusive design in
consuitation with the Plimmerton Residents Association inc. and shall be
in keeping with the surrounding environment to the reasonable satisfaction
of the PCC.

In the event that Transit re-erects the pedestrian overbridge at Plimmerton
in accordance with condition 29 or erects any new pedestrian overbridge
in the general vicinity of the existing Plimmerton pedestrian overbridge,
Transit shall be entitled to alter the layout of the signal-controlled
intersection of SH1 and Grays Road such that it provides for only a single
pedestrian crossing of SH1 provided that Transit shall ensure to the
reasonable satisfaction of the PCC that any altered signalised intersection
continues to provide for the safety of pedestrians crossing SH1 and/or
Grays Road.

Except as provided by condition 30, Transit shall construct and maintain
the signal-controlled intersection of SH1 and Grays Road in general
accordance with the layout shown in plan E in Appendix 1 and operate
the intersection as a “Barnes Dance”.

Provision for emergency service vehicles

In carrying out the detailed design for the alignment, Transit shall provide
a 2.5 metre wide shoulder along both sides of the section of SH1 between
the southern end of each of the weighstations (north of Plimmerton), south
to taper into the proposed Plimmerton Roundabout to provide access for
emergency service vehicles.

The shoulder on the western side shall be extended to the north of the
weighstation to connect with the proposed emergency access lane running

4

along the Rural Section of SH1 north of the weighstaticn.
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Access to Sheli/McDonald’s site

Access {o and from the Shell/McDonald's site and site works within the
designated land, including reinstatement of landscaping, and relocation of
drive-through ‘arille order’ parking spaces, lighting poles and signs, shall
be generaliy in accordance with plan G in Appendix 1 or otherwise as
may be agreed between Transit and the owners and occupiers of that site.

Signage

Transit shall provide a sign in accordance with Land Transport Safety
Authority (“LTSA”") standards (standard blue service sign) north of the
Acheron Road/service lane intersection with SH1, to ensure clear direction
is provided to SH1 motorists wishing to use the services accessed to or
from the service lane. The sign shall incorporate generic identification of
thie services offered.

Transit shall provide signage at the northern approach to Plimmerton and
the southern approach to Mana to advise heavy goods drivers that they
are entering a residential area and that the use of engine brakes should be
avoided.

Transit shall provide directional signage at the Plimmerton Roundabout
clearly identifying the Plimmerton Industrial Estate, and clarifying the route
to be taken to the Estate. The signage shall be constructed and erected
following consultation with the owners and occupiers of the Estate.

Sewer and water main protection and fire hydrants
Transit shall:

38.1 Consult with the PCC to determine the location of the trunk sewer
along the 4.1 kilometre section of SH1 and shall co-operate with the
PCC in order to ensure the protection and/or relocation of the trunk
sewer; and

38.2 Consult with the PCC and Wellington Regional Council to determine
the location of the bulk water supply main along the 4.1 kilometre

section of SH1 and shall co-operate with the Councils in order to
ensure the protection and/or relocation of that water main.

Transit shall:
39.1 Retain or replace existing fire hydrants within the road corridor.

39.2 Provide a fire hydrant and water supply at the eastern Plimmerton
weighstiation.
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Consulitation

Prior to the commencement of construction works, Transit shall use its
hest endeavours to notify affected owners and occupiers of all properties
adjoiring the new road of:

40.1 The details of the construction programme; and

40.2 A single point of contact for any concerns or enquiries relating to the
project, including a telephone and facsimile number -

provided that Transit shall be treated as complying with this condition once
any such notice sent by pre-paid post to the person at the usual or last
known nlace of residence or business or Post Office box address would
have been delivered in the ordinary course of post, or once any such
notice has been sent by facsimile to the usual or last known facsimile
number of that person, or delivered by hand to the property.

For the period of construction works, Transit shall prepare a bi-monthly
newsletter for circulation to the owners of all properties adjoining the new
road. This newsletter shall, without limitation, include the following:

41.1 A statement of progress against the construction programme; and

41.2 An assessment of the management of dust and noise relative to
management plans.

Community Information Programme

Prior to completion of construction of the Work, Transit shall establish and
implement, to the reasonable satisfaction of the PCC, a Community
information Programme, to provide information to the communities of
Plimmerton, Camborne, Mana and Paremata, regarding modifications to
intersections, traffic lights and the operation and enforcement of the lanes
shown marked "High Occupancy Vehicle Clearway (HOV2 Clearway)’on
“lans G-J in Appendix 1. The Programme shall identify to whom
information should be disseminated and specify the methods for the
dissemination of information, including leaflet drops, and press releases
to, and public notices and advertisements in, local newspapers and other
media.

