PROPOSED TE PUTAHI LADIES MILE PLAN VARIATION

RESPONSE OF COLIN ROBERT SHIELDS ON BEHALF OF THE QUEENSTOWN LAKES

DISTRICT COUNCIL

My full name is Colin Robert Shields. | am a Senior Principal Transport Planner at
Tonkin & Taylor Limited.

| have prepared the following documents with regards to the Te Putahi Ladies Mile
Plan Variation (TPLM Variation):

(a) Statement of evidence on behalf of Queenstown Lakes District Council (QLDC
or Council) dated 29 September 2023;

(b) Rebuttal evidence on behalf of QLDC dated 10 November 2023;
(c)  Written answers to questions from submitters dated 24 November 2023;

(d) Summary of evidence dated 5 December 2023 including Appendix A response
to the Hearing Panel Minute: Pre-Hearing Questions;

(e) Response to Panel Transport questions raised on 5 and 6 December - dated 7
December 2023; and

(f)  Response to further Panel questions dated 19 December 2023.

| include the questions in italics and my response follows this. Where | have
addressed a matter raised at the hearing in my earlier responses (7 December and
19 December) | have not addressed it here. Accordingly, these responses should be
read alongside my earlier responses.

Response to questions raised by the Hearing Panel during Council’s presentation at
Hearing

Should there be any ability to relax traffic triggers for the supermarket?

4

| consider that at a minimum, the SH6/Howards Drive intersection is required before
the supermarket is open in order to provide the necessary access for the
supermarket. | consider that the other transport interventions identified for Sub Area
D (Commercial Precinct) are not specifically required for a supermarket. | would
therefore be comfortable for a separate rule excluding a supermarket from the other
Sub Area D transport intervention triggers.

Can (and should) monitoring of achievement of mode shares be incorporated into provisions
e.g. no more development if targets not met?

5

| addressed this question in paragraphs 21 to 23 of my response to Panel questions
dated 7 December 2023.

Mr Brown and | have discussed this point further and agree that changes can be
made to the TPLM provisions to ensure that monitoring of mode shares are
incorporated into the resource consent stage of development. In particular, we agree
changes should be made as follows:

(@) Inrelation to Rule 49.7.2 (Assessment matter in relation to preparation of a
Travel Demand Management Plan for residential buildings in the High Density
Residential Precinct), amendments are made to ensure all residential
development over 10 units (as well as any building containing commercial,
retail or educational facilities) are caught by this assessment matter.



(b) Inrelation to Rule 29.9 (thresholds for High Trip Generating Activities),
amendments are included for certain development in the TPLM Zone (namely,
residential development over 10 units as well as any building containing
commercial, retail or educational facilities) to ensure that Integrated Transport
Assessments are required at the resource consenting stage for these activities.

Comments from the Panel questioning proposed maximum car parking rates for residential

units

7

As detailed throughout my EIC, EIR and the TPLM Transport Strategy, the maximum
car park rates are considered an important part of the Transport Demand
Management measures to encourage mode change at TPLM. As detailed in my
evidence, there is hot one measure that will achieve the required mode change, with
the maximum car park rates forming one part of the overall solution. In response to
comments made by Mr Parlane, | also identify, in paragraphs 38 to 40 below,
research and policy guidance relating to maximum car park rates and their
relationship to mode shift. | maintain my support for the maximum carparking rates
for residential units.

Should a housing cap be included in the provisions and / or the density maximum limits for
the MDR and HDR Precincts be retained particularly if there is no certainty about schools
establishing in TPLM?

8

10

These issues are addressed in paragraphs 27 and 28 of my response to Panel
questions dated 7 December 2023. | respond further as follows.

On the basis of the economic evidence presented at the hearing, | understand that it
is very unlikely that 2,400 residential units at TPLM will be exceeded, and therefore
the need for a housing cap or the density maximum limits largely falls away. On that
basis, | am largely comfortable if there is no housing cap or density maximum limit.

