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2

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ROBERT JOHN SCHOFIELD FOR THE NEW
ZEALAND TRANSPORT AGENCY
1

Qualifications and Experience

1.1

My full name is Robert John Schofield.

1.2

I am a Partner of Boffa Miskell Limited, a national firm of consulting
planners, ecologists, landscape architects and other environmental
specialists. I hold the qualifications of BA (Hons) and Master of Regional
and Resource Planning (Otago). I am a Fellow of the New Zealand
Planning Institute, and a past President (1998-2000).

1.3

I have been a planning consultant based in Wellington for over 32 years,
providing consultancy services for a wide range of clients around New
Zealand, including local authorities, land developers, and the
infrastructure and power sectors. My experience includes responsibility
for the preparation of a number of notices of requirement and resource
consent applications for a wide range of development projects, including
infrastructure projects. Examples include:
a

The Mackays to Peka Peka Expressway project, a section of the
Wellington Northern Corridor, one of the Roads of National
Significance (‘RoNS’), for the New Zealand Transport Agency
(‘Transport Agency’), involving the identification and assessment
of alternative route, alignment and design options, consultation and
assessment of effects on the environment;

b

The Peka Peka to Otaki Expressway project, for the Kapiti Coast
District Council, involving preparation of the Council’s submission,
presenting planning evidence, and assisting in conferencing on
designation conditions;

c

State highway (‘SH’) 2 Melling to Kennedy-Good Upgrade for the
Transport Agency, involving engineering and environmental
constraints analysis, and the development and assessment of
alternative design options;
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d

The original Transmission Gully designation (lodged in 1996),
engaged by the four territorial local authorities to assess and report
on the proposed designation for the Transmission Gully motorway
project, including the development of conditions for that designation;
and

e

SH2 Te Marua-Kaitoke Realignment, involving the identification and
assessment of alternative alignment options, consultation and
assessment of effects on the environment.

1.4

From 2008 to 2010, I provided strategic planning advice to the Transport
Agency on the Transmission Gully Project. Subsequently, between 2013
and 2015, I was the lead planner in the first phase of the design and
construction of the Transmission Gully Project, which is being delivered as
a Public-Private Partnership.

1.5

I recently was the lead planner for two Programme Business Cases for
the Transport Agency, assisting developing a programme of work for the
SH corridors between Puhoi and Whāngārei (SH1) and Piarere to Tauriko
(SH29 Waikato to Bay of Plenty). Currently I am the lead planner for two
other Programme Business Cases, in Northland and Hauraki, that are
collaborative investment exercises with the relevant Councils and the
Department of Conservation (Hauraki) and Northland Inc (Northland’s
Regional Development Agency). Programme Business Case
development involves the identification and assessment of packages of
options to best achieve agreed investment outcomes.

1.6

I have also been involved with a number of strategic planning exercises
on transportation issues, including:
a

The Western Corridor Study, a multimodal assessment of the longterm transportation options for the Wellington Region’s western
transportation corridor (Ngauranga to Peka Peka), in which I
focused on the Kāpiti section. The study produced the Western
Corridor Plan, adopted as part of the Wellington Regional Land
Transport Plan, which identified the need to upgrade SH1 to four
lanes as well as undertaking a number of public transport
improvements;
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b

The Wellington City Northern Suburbs Public Transport Study,
responsible for the urban planning and consultation aspects of the
study which reviewed the options for providing effective and cost
efficient public transport; and

c

The Palmerston North/Manawatu Transportation Strategy,
assessing scenarios in the development of a transportation strategy
for Palmerston North City and Manawatu District.

1.7

I have also been involved with the consenting of a number of other largescale infrastructure projects, including the assessment of alternatives.
These projects include:
a

Transpower New Zealand Limited’s Wairakei to Whakamaru new
220kV line, involving the assessment of alternative routes and
alignments, consultation, the assessment of effects on the
environment, and the development of conditions for the designation
and resource consents;

b

The Manapouri Tailrace Amended Discharge project, involving the
assessment of effects on the environment of increasing the
discharge of water through the Manapouri Power Scheme into
Doubtful Sound, Fiordland, and the development of conditions of
consent; and

c

Masterton Wastewater Treatment Upgrade, Homebush, involving
the assessment of options for upgrading Masterton’s sewage
treatment plant, consultation, assessment of effects on the
environment, and development of conditions of designations and
resource consent.

1.8

I am an accredited Resource Management Act 1991 (‘RMA’) decisionmaker (Chair endorsed) under the Ministry for the Environment's training,
assessment and certification programme for RMA decision-makers. I
have been appointed as a Commissioner (either sole or as part of a
Panel) on a wide range of resource consent applications, proposed plan
changes, and designations since 2000, and have been responsible for the
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preparation of the reports and / or decisions on those applications and
plan changes.
1.9

My evidence relates to notices of requirement and resource consent
applications lodged by the Transport Agency with the Environmental
Protection Authority (‘EPA’) on 14 December 2016 for the Northern
Corridor Improvements Project (‘Project’).