Community Liaison Group

For the purposes of providing during construction and for the six month
period immediately following completion of construction of the Work an
interface between Transit and the communities of Plimmerton, Camborne,
Mang and Paremata (the "communities”):

43.1 Transit shall, prior to commencement of construction of the Work, in
consultation with the PCC, invite representatives of local residents’
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groups and community groups and organisations, Ngati Toa
Rangatira, schools, businesses, PCC and such other bodies and
persons as the PCC considers appropriate to form a Community
Liaison Group whose purpose is to provide a forum o enable the
cornimunities 1o be kept informed of progress with the Work and
issues to be identified and resolved quickly and co-operatively,

43.2 Transit shall provide such administrative support as is necessary to
ensure that the Community Liaison Group is formed and can
effectively continue to perform its functions (including regular
meetings) during the construction period and until the sixth month
immediately following completion of construction of the Work.

Consultation in reiation to detailed road design

Curing detailed design, and prior to completion of construction of the
Work, having regard to the interests of residents, Transit shall consult with
the Plimmerton Residents Association Inc. and the Paremata Residents’
Association Inc. in respect of methods including advisory or variable
message signs:

(a)  To discourage drivers from travelling in the kerbside lanes during
off-peak hours and to encourage driver courtesy; and

(b) To encourage heavy commercial vehicles to use the central lane at
all times of the day.

During detailed design, and prior to completion of construction of the
Work, having regard to the interests of residents, Transit shall investigate
in consultation with the Paremata Residents’ Association Inc. the
extension southward of the HOV lanes at the southern end of Mana
Esplanade in order to discourage drivers from travelling in the kerbside
lanes.

Transit will, within one year of commissioning the Work, undertake surveys
to assess side road and pedestrian delays at Marina View intersection and
any relevant issues concerning vehicle access difficulties for properties
south of Pascoe Avenue. In consultation with the Paremata Residents
Association Incorporated, Transit shall investigate the necessity for
modifications to the form and operation of the intersection and consider
whether future surveys and investigation should be undertaken.

Mitigation of dust including management plan

In order to minimise dust nuisance, Transit shall ensure that each
cortracior enaaged in activities that may generate dust shall prepare and
comply with a Dust Management Plan which, as a m.inimum, shall require
the Contractor to undertake the following measures:
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441 That all exposed earthworked areas, stockpiles of earth, and other
dust sources which, in each case, are liable to give rise to dust
nuisance beyond the construction site be kept moist so as to avoid
any such nuisancs; and

44 2 That all earthworks materials on trucks which are carted near urban
areas or in any locality beyond the construction site liable to give rise
to any dust nuisance beyond the construction site be covered and/or
kept moist so as to avoid any such nuisance.

Protocol for discovery of koiwi, taonga or other artefact material

If koiwi, taonga or other artefact material is discovered in any area Transit
shell ensure that Ngati Toa Rangatira is immediately contacted through Te
Runanga O Toa Rangatira Incorporated, and construction werk in that
aiea shall stop {o allow a site inspection by Ngatli Toa Rangatira and their
advisors. Transit shall then consult with Ngati Toa Rangatira on
appropriate steps to recover the artefacts in order that work can resume.

Footpath widths and handrails

Pedestrian handrails shall be installed and located to the reasonable
satisfaction of the PCC between the footpath and the carriageway where
each of the following criteria apply:

46.1 The section of carriageway does not provide for kerbside parking at
any time; and

46.2 The section of footpath is less than 1.8 metres wide; and

46.3 The handrail would not impede or interfere with the safe movement
of vehicles across vehicle entrance ways and crossing places.

Transit shall offer to the owner to install at Transit's cost and in
consultation with the owner, a pedestrian handrail between the footpath
and the carriageway on the eastern side of Mana Esplanade extending for
a distance of not less than 2 metres outside the frontage of the Omega 3
at 116 Mana Esplanade and, if the owner so desires, shall install that
handrail (to the reasonable satisfaction of the PCC).

Transit shall install a handrail on the road side of the footpath in front of
the properties at 75-91 St Andrews Road except where it is necessary to
provide access to the pedestrian crossings. Such handrail shall be
constructed of panels of “pool fence” mesh, set into a frame of timber
uprights, lower rail and handrail.

Community feedback register
Transit shall maintain a permanent record of any complaints alleging
adverse effects from its operations within the desigriation or any breach of
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these conditions or other comments received. The record shall include the
name and address (as far as practicable) of the person who made the
complaint or comment, and where a complaint is made, identification of
the nature of the matter complained about, date and time of the complaint
and of the alleged event, weather conditions at the time of the alleged
event (as far as practicable), and any remedial action taken. This record
shall be made available to the PCC on request.

Traffic calming

Transit shall install traffic calming measures in Paremata Crescent north cf
the Kiriwai Road intersection, approximately opposite 44 to 46 Paremata
Crescent, if required.

Replacement of parking spaces

James Street carparking

Transit shall extend the formed carparking in James Street to replace the
carparking spaces removed from James Street as a result of the upgrade.

