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INTRODUCTION

My full name is Alastair James Black. | am a transportation engineer
working for Gray Matter Ltd. My evidence, provided on behalf of
Hamilton City Council (HCC), covers the transport-related changes

proposed as part of Plan Change 12 (PC12).

| have produced a statement of evidence dated 26 June 2024 (primary
evidence) and a statement of rebuttal evidence dated 14 August 2024
(rebuttal evidence). In response to submissions, | recommended
amendments to the PC12 plan provisions which are included in the PC12
provision set dated 26 June 2024. In my rebuttal evidence | have
recommended additional amendments in response to submitter
evidence which are included in the PC12 provision set dated 14 August

2024.

| have identified that further minor amendments to provisions are
necessary to correct omissions and to improve accuracy and consistency
of plan provisions. | address these changes in a supplementary
statement of evidence dated 29 August 2024 (supplementary

evidence).

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

Primary Evidence

4.

HCC is seeking to achieve the following transport outcomes through

PC12:

a)  Support the uptake of walking, cycling, micro-mobility, and public

transport;



b)

d)

e)

f)

g)

h)

j)

Manage the adverse effects of urban intensification on the

transport network;

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions;

Achieve a well-functioning urban environment;

Improve safety and accessibility by prioritising the needs of
vulnerable and less mobile users, pedestrians, cyclists, and micro-

mobility users;

Make the best use of existing transport corridors;

Provision of public transport infrastructure and improve access to

bus stops;

Set minimum standards for pedestrian access where no driveway
is provided, and to avoid conflict between pedestrians and

vehicles where a driveway is provided;

Make transport corridors more attractive for cycling and walking,

and more resilient to extreme weather events;

Support travel by cycling and micro-mobility devices by requiring
travel plans for large developments and improving the quantity
and design of parking infrastructure and end-of-journey facilities;

and



k) Manage the storage and collection of rubbish and recycling for
residents’ convenience and to protect the look, amenity, and

safety of streets.

5. My primary evidence recommends changes to PC12 to address concerns
raised by submitters, improve clarity or consistency with the outcomes
HCC is seeking to achieve, and align PC12 with the Decisions Version of
Plan Change 5 Peacocke Structure Plan to simplify administration of the

District Plan.

6. My primary evidence rejects submissions related to operational
transport matters such as speed management, parking management

and enforcement, and provision of public transport services.

Rebuttal Evidence

7.  Subject to minor amendments to improve consistency and clarity of the
rules, | support Mr Inger’s proposed changes to Rules 25.14.4.1h) i),
25.14.4.1h)iii), and 25.14.4.1j).

8. | also recommend that development within the Peacocke Medium-
Density Residential Zone is exempt from selected assessment criteria at
G —Transportation, because Assessment Criteria P — Peacocke Structure

Plan apply instead.

9. Following discussions with Mr Hattingh and Mr Inger, instead of
amending individual assessment criteria, | support inclusion of the

following text in Volume 2, Section 1.3.3:

For development and subdivision in the Peacocke Precinct,
where there are criteria that relate to the same matter and
where similar wording or descriptions exist, the assessment
criteria in P Peacocke take precedence. This only applies to
criteria_sets B (Design _and Layout), C (Character and
Amenity) and G (Transportation).




10. While paragraph 13 of my rebuttal evidence contains the correct
version of Rule 25.14.4.1(h)(iii), Appendices A and B contain an error.

My recommended version of Rule 25.14.4.1(h)(iii) is as follows:

iii. Execeptforreartanes—in—Peacocke—bBe designed and
configured to meet the relevant requirements of Table 15-
5a) i) and Table 15-6b in Appendix 15.

Supplementary Evidence

11. In my supplementary evidence | recommend further changes to the
following provisions to improve the accuracy and consistency of the

District Plan:

a)  Appendix 15-5 Criteria for the Form of Transport Corridors and

Internal Vehicle Access;

b)  Rule 25.14.4.1 h) Design and Access Widths; and

c) Rule 4.3.4.6 a) ii) relating to Building Setbacks.

CONCLUSIONS

12. | consider that PC12, amended in accordance with my

recommendations, will:

a) Contribute to achieving national, regional, and local transport

goals;

b) Help manage the effects of urban growth on the transport

network; and

c) Promote provision of the right transport infrastructure to support

urban intensification and a well-functioning urban environment.

Alastair James Black
4 September 2024