To address any uncertainty about the schools establishing in TPLM, | have discussed
this matter with Mr Brown, and we agree a further matter can be included in Rule
49.7.2 (Assessment matter in relation to preparation of a Travel Demand
Management Plan) to ensure that transport to and from existing (and planned)
schools are considered. We agree that Rule 49.7.2(a)(i) can include the requirement
for a Travel Demand Management Plan to include an assessment of active travel and
public transport to educational activities.

Response to matters raised by Mr Smith for NZTA Waka Kotahi

Mr Smith’s summary identified a number of matters that he considers still need to be
addressed

11

12

| have addressed these matters within paragraph 64 of my EIC, paragraphs 8 to 40 of
my EIR and paragraphs 21, 22 and 33 of my response to the Panel’s questions dated
7 December.

In addition, given the agreement that SH6/Stalker Road intersection should be
signalised (and this is included in the transport related provisions), | recommend
amendments to the TPLM Structure Plan to ensure that Local Road Type E is
amended to a Collector Road Type A.

Mr Smith’s amendments to transport infrastructure staging rules

13

| have reviewed Table 2 included in Mr Smith’s summary, where he provides an
amended list of infrastructure upgrades that must be delivered prior to the
development of the different Sub-Areas within the TPLM Variation. There are certain



additions recommended by Mr Smith that | agree with, and some that | do not
support.

14 In Table 1 below, | have used the TPLM Provisions (as at 27 November 2023) as the
base, and show Mr Smith’s additions in green shading. Where | agree with Mr
Smith’s additions these are shown in bold and underlined. Where | disagree with Mr
Smith, these are shown in red strikethrough.

15 Since the hearing | have further reflected on the transport infrastructure requirements
and | consider further amendments should be made to the transport infrastructure
requirements for certain Sub-Areas. These are shown in red bold and underlined
(and in some instances in red strikethrough (where not included in green shaded
box).

Table 1 - Transport Infrastructure Staging Rules

PROVISION 49.5.10 49.5.33 49.5.50 49.5.56

PRECINCT LDR MDR and HDR GP | Com | Open

STRUCTURE PLAN SUB-AREA H1 |H2 [I |A|B |CIE|FIG|B D J

Dedicated westbound bus lane on
SH6 (Howards Drive to Shotover
Bridge (part of NZUP package)) Y*

<
<
<
K
<
<
<

Western PACKAGE 1.

Upgrade to existinrg signalise SH6/
Stalker Road intersection Y|Y |¥ N

1<
X
g

Intersection on Lower Shotover
Road at Spence Road Y|¥ |¥ Y Y Y Y

Bus stops on SH6, west of Stalker
Road intersection (one on each
side of SH6) Y* Y|Y |¥ ¥ Y ¥ ¥

Safe pedestrian/ cycle crossing of
SH6 / ~westof Stalker Road
intersection Y[Y | ¥ Y Y ¥ ¥

Central PACKAGE 2:

Upgrade to existing-signalise SH6/
Howards Drive intersection Y Nz

1<
1<

Bus stops on SH6, west of
Howards Drive intersection (one on
each side of SH6) Y ¥ Y Y

Safe pedestrian/ cycle crossing of
SH6 / —eastof Howards Drive
intersection atlocation-shown-on
noEemere- Pl ne s Crossing
{+—40m) Y |¥ Y Y

Eastern PACKAGE 3

Eastern roundabout on SH6 Y

Dedicated westbound bus lane
on SH6 (Howards Drive to

1<




Eastern roundabout (not

included in NZUP package))

Bus stops on SH6, west of the
Eastern roundabout (one on each
side of SH6) Y

Safe pedestrian cycle crossing of
SH6, west of the Eastern
roundabout Y

Active Travel Link to SH6 Bus

Stops Y

Stalker Road bus priority Y* Y|Y |Y ¥ Y Y Y
NZUP package west of Shotover

Bridge Y= Y|y (¥ (¥ |Y Y Y

* |f the total number of units at H2 is increased from 108 to 140 (as sought by Koko Ridge Limited in
response dated 15 December 2023).
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| summarise below the key changes to the table presented by Mr Smith and my
rationale for these changes:

Westbound bus lane

17

18

I have differentiated between the section of SH6 westbound bus lane between
Howards Drive and Shotover Bridge (delivered as part of NZUP) and the section
between the new eastern roundabout and Howards Drive (which will need to be
completed before development of sub areas F or G). The NZUP section of SH6
westbound bus lane is required for sub areas A, B, C, D, E and J since their access
is from either the SH6/Stalker Road or SH6/Howards Drive intersections and this bus
lane will provide improved bus journey times and reliability for these sub areas. The
section of SH6 westbound bus lane east of Howards Drive is required for sub areas F
and G since their access is from the Eastern roundabout and this bus lane will
provide improved bus journey times and reliability for these sub areas.

| do not agree with Mr Smith that sub areas F and G cannot be developed until the
westbound bus lane between Howards Drive and Shotover Bridge is complete (and
in fact Mr Smith has assumed that F and G are reliant on all of the TPLM
infrastructure to be complete before any development at F and G can take place). |
consider that this would make development of F and G unviable. Furthermore, F and
G are required to implement the bus lane between the eastern roundabout and
SH6/Howards Drive, the bus stops at the eastern roundabout and the active travel
links to these bus stops. As such, transport choice for the residents and visitors to
sub areas F and G will be in place and hence there is not a need for these areas to
be reliant on completion of the westbound bus lane between Howards Drive and
Shotover Bridge.

‘Western Package 1’

19

20

In light of the agreement with NZTA (and also with all of the transport experts) | have
slightly reworded the description of the SH6/Stalker Road intersection upgrade
provision to include signalisation. | have also amended slightly the wording of the
pedestrian/cycle crossing to reflect the proposed signalisation of the intersection.

| do not agree with Mr Smith that sub areas C, D, E, F, G and J cannot be developed
until the SH6/Stalkers Road intersection signalisation is complete, since for these sub
areas to be developed the TPLM provisions require the improvements to



21

22

23

SH6/Howards Drive intersection, the bus lane between Howards Drive and Shotover
Bridge, bus stops and active travel links to these and the eastern roundabout and bus
lane to Howards Drive to have been completed. As such, the ‘bottleneck’ for people
using the bus will be reduced thus improving transport choice for residents and
visitors to sub areas C, D, E, F, G and J . Therefore, there is not a need for these
sub areas to be reliant on completion of the SH6/Stalker Road signalisation and this
will also assist in promoting modal shift for these sub areas by not removing the
‘bottleneck’ for private vehicle travel.

| do not agree with Mr Smith that sub areas B, C, D, E, F, G and J cannot be
developed until the Lower Shotover Road/Spence Road intersection is complete
since only development of sub area A is actually reliant on this provision, especially
in light of my recommendation to amend Local Road Type to a Collector Road Type
A in the TPLM Structure Plan (see paragraph 10 above).

| do not agree with Mr Smith that sub areas C, D, E, F, G and J cannot be developed
until the bus stops west of SH6/Stalker Road intersection are complete, since these
sub areas are more than a 400m walk distance from these bus stops and for these
sub areas to be developed the TPLM Variation provisions require bus stops to be
provided either at the SH6/Howards Drive intersection or the eastern roundabout.

| do not agree with Mr Smith that sub areas C, D, E, F, G and J cannot be developed
until the safe pedestrian/cycle crossing at SH6/Stalker Road intersection are
complete, since these crossings are intended for residents to access the bus stops
and, as outlined above, these sub areas will have provided active travel
improvements to bus stops at SH6/Howards Drive or the eastern roundabout.

‘Central Package 2’

24

25

In light of the agreement with NZTA (and with all of the transport experts) | have
slightly reworded the description of the SH6/Howards Drive intersection upgrade
provision to include signalisation. | have also amended slightly the wording of the
pedestrian/cycle crossing to reflect the proposed signalisation of the intersection and
removed reference to the ‘key crossing’ given removal of the underpass as agreed
with NZTA and all the transport experts.

| do not agree with Mr Smith that sub areas F and G cannot be developed until all
three of these provisions are complete for the reasons as set out in paragraph 19
above.

Stalker Road bus priority

26 | do not agree with Mr Smith that sub areas F and G cannot be developed until all
three of these provisions are complete for the reasons as set out in paragraph 19
above.