Paremata Station carpark

Within two (2) months of the removal of carparking spaces from the
commuter carparks as a result of the Work, Transit shall reinstate or
replace on the western side of SH1 the carparking spaces so removed.
Transit shall ensure that access to the Paremata Station carpark from SH1
is designed to minimise the loss of carparking spaces.

New parking area in Redoubt Lane
Transit shall:

52.1 Seek any necessary consents and approvals for the formation of a
carparking area at 91 Mana Esplanade (Redoubt Lane) in general
accordance with Appendix 5; and

52.2 Subject to securing such consents and approvals, shall form, seal
and maintain the carparking area to the reasonable satisfaction of the
PCC and shall make all reasonable endeavours to enable usage of
the carpark prior to completion of that section of the Work between
Dolly Varden Crescent and Mana View Road.

If so requested by the Plimmerton Residents Association Inc. during
detailed design, Transit shall provide five additional car parking spaces
located within 40m of the St Andrews Road/Steyne Avenue intersection,
and available for use at all times. The precise location of the carparking
shall be determined following consultation with the Plimmerton Residents
Association Inc. and PCC.
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Plimmerton Domain Playing Field

Transit shall, in consultation with and to the reasonable satisfaction of the
PCC, arrange for repositioning of the rugby league playing field within or
adjacent to the Plimmerton Domain to the same size and no lesser
standard as the existing playing field, the boundaries of which will be
modified as a resuit of the Work.

Plimmerton Pony Club
Transit shall, in consultation with and to the reasonable satisfaction of the

PCC, arrange for:

54 1 The relocation of the Plimmerton Pony Club buildings and ancillary
facilities within or adjacent to the Plimmerton Domain; and

54.2 Provision of an area of the same or similar size to the area of the
Domain as a result of the Work for the use of the Plimmerton Pony
Club.

Restrictions on the operation of kerhside lanes

In its operation of the Work as SH1, Transit shall ensure that practical
provision is made to enable those portions of the northbound and
southbound kerbside lanes shown marked “Parking Permitted Except
When HOV2 Clearway Operates” on Plans G to J in Appendix 1 to be
available for kerbside vehicle parking except during the periods specified
below (being the “Clearways hours”):

55.1 Southbound kerbside lane to be available for parking except:

(a) Monday to Friday, for a maximum continuous period of up to
three hours commencing not earlier than 6.30am and ending
not later than 9.30am,;

(b) Sunday and Public Holidays, for a maximum continuous period
of up to three hours commencing not earlier than 3.30pm and
ending not later than 7.00pm;

55.2 Northbound kerbside lane to be available for parking except:

(@) Monday to Friday, for a maximum continuous period of up to
three hours commencing not earlier than 3.30pm and ending
not later than 7.00pm;

(b) Saturday, for a maximum continuous period of up to three hours
commencing not earlier than 10.30am and ending not later than
2.30pm.

_“\
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Monitoring parking

Transit will monitor the vehicle parking activity in the HOV lanes and
paiticularly the impact of parked vehicles on sight distances from property
entrances.

Notices

Where, in accordance with any condition of this designation, Transit is
required to give written notice of anything to any person, then Transit shall
be treated as having duly given such notice once:

56.1 Any notice sent by pre-paid post addressed to the person at the
usual or last known place of residence or business of that person,
Post Qtiice bex or private bag or document exchange would have
been delivered in the ordinary course of post or delivery,

56.2 Any notice sent by facsimile to the usual or last known facsimile
number is shown by the sender’s facsimile records to have been
transmitted.

References to PCC
References in any of the conditions to PCC shall include:

57.1 Any officer of the Porirua City Council acting for the time being in the
office of the Chief Executive of that Council;

57.2 Any officer of the Porirua City Council nominated by the Chief
Executive of that Council as having the relevant experience and
expertise to deal with the matter on behalf of the Council.

Review of designation
58. In the event that the construction of the Transmission Gully
Motorway has not commenced by 31 December 2006, Transit shall:

58.1 No later than 31 December 2006 complete a review of the
operation, environmental! effects, safety and efficiency of the Work
for the purposes of determining whether or not to seek any
alteration to the designation in relation to those matters; and

58.2 Consult with the PCC, the WRC, Paremata Residents Association
Inc, Plimmerton Residents' Association Inc, Ngati Toa Rangatira,
and such other body as the PCC reasonably considers ought to be
consulted, regarding any proposed alterations, including (but not
limited to) alterations in relation to capacity of the operation of the
clearway or ROV lanzs, and
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Report the outcomes of that review and consultation to the PCC
and the WRC prior to making any decision to seek any such
alteration to the designation.