2

Involvement with the Project

2.1

My involvement with the Project began in August 2016 when I was asked
to review the alternatives analyses undertaken for the Project (including
the Auckland Transport (‘AT’) elements), and advise whether those
analyses follow best practice. My assessment involved reviewing the
Indicative and Detailed Business Cases and associated design reports,
environmental investigations and multi-criteria assessments. I also
reviewed the consultation processes that had informed the assessments.
I was also involved with a number of alternative assessment exercises to
finalise several design elements of the Project.

2.2

Subsequent to that review, I contributed to the preparation of the
Assessment of Environmental Effects (‘AEE’) for the Project, by being the
author of Chapter 7, which summarises the Assessment of Alternatives
undertaken on the Northern Corridor Improvements (‘NCI’), from concept
level through to detailed design of several key elements.

3

Code of Conduct

3.1

I have read and am familiar with the Code of Conduct for Expert
Witnesses in the current Environment Court Practice Note (2014), have
complied with it in the preparation of this evidence, and will follow the
Code when presenting evidence to the Board. I also confirm that the
matters addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of
expertise, except where I rely on the opinion or evidence of other
witnesses. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that
might alter or detract from the opinions I express.
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4

Scope of Evidence

4.1

This evidence addresses the following matters:
a

The consideration of alternatives during development of the Project;

b

The consideration of alternatives in the design of the Project;

c

How stakeholder and community engagement has informed the
alternatives assessment process;

d

The consideration of alternatives in respect to construction
methodology for the Project;

e

How the Project’s alternatives assessment process meets the
statutory requirements of the RMA;

4.2
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f

Comments on submissions lodged in relation to the Project; and

g

Conclusions.

In preparing this evidence, I have reviewed the following evidence:
a

Mr Glucina, Transport Agency;

b

Mr McGregor, Utilities;

c

Mr Moore, Project design;

d

Mr Hale, Construction;

e

Mr Clark, Transportation (General overview);

f

Mr Church, Transportation (Design);

g

Mr Ridley, Earthworks;

h

Mr Bluett, Air quality;

i

Mr Amputch, Landfill;

j

Mr Seyb, Freshwater quality;

7

k

Ms Barnett; Freshwater ecology;

l

Mr Hughes, Stormwater;

m

Mr Burn, Planning (designations);

n

Mr McGahan, Planning (resource consents);

o

Ms Brock, Consultation; and

p

Mr Rama, Iwi Consultation.

5

Executive Summary

5.1

After reviewing the assessments of alternatives undertaken in the design
of the Project, I consider that a robust analysis of the alternatives to
achieve the Transport Agency’s objectives for the Project has been
undertaken, in accordance with best practice. This process has been
outlined in Chapter 7 of the AEE.

5.2

A rigorous multi-criteria assessment (‘MCA’) was undertaken at various
stages to assess various options against a suite of criteria agreed by a
panel of experts as being appropriate to address the statutory
requirements of the RMA as well as the Land Transport Management Act
2003 (‘LTMA’). The criteria addressed both cost and non-cost aspects;
the non-cost aspects being movement, built environment,
cultural/heritage, natural environment, social/community, economic, and
implementation timeframe, while cost-related aspects were costs and
benefit/cost ratios. The options were evaluated against these criteria by a
range of experts with relevant technical knowledge and experience and a
good understanding of the study area. Sensitivity testing was also
undertaken to determine the robustness of the findings.

5.3

The MCA process was applied at several stages of the Project
development, as shown in Figure 1 below:
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Figure 1: Alternatives' Assessment Process for the Northern Corridor
Improvements Project

5.4

Following the Project’s inception in 2014, and an initial stage of
consultation, a process was undertaken by which the overall preferred
Project concept was confirmed. A long list of concept options was first
identified and assessed to derive four motorway improvement options and
two Busway options. These options were put out for public and
stakeholder consultation. Following feedback, the options were then
assessed using the MCA process, and a preferred overall Project
Concept was identified.

5.5

At this stage, a draft Walking and Cycling Network Plan was also
developed, with walking and cycling connections consistent between

6281114.6

9

options and recommended to be considered further in developing the
subsequent concept design phase.
5.6

While the majority of design elements were confirmed as part of the above
assessments, a number of design elements of the Project were left
unresolved at the time the concept design assessment was completed.
These five design elements were investigated and considered as part of
the next phase, the preliminary design process, including the
consideration of alternative designs where there were potential property
impacts or significant adverse environmental effects. All these various
assessment stages have resulted in the confirmed motorway
improvement and Busway extension scheme.

5.7

Based on this assessment and my knowledge of, and involvement in, the
identification, design and evaluation of the route and alignment options for
the Project, I am of the opinion that a robust analysis was undertaken and
that the most appropriate option has been chosen.

6

Development of the Project

6.1

Since the commencement of the Project, there have been a number of
alternatives assessments to progressively refine the options for improving
the network connections in the Project area to confirm the final scheme
and hence the Project’s land requirements and requirements for resource
consents.