Sub-Area H2

27 If the total number of units at H2 is increased from 108 to 140 (as sought by Koko

Ridge Limited in response dated 15 December 2023) bringing this sub area more in
line with medium density housing, then | consider that the following provisions to
provide mode choice are required to be complete before development at H2 (which
would be in line with the infrastructure upgrades required for MDR Precinct to the
north side of SH6):

(@) NZUP westbound bus lane Howards Drive to Shotover Bridge.

(b) Bus stops at SH6/Stalker Road.



(c) Stalker Road bus priority (see paragraph 31 below).
(d) NzZUP package west of Shotover bridge.

Response to new matters raised by David Finlin at the Hearing

28

29

At the hearing Mr Finlin queried the timing and provision of the transport
infrastructure tied to the development to Sub-Areas F and G (i.e. Eastern
Roundabout package) and requested that the Eastern Roundabout package is tied
with provision of westbound bus lane, and other works required for Sub-Areas A, B,
C,E,FandG.

I do not consider any changes need to be made to the transport infrastructure trigger
provisions. | remain of the view that the Eastern Roundabout works are required only
for sub areas F and G since this forms the main access into F and G rather than to
the other sub areas. | remain of the view that the westbound bus lane between the
eastern roundabout and Howards Drive is required only for sub areas F and G since
this will provide the necessary improved bus journey time and reliability for these two
sub areas on the approach to the SH6/Howards Drive intersection. The Sidra
assessments provided in my EIR indicated there would still be residual queues and
delays on SH6 and therefore a westbound bus lane would encourage mode shift by
offering improved bus journey times compared to using a private vehicle.

Response to matters raised by Anna Hutchison Family Trust following the Hearing

30

| have reviewed the response submitted by AHFT dated 18 December 2023. My
overall position is unchanged. However, should the Panel be minded to include the
AHFT land within the TPLM Variation, | remain of the view that access to this land
can be provided without any change required to the TPLM Variation Structure Plan
(as shown in Concept 1 of Mr Harland’s Response to Panel questions dated 24
November 2023).

Transport infrastructure required for AHFT land

31

In the information dated 18 December 2023, AHFT have noted the following transport
infrastructure should be required (under amendments to rules 49.5.10 and 49.5.33):

(@) For Sub-Area K generally (i.e. K1 and K2):
() Bus stops on State Highway 6, west of the Stalker Road intersection.

(i)  Safe pedestrian cycle crossing of State Highway 6 west of Stalker Road
intersection.

(i)  Upgrades to the existing SH6 / Stalker Road intersection.

(iv) Appropriately upgraded Intersection on Lower Shotover Road at Spence
Road.

(v) Dedicated westbound bus lane on State Highway 6.
(b) For Sub-Area K1 specifically (LDR Precinct):

(i)  Active travel link to State Highway 6 Bus Stops.

(i)  Access intersection from either Lower Shotover Road or Spence Road.
(c) For Sub-Area K2 specifically (MDR Precinct):

(i)  Active travel link between; Lower Shotover Road, the Bus Stops on State
Highway 6, Sub-areas K1 & K2 and the Old Shotover Bridge.



(i)  Access intersections from both Lower Shotover Road and Spence Road,
these access intersections are to be linked through Sub-area K2 to
enable a loop road.

32 Should the Panel be minded to include the AHFT land within the TPLM Variation,
then in addition to the infrastructure put forward by AHFT (as outlined in paragraph
29 above) | recommend the addition of the following provisions:

(&) Stalker Road bus priority — this will be required to provide improved journey
times and reliability for buses serving the proposed bus stops on SH6.

(b) NZUP package west of Shotover Bridge — as agreed with NZTA this provision
is required to provide improved journey times and reliability for eastbound
buses serving the proposed bus stops on SH6.

Response to matters raised by Koko Ridge Ltd following the Hearing.

Changes proposed to TPLM provisions as set out in Mr Devlin’s response dated 15
December 2023

33 | understand that this will increase the total number of units at H2 from 108 to 140. |
have assessed the impact of these additional units at H2 within the Sidra model for
the SH6/Stalker Road traffic signal option. This indicates an increase in queue
lengths on Stalker Road in the AM Peak. On this basis, and in light of the proposed
changes to the TPLM Variation provisions, | would recommend that H2 cannot be
developed until the Stalker Road northbound bus lane is implemented to provide
improved journey times and reliability for buses.