Prior to the completion of the construciion of Transrnission Gully
Motorway Transit shall:

Consult with PCC, WRC, Paremata Residents Association Inc,
Plimmerton Residents Association Inc, and Ngati Toa Rangatira in
relation to its proposals for the Work following the construction of
the Transmission Gully Motorway, including the foliowing matters:

(2) Cwnership and control of the Work;

(L) Opticns relating to the future of the existing Paremata
Bridge;

(c) The continuation of four laning of St Andrews Road between
Acheron Road and James Street;

(d) Measures (to the extent that they are legally available) to
restrict or discourage heavy vehicle movements through the
Work;

(e) Other measures required to ensure an adequate level of
service for the traffic volumes and traffic type expected to
use the Work;

H Provision of arrangements for cyclists;

(g) Alteration of footpath widths;

(h) Removal of traffic lights;

(i) Changes to the operation of the clearway or HOV lanes;
) Alteration of arrangements in relation to capacity;

(k) Any changes to be sought to the designation in relation to
those matters; and

Report on the outcomes of that consultation to PCC and WRC for
the purnoses of ensuring that the PCC and WRC are fully informed
of the views of the public and those bodies, and of Transit's
intended response to that consultation.

5
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APPENDIX 2
Properties subject to this designation



Properties subject to this designation

Property Address 3 Land Re {Legal Descripdon 1
{  Plan t
i Reference | j
Vesizd PCC O [LotI3 DPAESTO, Vessd PCC
(Lot 13 DP 48570) j | '
Vegied PCT D Lot 12, DP 48569, Vestzd PCC
(Lot 12.DP 48369) 1 |
138 St Andrews Road | IDP 11272, CT S48/2
86 St abc:swr Rozd \Lot2 DP 11272, CT 54874
52 3 CT

I CT
T T
. LCT
'
LC

85 St Andrews Road L Lo T
832 St .Amcrews Road M [Lot45DP 729, CT
N (Lot 46 DP 729, CT 172/61
| O |PtLot47DP 729, CT 83/11
\ P IPtLot4gDP 728, CT 8222
| @ [PtLot49DP 729, CT 156/136
o y— | AC  Lot3 DP 79321, CI45D/677 ]
8 PTLot2DP42007 ; AB  !PtLor2 DP 2007, CT45DA878
Plimmerion Railway ' E  |Wellingron to Foxton Railway, Crown
E.non Enmrance | |
PPlimmericn Domain | AE  |Secl,S036405, Gaz 10947 1625
Plimmertor Domain AF  IPrLot67 DP 17993, Gaz 1894 p [€35
[Plimmer:cn Domain 36405, Gez 1994 p 1633

Plirmmerion Domain

Merz Esplanade

(SO 37704 & 30 37733)

!
171 Mane Esplanade NN Lot 1. DP 64208, CT 35A/972
uanaEs*la.ade ' [Lot i DP 68833, CT 36B/607
IMain Road Plimmerion A&3& PrTampoN (7?”’%3), T26D/878

Lot 11 DP 43568

(@]

E Lot i1 DP 485 ested P C

James Streer

l;)

e
A7 |Lot 1 DP 42679 CTI C

James Stresr

Oo

AH  LetZl DP 9683, CT

Goar Point Raiiway Land

527
R&W [PrSecgl Proiru.aD st /68 48

}Qramazc Reserve

Al Lot 2DP 42672, Vesied PCC

ITOTAL

=
3 |
3




APPENDIX 3
Landscape Concept Plans and Figures



-

T i S || e BB PEEE RN 2 | o BT i P BGAUION S0 303 i | s o
| b Bt e IR LR o ot 2= _.:!M“~ o _m R R

LonCD By | NY1d/377¥520 GI203Y 30004 THS L

o i M | WO X W Y i e " s 2 e gt S Voneete) snied
. r.ol'.ol.tl‘illlp‘lltrllnll i 2 e e o, 1 S 90, T8 S 04 W Mot
2 (=2 i MR AT Y W WG R Sl ey ) vl v
OO0 CL Wt »mwu .I.l-l..nllll-..bllr“.!.l Pt wme peel saat g Ppnmmy o W T g o
Lgﬁinungt; A N UL 0 § s 4 o O B e e L hunglosstopmminlosand ot
. , Py naton W Ry s, § LSet Wm0l S e T S .
s 4 QENCE | Hsl..il..lr!vl..ll.!..unx ———— PAS OK & mad mamde Y o o~ o i
DLt bt o Vi el oy —— ORI B, PR MO ot/ VoAl LI et
r T I ~ riai-g .t“ pacn LI & B Pt P W Pk ET P Jeemt Ton; ' — ———
: o . N 58 0 B gpas o B e 22 6 O, e ——
P .y gt W RO o) SN DA SRS MSCREG, Y o — R
M D B & Mled ek MM Y e oo ey W, santatoy
Kawee BasmOana0 WA R oLl g O DU LK X e SN A ORI B W W e b .~ Lor———
. Rl eine Menm g WmGLM W Lan g pand T NI 20 St 1S SO B (OO A ——— —— e
[Syvpaapranyyogun-Sybruldgepiv Padbon W KB Waanat e B 0 W IR RS B 2 Raniy ket franontond
A D 1436 Ry W (o] Knsmmnd B0 P ot — o ——g
petabpdnerplotupnioysloednd vl e oot Pt w17 e g _ prvondnen] ———
LGZONCD SdYISANYT et m by ogsC NN WAl ek pets MAY GO ] Bred WS G b o oupayand -
Myindueseie L aacand] i L K e Pt Vi et by ro . .
00 300 2 2 Loy ) it st gy 96 RN MG oaand I
Bt ) i Dkl A0 XS AR U e AP P rasin Summtca I
DB PG SENLGS W AN Sl K g g0 S . S D et s ped —— S
BONAT § Sl M PP S900 NIATIAL B A et W B 0f P M P A G S RS R RUCLOGN ].Illlbt!
MOALR L i S WOORCLS B e Doy i) M Weq o Spmlncn D xm PAOAL P4 B B ) i SN0 BYY 1Y — g wanmry
a . Wa0a0t pean ——— et iy
— oy it 0 T & sesa e ma o G e B podarts ) P a8 G P W Sy e [t
B T il I erra— - ¥ b pOT ol Lol —
oo s YR S 1 rontusonddbmenlslaniogl pmeclilooges — —_—=
o s g ek o X A vk s 7 et 0 o 24w s o poad s ey e omsiede = ——
ML et o A ML o) g K Lk s § — L ’!."{.‘-é Ky PG R e T s BMAOD W e 08 OMXT) - I Siew mrmo e bt
jeavbitmmiguginer s ndnbywlieo ottt WD B 5 e 34 ) R TGS N % 00 e —— Rt et ¢ -
e —— pilyppalony iy ANOEYIANOY KOLME AT G MOL YLS KOGM UL PRAD w DT e VAR S AT B v e § o [Eve oyt i
Fhal o i P i M b 8 pAS 3 200 D) K et 8, 0K paags 0] s BT VA o [ Sy
AAA I W MO OB | L Sy A Sy
¥ : ) aeoatn v ey
e : ) : plvenlgnlopopt v v ey
I el aninintien B 2 L W e 50 o . s -
feputonyey it yripungbniople e Wit K2 st T T~ ot pean ~ — oo [
Mt e A Y DUOMT yoMT U BN SAeDS N hosimyiitonsgmmdnane Lol Lo}
o g LAOP-008 PG B0 MO8 ORI ST Py [~
[RSvespey rwane concay

e O eci & pelarit o IS BE 2 TGS B od ¢

v At el ORI P IR ©) 3
L land - 7 " ”A IS D My I LS 5] DA MO D AOSRE BeRSIEOe,
Bpascn sy G P meA MG peimuB 0L 0 ol . . R Tty B4 ) LoD o 9. 8 EB el
ko A W 3R ¢ 50 1 sena £ o 81 o e Sss]
- . TR AR WO B L . " W L S VR L] b S T O K WO (R MA W RPN Smad a8 Wy M
S I IS A L LT
1 ol et A 8 Ao SR W 8 bramnTs W) CLOREL
<o qume RS 1 11 o4 R R eOh bl N R B WOmcam < R . ]
T g B e DA i O Geg Puipsiquipapuiiaguyuioi i AT 552 ot i e 0 10 bt PO i T
DO PIDE o X MORRD) B KX W : LT 41 A KDt Doy 10 o pewctn 1 Suaed sunt g Wuwing
1O MO g AP PRIy R OISR wE OumAN O, ¢ D A B : L oK e s mope ) et 0 01 8 YR A
o, T Rt et S P T I Rt F T
o Mo D ¥ SIS O, b ok Al it b s b it W] vz
I B SR Tar i mareG 4343 Bt 1% et X b UV TIPSO e
hanad P Bk D ABIA 2R £ 3 S OOOH sl L
M At 3 e S B seoa el . R A DI04 D8 04l v i 1 10900
- o B A U s ba B YL DO ) A0 128 R
v s s o e mi VKR, Lomnr WO M TOWTG B8 V00T WEaem
L e Ay b A b R s ¥ 5P aten e et ek S8 WA D1 o) Y TR A
— — : 5 - B RN mooounas b 60 XY ROBADS 6oy B R
- Y R st S e Trens; L sty R I
PN R FEVRA r — o — e v— T Wokmia 10 BN 0 FD W0 N Laoe ed mulrt ewg
: [ N . . - M A 1 . Pl K bess omang s A - o e LV sOmia) il @ 20 BN B3 DDA - N U S - -
- o , e o gl . . ARG K Wz 10 S § W) 01 H MATRO0 SR UL . g S . R .o ;
: N s — - v 10 300 Mo T ok - Ll 3 A o 7S SO [ PR - i et A ° e f
. . P . . e = . R : : . weo = T . . *
o . \w&_\ R o Lm0 s % A SO | UM seomue o e s ¢ md ey X X o i ‘Aﬁ
B IR Sl c XA B _ PR L M s SN | W) 8 D APVt P 5 L B0 - Lo o . oo . . . -
S a4 .- d g . ’ s ot S Saenn et ey - 1 . : - . . . T - .
R ) \V/ N o e Mo s e/, PA ~a D T R m b R s . : L S e by e e s e . J N
Sy A L - e o TS T N et e R : o LNOR YDA HOLVE AW B4 NOUYLE HGBN : ’