34 As stated at paragraph 28, as the increased density brings this sub area more in line
with medium density housing to the north of SH6, then | consider that the following
provisions providing mode choice are required to be complete before development at
H2:

(@) NZUP westbound bus lane Howards Drive to Shotover Bridge.
(b) Bus stops at SH6/Stalker Road.

(c) Stalker Road bus priority (see paragraph 32 above).

(d) NzZUP package west of Shotover bridge.

35 | also agree with Mr Lowe’s suggested changes to the active travel links indicated in
his written reply, to better link H2 to the SH6 bus stops.

Response to Ladies Mile Property Syndicate:

Although not contained in Mr Parlane’s written summary or his evidence, following Panel
guestioning, Mr Parlane commented that there is no evidential basis or academic research
that restrictions on parking (including for residential units) correlates to a mode shift.

36 There is a wide body of NZ and international research and policy evidence that | used
to inform the TPLM Variation Transport Strategy and provisions regarding use of
maximum car parking rates for residential and commercial uses to promote mode
choice. Below are some examples:

a) UK research (Reducing car use through parking policies: an evidence review
(climatexchange.org.uk)) concluded that restrictive low car and car free housing
can “reduce car modal split by 25-50% compared to a baseline where there is
ample free parking; and the probability of owning a car also reduced by a similar
order of magnitude for residents of car-reduced developments, or for those
whose car parking space is on-street or 50m or more from their home, compared



https://www.climatexchange.org.uk/media/5970/cxc-reducing-car-use-through-parking-policies-august-2023.pdf
https://www.climatexchange.org.uk/media/5970/cxc-reducing-car-use-through-parking-policies-august-2023.pdf

37

b)

d)

f)

9)

h)

to those who have a car parking space directly at home”. This included research
where residential developments provided 0.5, 1 and 1.5 parking spaces per
residential unit (i.e. compatible with that proposed in the TPLM Variation).

NZTA Keep Cities Moving (Keeping cities moving: Increasing the wellbeing of
New Zealand’s cities by growing (nzta.govt.nz)) where the key lessons from the
research carried out within this document on mode shift indicated “that political
and public support for challenging changes, such as removing parking,
reallocating road space or restricting traffic is vital. These changes are as
important as delivering new infrastructure or services”. It also found that
“programmes that focus on reducing car dependency are having tangible safety
benefits”.

NZTA Parking management (Chapter Title (nzta.govt.nz) “By using planning
criteria that set out a maximum parking standard or maximum number of spaces
for a particular facility, alternative modes of transport become more desirable and
the land otherwise used for parking can be used for other purposes.”

Australian research and strategy (Committee-for-Sydney-Better-Parking-for-
Better-Places-August-2022.pdf) identifies the need to provide maximum parking
rates to encourage the use of active and public transport modes. It concludes
that “around the world, cities are shifting from minimum to maximum parking
requirements. In the same way that building more roads leads to higher traffic
volumes, it is now recognised that building more parking leads to higher rates of
car ownership. New parking supply does not ease the pressure of parking
demand, it creates more demand”.

Australian research (banfield1997carpaking.pdf (uts.edu.au)) concluded “that
restriction of parking, in concert with promotion of other modes, will sway a
potential motorist away from using the car in favour of alternatives. This is
particularly appropriate in higher density areas well served by public transport
where impacts of car use are high and alternatives to the car are available.”

Australian research (Car parking is choking our cities, and we’re paying for the
privilege (foreground.com.au)) found that “access to private household parking
facilities triples the likelihood of car ownership, whereas increasing the distance
between parking and destinations reduces car mode share”.

Norwegian research (main.pdf (sciencedirectassets.com) concluded that
“maximum norms can reduce car ownership and thereby reduce congestion and
emissions”.