IOEGILLD ¥ set et ; et + ; 1 ; - L v
oGz wor v g v e oy gt w3 o g . [P - h e o /\FD
) &3 27708 . .
O ‘!.léu‘hh
1dZONGO FdVOSONRY]
-

g1 NVid IdHONOD

IDWUT HOSM YYIN KINON OO HMY

ALYLER Y2 00N AR KIXON OVDN NIYN
LR e85z

£°0 NouDuR P

[T . 1

|
V,,\nb _ ~
|

" RARG HiCLBARN 40 KLAOS TYOW Nivw
-!l.l:l.s!. 22 NOWDIE

ORS00 M IOP
Boof:l VIVOE NV INGWRENY (1350d0ud

MYEULS T A5 YW

OYOU BMITHONY 1S
Y'Y NOUDER




-

3T taewziem :«, Wil oo W~ LS ! <:,fd.aﬁly¢l€.&w&muu : - L
ey ANPROY 0150408 “,, CRYRIE RIS TER Y. o) :
Liona aevst | WO/ IV ouuﬁauaﬂ‘ 004N (1S L) SNy !

'
| ROUVNEOS HOS |

O1 N¥1d LdHONOO

L
LY o poutey

1 mE gy

1 290 Swreren g



B B Bt 2043 S bt o Tk DS

 x<PEEP

/ (1 NVd ZJEONOD




- - ) e e e e e T T e e ity
= 27 g1 wen 158 WUYIVARTZ - oeriemai - 4, R RS ST ST e | S e S S «ulu;fﬂnﬂ.l_l\ﬂa - e |{
: I8 0l - o Te « el ! i3 et I — = e s By um.lu S e T _lrl«:..!np._; i
m i i1 007 0/636 dd 7y 5 & Bl 8 =t ) Vo | e s 5 i et D8 nl.mn BT ] T T minmam i1l
..n YR - P e R 13 I | -t et [ : I .} w
5 A
, YR8y 15000
\ L hATL s
\ ! : ARGLTY W0 AN
\ i Fm T ANYONR ALY
_ _ i

. 1evonnas
S HOX YROIS30 Q15Cd0%d

/ \\ \ .ﬁ \f \.\ .\.ﬁ,.‘ i 94015 T/ LD

| \\ h [eXEb)

/ \ Lo SHUOA 3NY ) KCNOBKL (€
WHEAYE Hil e ST NYIGH 1VND)
1RCAYY NOL335 81N
%)

\\‘

Y om gy

.NH}.G ONY LN T
J«Mm AOISSQ ANV TR 1Y GHY

s WAl oL »
~

I
|
|
!
|

00m
0.00ni

0

~

! ,_
RS T T e PR e ¢ R T e R S T S
gﬂﬂv WHM\HMNMWHMH& LI :v:u&“f-h&({y.”wiuwmﬁ ol il el v R A ) S it TH Y

)




e } -
R p—— N - e JyRrven o n — T T o — —— — - oy
Y] scwenzen o ehE GLWSE 1S YR e %&M S T e L DI SEIE RS T o | LS e B — m
: =Eemio o aRHOTY C350d08g 5 fhee | B ¥ i O S L e Ravop !lsmm_umn — e e e
SqeuLe me i % Sar e o ERET—mT e T Jied Y SRR e e T £ e 1] |1
i) S NI - R A T LA o} Apmme gl =] meng jylm_ 1 T
_ = / , i
S !

ONC YO

OO &Y N !
{03 BAYDRTHY S by

pr rie E
| ROUYWRHOMNIUCT |

7

VA : \ i ;
y, ! prARI— [ —_— _
/ / P = T e By 2N
\ 7 i o
' L X X T W H BT o R "~
< S2G '... 2y n v

e 1K GIVIRY A >
=3 .-'“i St R O

1.
LY o120 mrbixy

\ -

T MR

e

e ’.... : A

e R TR T
il

LI A GRS  LE h BRAT U 7 ..!“..‘r“.h"., H.. ¥ . .‘. o “.y,, " u.x. .drﬂd.. \
£ _v /

, [

| Py gYIONTY



;!.1 —
—— T T Yiviidve - NOLEATG
o | wosmurn IL 950835 dy 0L B61L/ESEdE
amooorure | B - IVEDA) VHS .
\I\\‘||'||\I‘|'.Il

\ [ NOUYMEGCN K04 |

0T NV1d LdEDNGD

e2gcecee

3331337

Msmns W0 P bl TN 0 10 S0vmear] 4
PR Dl Gnl ) O AL AR W Bk Y

> ! GLLGT T e
: L.
O e T e T T T
A A AN VALVE VAN ALY \ Y
\ NARE IR EE SRS IR

iy

: -
i
-7 |P\ém,8 32805 £
kad YIuy TRvi:kd 0:0YER
[




}
j From Stayns Avenus

Steyne Avenue Cut
Facs Landscape
Cancapt Plan View:
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13 Ground Surfscs (remined)

Va Sorayed Concrete Fuca

Plante’ - dimansians and choics of
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seitsiacion of Porirua Clty Gourcil

\ APPROLMATE
PONITI0K GF
CUT SIOFE

Venasr ¢! Timbar Halfe ficunca or
ather choice.of facing matenas o
be to tha reazonadle setgfacton

of Pariraa Gy Gounc:!

L

(ircicatve Galy - Net tc Scale;

- e Channsl —"

'STEYNE AVENUE CUT-FACE
~ R T £ T
CONCEST FLAN { ‘ EPT o1 A’\I
!



WG T Wl
v o s €1 Y |
w0 1l )

| NOWLYWHO=NI HOd

LV ein mutig

A - »

N — - \ —— o LR " ~
— - . )\\I\l\.\\\\ﬂ\l“\\.l\‘ J!}Jlj« G ODER v e AN AW L bayGT D By b0 R
=’ - \\ T e po—— VAL 0y AR, €niraraat: A § bSO W 764 St iad ~
— - I e TEUIIIINY DL et e e o G 8 KNGS B PG
nrt...t,_.:..e-wlh..ii!i.a.:

N e— . L -
i - - S Tiva Dusy 138

imeee— Y
e "X
. \\\\\l o e LR LI a0 b2 e G 45 P8 RIS
B ' O ARRAL e 401 S O WO WG A KR
S T MRS AR0U b 2o ML ML LSO A A

- Ny RS VoeDonnD SRS G M L L A0 D g B R 001 W0 BaDbd Yo
5 IR .

a on sincnee ot a3 -
»Rd (WP e 16O et .
e " —
» 5 e —
w e vasa ki © L8 g o w P i
r —
0 . . —
T T T T e e s s TR L ET—
4o e T (S ; a5 s PR
- o e sk 0 e e GLED ot B 2

T

e

- !\I\»\l‘v}.\l.wnl - i
A R ! B — L - .\l“\.\,\l\_.»\l .f

i _ - ) i

A3 =0 G AN B2 B DU

HANGL = AS

vIvQ 3AEND

S WWHLKID O3INIYY

./ |
,/ |
\ %
\ |
\/.r.\i__r./ /

<, YUV . U0m

INIGd Jyog

Lnisinad (AYMEYIT) ZAGHE AYAMBVIT)
2 unwwm F13HIA ANV N0 Kiut

, - GuvS: GRsien

AZYONIOL L8340

< ApvORa0d

HGILYNGIS30 03504084 -
;

AR e S.LI

T . IO IRCEETED)
L bl

PR oy



PP ! AYET I — e
%7 L e B S R S AN 1) VIVRIVE © ROLuFivdle ? - i
L«‘i\!%ﬂ.ﬂk LESeeY GIS0408E 1| 9T°0/69¢ o 0L sannstiioe oot . ...Lar.aﬂuﬁ = = i amaert|]
tzoRes Tevasoer RO/ XINE n BII003E, ! avoan s ‘ 3 150y T SCRGH #0203 v,_...ﬁm = e —rnilly
, . —_— —~_ " ] ] I
T e i e T ! T e SG T KTIALTE N
| AOUEYRECERT DY oo T . aidﬂnglﬂghﬂ.u?
! Uy — 2dieme < o
/ ; ) SO4EI-WGISZ SINY SN D KTIMIIG
| %irhl eeo@uAcs 804 pasvd 13 Ly
J0M ST8GT Y2 SKIVAID0: s
YT HEINITE AAYA SHIOA AvY AL LHOR t1
| wESHYT VEIKD ey
[ o e TP N T
! M WG STIYA WYIGH WAIND TIMYE 2 - 2% L1¥3008 )
- 21005 ¥ ROUSISHIM ] o m
: TIHE O THRRONY 8350w34d. il |DI¢IJ~ _f - _ T TTTIBYONOY
I0YLS NISIQ AUYMETAE 1Y Y SONMYHT BWL T U e BT 20,30 (AS0d04d £
T »
SILON vHINID _ RO |~

wOge = Y
UaNGL = AS

| YIVO 3AGM

T
e —

Ve e s 1 Spessary 30 baparS ]