USA research, (Study: The Strongest Evidence Yet That Abudant Parking
Causes More Driving - Bloomberg) indicates that “parking provision in cities is a
likely cause of increased driving among residents and employees in those
places”. Authorities should “consider policies designed to limit parking to its
strictest natural demand. These include the elimination of minimum parking
requirements, the use of maximum parking requirements in some places, and
the implementation of market-based pricing”. Engineering NZ Transportation
group Microsoft Word - Genter, Schmitt, Don Parking IPENZ.doc
(transportationgroup.nz) - covered the current best practice principles and
strategies of the new parking management paradigm.

The above research and NZTA transport policy evidence clearly shows a link
between restrictive car park rate maximums (in both residential and commercial
areas) and a reduction in the car mode share. Furthermore, NZTA policy clearly
supports restrictive car parking standards including use of car park maximum rates.


https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/keeping-cities-moving/Keeping-cities-moving.pdf
https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/keeping-cities-moving/Keeping-cities-moving.pdf
https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/userfiles/transport-data/Parking%20Management.pdf
https://sydney.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/Committee-for-Sydney-Better-Parking-for-Better-Places-August-2022.pdf
https://sydney.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/Committee-for-Sydney-Better-Parking-for-Better-Places-August-2022.pdf
https://cfsites1.uts.edu.au/find/isf/publications/banfield1997carpaking.pdf
https://www.foreground.com.au/planning-policy/car-parking-choking-cities/
https://www.foreground.com.au/planning-policy/car-parking-choking-cities/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2352146517306737/pdf?md5=63271dcbcb5b819bbd989b87777f0755&pid=1-s2.0-S2352146517306737-main.pdf&_valck=1
https://pdf.sciencedirectassets.com/308315/1-s2.0-S2352146517X00070/1-s2.0-S2352146517306737/main.pdf?X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEGkaCXVzLWVhc3QtMSJHMEUCIQDhDhU0gD49vCiKqsMulUtE65OO2%2BZRh%2BymsuMqyHizswIgeK0GSnyKwRTVDYdOmw%2FDKv%2FqvAQeOrrBrMnzi2bVPo4quwUI4f%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FARAFGgwwNTkwMDM1NDY4NjUiDPiSKPglCPcBbcAqUSqPBSXwx7oY6vvGeaSGB2%2BJsGF3wNuls8iNIxewHtfFyG3fG6kGeEMFZPXoQcWzDwwEO81f3sXyZqz8s9366Z78toyz2XLd3Agkp8ugaug7lKPEGQ82oZ620LfoUq2jeablgaAOaFNVLMpA8Ko2eOPIULxihm2ODgDE78AQIciL6HRXOkIRTw9672eoRc25S7MsV1lVXoNqm9MaHF4HP0SYCDMoZda8Xky3J3HTy5fj2NbJM5c7vNrcXvg%2B0lvQC3mZ%2BHc9HUuiXn7TWJA2%2FqETAWJb2u7UFB2M2hz%2FYHsJ0p%2BM6nTNSgAjlRQv8b39dCc2mtoltmMhDLCQNlR%2BLyA3GzMgFKK0E3woVLXNorF5jU3h9r01K4GrLAzNhZ81Ip2S8feYLRQ6ZfzAD8SDKkGFoM2am97IA5eCuu1u%2B%2Frr6gSc7JUDlQGBN9mP04uW1vCPIhxBc36lPrgL9xg8PzGGOTBLZAaAQD3liw212QU%2FMuBiotS7H7r1yo1nLTwKB7Zc6rELC3uy%2BKY0LVXkCtU0vy1WhbantwYDqTZqHU6vG8qh3DdFhEmU0xl0sKk6JW%2Fbs9xSX%2FGlDQHUa2ZCS3mZNceE%2FN04%2BmoNWld3WkN0PyzPS%2FxN7uoqNxja%2BpZLCqfUU8WEn%2BAA%2FDsq7rFPYu8P51XtdBiP1A%2FKokpd85yXnqJVR70flXzn%2Fw5M%2FpHcz8V%2BR1ZHy%2BOxYPMf7aEcqOO77cZdCAuAaPHpAwjbUA4q1nutKJOdtpUYT7B1WdDuyz4zGCdNsMWCl5IA%2BC5iJfY5OLYYHu9My9Uf9nLxVp8hePEdRg5PH0WmyHSFeOw2rezMi9530PEskOoeOc%2FPEU9PhHgpL5Uzy1DReRfjqkF2a%2Bcw6%2BaIrAY6sQGqqOobqlRier%2By%2F%2FlxA%2B55lDvz8oX27Ihkt6PwbCnQiO%2BFlDOUO8BugXX6GP3RJMtTt%2B21GIK7uHvqdIWbzmgjmFQVBz%2B8cFjdLZq6yHD%2Bwu2ecBix1mZ8Dx2u0mXMq6EL62vxV%2FBNRYyBDVwezpmCpyAOso1KO1PywEBGFdrjAaXHRvZ0bALFAvm7ykQGB0vCpBlBkgwwxryBNuUpxJtSD61EpY3mq2ujCtZwcPwFXnk%3D&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Date=20231220T010743Z&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAQ3PHCVTYUOUHT3VZ%2F20231220%2Fus-east-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Signature=5e26a4a4c02842ae641fcf13f2bb393e3c522a982aafee96b10a65dc47eebfc8&hash=c44a70c6d1eb81988806616686db702adaec27a590f4ad8fcb6ef89afbc796a1&host=68042c943591013ac2b2430a89b270f6af2c76d8dfd086a07176afe7c76c2c61&pii=S2352146517306737&tid=spdf-1394dd07-bbc6-419c-b219-dcf8039bea6f&sid=b270791362d5b44b3b7aed692f39fbb68c7bgxrqa&type=client&tsoh=d3d
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-01-12/study-the-strongest-evidence-yet-that-abudant-parking-causes-more-driving
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-01-12/study-the-strongest-evidence-yet-that-abudant-parking-causes-more-driving
https://www.citylab.com/cityfixer/2015/05/seattle-to-buildings-give-tenants-transit-passes-not-parking-spots/392756/
https://www.citylab.com/cityfixer/2015/11/miamis-bold-plan-to-reduce-car-reliance-takes-aim-at-too-much-parking/413872/
https://www.citylab.com/cityfixer/2015/09/an-unusual-objection-to-less-parking-it-will-make-our-city-too-nice/406096/
https://www.transportationgroup.nz/papers/2008/Genter__Schmitt__Don_Parking_IPENZ.pdf
https://www.transportationgroup.nz/papers/2008/Genter__Schmitt__Don_Parking_IPENZ.pdf
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Based on the above evidence and NZTA policy guidance, | remain of the view that
carpark maximum rates for the residential uses are required to achieve mode change
at TPLM Variation.