-CYOE SSDIY GIMRL | LAYAMI LRLSIAY0E ||
| sv o 5w el SY KAOHS 38 01

A0 K INILET | WO YRNE3G-I0—E Azwwxw/
]

, . T._ :

/

Y § —20800.00m

f\f \,,\\
V¥ NV 1LdE0NOD | -

N



=~ oo ] CACEOMOOH N LYNaAY Al YOWIhg b e | T - : o e Ay v St LA g W - e .
' M\n HRoLL R »:(mu.ﬂa«i« Mmmm,nmmﬂ K C/Banae o ma;«w I =i | s by pilasinaydbiniipminderiuani E;E‘jx_?ﬂﬂ».rmiﬂij.;lﬂua_‘i
eSS INZRASTTY £230g0Ed| T WEae 0 8iTii/it ry 571 . sBuy K & T 11 - {
[T oedi ] Y, 0| NY3E ETVESHn 7K & i Ll ohd Ber J ey | ——— —~ 4_#

I

1 SHQA NOTS30 (YNIITZ o 39y 3531 TN

[

NI ! 2N
i %ﬂ_/ 7 N T
R. WM "SUGUNED 309N033a 60E ‘ L 1IY0 ] adY
\OHY IMRMECINER 0 FTTI0N AdvaNCTY 0L
[ )

-3

,, T

SAML WS
ITSE 2

R e e i e
- w .t .

it

e e e
ot

B B .

i W—_——
S iRy W
poapes T et 5o
-a  taasbuiatated] -
S T s s g
R [rtepgnabnyd
1§ o iy e mask.
+ - D PN padad
1 et Bapemmn i
o
C e
/) W~ o
aepay v
o oG
o
. wriceed AL N0 LYCD
. et L BALLYOKSE
b
I Xz
o
N (N
N !
- &
H s
¢ L.
s 551
ot B

JPUISH B SOLRLO | Mg it ) My

/ Gv NV'1d IdUDNOD




R

B " = H T n o " - Sy H e l.l..l..il.. — ‘.l!,! .Mllvl{&(l R TIT  an i
>0 mmsaen | wiorf DL WIRE IS ;_ YI¥WIHYd - yn < P, Sy | =z T o | S Sl T e Ll i e, YOME | [y it T
= =TT X0y 0350004d SEL/596 dY QL gy ! i o | Sy o

i XL et 4 ¥ Fort 4 B = 4 AL k. i . iR .

l Lmoncosevosiea ] XY 1d/30VE04T QINOR, 30vEnan 1HS L el 5l e o e B S ¥ xbatey: i) W00 R

r,,///

/ ,
SRR O NV1d 101100
..//v/nﬂﬂ/// . el

HNOBYYH YNERod ///

155,23 \

WOUVRIS oG K372
Rt A o)
~—— ¥ALYHDISH 30 INILX3 e}
o

3,200.00m

\

\

\

L2l ]
R

\

N/

. —_— !
// . { / / / i aRaY LT SHMIoGEE BETTI-0R 15X P \
.« : \ oo / i [ / "85°'HS GLWN] T ,
E | | LS ) ,; . oNusa Nvizy K 4
Vol . S - / | | . \ =
=l L S z
H \ ! ; / I N\
/ N
Z ‘_ | e / | / \
I T } | [ - , B
) 0 f ' { / T \
_ | / / i [ / e LAl F S OHYIS! G35V
; . /! i L S P u\ xR
/ . ' I ‘ - LN
__ / / ! | . W e —— - LUYONNOS AL¥I40Ed
, . i - \
/ / T : YA __ £ /ONNOG NOLLYHDISIO
— J K [ . ; (AN ! R OHCA3 SINISHO) z
F i / / e ~ ¥ . : 0S40 130d w
! | Pt - | 1 _ LYYONMDY H
| [ o | 0L YROISIO 0350084 Z
! . .
SN [ | WTEDER




APPENDIX 4
Frontage Reinstatement Options
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APPENDIX 5
Carpark at Redoubt Lane
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APPENDIZ 6
Noise Monitoring sites



¥
]

PRSNG| S U

o CoUpmeis X taeer

i « w\q,m : i
BN E

ehagnt 1 ?M ~

AT

e 7
i!(:u;ﬂ»ﬂﬁ{vu u

o iheeiemnisEa },!lew—(.w‘mvf, ) BT
\‘.M\mﬂn,)ﬂﬂm”ﬂra 9,!.“\. E\\QN = Ww v w P
=T AR * iy g4 { S ¥
\.ﬂ\\“.ﬂﬂ\wwsy Jﬂ > 5\ M [ KLH..H.‘,Iwrl,)W .w. i
\\.ﬂv\\..\m\. / M m&w;w ,cwmnz\uﬁn Ste g m b
1 £ —

)

{ AT
7

€a sy,

A

U 0 piiie g e
€ ‘N._L\‘)snﬂ »

]

Yagy
Eliaty g

Hisgy Hia
Birtany