Response to Doolyttle and Son Limited:

39

40

41

42

| understand that Mr Brown has considered recommending that the submitters’ land
on Howards Drive is rezoned to High Density Residential Zone (as per the PDP).

From a traffic perspective, | can support this zoning of the submitters’ site if
residential development is contingent on the provision of the following:

(a) QLDC engineering design standard compliant site access from Howards Drive.

(b)  Provision of sealed footpath on Howards Drive between the site access and
SH6 to provide a safe walking route to the proposed bus stops on SH6.

(c) Provision of sealed footpath on Howards Drive between the site access and the
Jones Avenue intersection to provide a safe walking route to the existing bus
stops on Jones Avenue and to the Kawarau Park Centre.

| consider that this is a suitable site as PDP High Density Residential Zone given the
close proximity (circa 300m) to existing bus stops on Jones Avenue and the
proposed bus stops on SH6 west of Howards Drive. The site is also in close
proximity (circa 250m) from existing local facilities at the Kawarau Park Centre, is
adjacent to the proposed TPLM sports hub and is in close proximity (400m) of the
proposed TPLM Commercial Precinct and anticipated school.

I do not consider the size of the site large enough to result in a scale of high density
residential units that would require the transport interventions included in the TPLM
planning provisions. However, given the existing lack of a sealed footpath on
Howards Drive, then active mode improvements on Howards Drive will be required
before these residential units are complete, along with a suitable and safe site access
from Howards Drive.

Colin Robert Shields
25 January 2024
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