6.2

The assessments have been carried out through the use of evaluation
frameworks which have had regard to Part 2 of the RMA and the Project’s
overarching objectives. In my opinion, this process has been thorough
and robust in terms of the requirements of sections 171(1) and 181(2) and
Schedule 4 of the RMA.

6.3

I consider that a robust analysis of the alternatives to achieve the
Transport Agency’s objectives for the Project has been undertaken. This
process is outlined in Chapter 7 of the AEE and is further discussed in the
evidence of Mr Glucina, Mr Moore and, Mr Hale.

6.4

The development of the Project has been an iterative process over a twoyear period, since its inception as one of Auckland’s Accelerated Roading
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Projects in June 2014. While the Project started in 2014, many
components of the Project were subject to earlier investigations and
studies by the Transport Agency (as well as Auckland Council (‘AC’) and
AT). In addition to the roading and Busway components, the Project also
sought to address the constraints and opportunities for improving the
walking and cycling connections in the Project area to provide a fully
integrated multi-modal approach to the area’s transportation functionality.
6.5

Unlike many transportation projects where investigations into new routes
are a critical primary stage of the assessment of alternatives, there was
no route selection component to the Project. Rather the Project is
essentially an integrated package of connection improvements for an
existing transport network structure to improve the functionality and
capacity of that network, and thereby provide the local, regional and
interregional benefits being sought by the Project objectives. Therefore,
the alternatives assessment that has been undertaken has focused on
specific design options for the various connection improvements,
including alignment and siting options.

6.6

The alternatives assessment involved three key steps as follows:
a

Indicative Business Case (‘IBC’) – an assessment of the key
alternative concepts, drawing on the previous investigations and
design work to define the overall Project Concept;

b

Detailed Business Case (‘DBC’) – an assessment of the alignment
and interchange alternatives and development of concept design to
determine a refined concept; and

c

Preliminary design – design refinement, with a number of
alternatives’ assessments on design elements to finalise the overall
Project.

7

Project Concept Development 2014 – 2015

7.1

The purpose of the IBC was to:
a

Provide a summary of the problems, benefits and measures and to
assess the problems;
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b

Develop a long list of options to address the problems identified and
deliver the benefits identified;

c

Assess the transport performance of and social/environmental
impacts of the long list of options and short list of options; and

d

Identify a recommended option(s) to proceed to further analysis in
the next stage.

7.2

The alternatives assessment process involved a two-staged MCA
approach. I note that the Transport Agency has recently prepared a draft
guideline on the use of multi-criteria assessment in the development of
business cases for all capital projects that require Transport Agency
funding. In my opinion, the MCAs carried out for the Project are
consistent with the methodology suggested in the draft guideline1.

7.3

Stage 1: A MCA was undertaken on a long list of 26 options, comprising
various alternatives for each of the Project’s four components as well as
the identification of a number of walking and cycling improvements that
could be implemented regardless of the roading or Busway options. The
MCA drew on previous technical investigations with the 26 options
evaluated by applying a wide range of criteria covering a range of matters
relevant to meeting the sustainable management purpose of the RMA,
including health and safety, social and economic wellbeing, heritage and
cultural, and a range of environmental impacts.

7.4

The components of the Project were identified at a conceptual level only –
for example, it assessed the option of having a northbound link from SH18
to SH1 but not options for the specific location and design of such a link.

7.5

The findings of this MCA were then evaluated by appropriate experts
through a workshop to determine feasible options for combining into a
single overall package of Project elements, screening out concepts that
did not meet or support Project objectives. As part of this evaluation, key
land or environmental impacts were identified. While most of the options
were either discarded or retained, the evaluation also identified

1

Multi Criteria Analysis for Transport Business Cases, draft Guideline, New Zealand Transport Agency, February 2017.
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opportunities for future proofing for other options or retaining as
complimentary measures to the main options.
7.6

Stage 2: A second MCA was undertaken of a short list of component
concept options to develop an overall package of elements. The outcome
was a total of four motorway ‘improvement’ concepts and two Busway
concepts. The concepts are described in the AEE Assessment of
Alternatives2 and summarised in Annexure A to this evidence. The four
motorway concepts were essentially a cumulative packaging of different
design elements, with Concept 1 being the “base package” and hence the
lowest cost option. All motorway concepts allowed for the Busway to be
extended northwards towards the Albany Bus Station.

7.7

The concept design for each of the above six shortlisted options was
refined through further geometric investigations, as well as consideration
of operational performance (from transport modelling, stormwater design),
safety concerns, knowledge of existing utility services, land ownership
and impacts on sensitive areas (environmentally and socially).
Motorway Improvements

7.8

The short list options (concepts), were assessed using the same MCA
Framework in the long list assessment, with a number of refinements,
including adding community and stakeholder feedback, and operations
and maintenance. The assessment was undertaken by technical
specialists within the Project Team, and was based on a five-point ‘impact’
scale. The options were examined according to performance against
objectives and problem statements, and against various transport,
economic, environmental, social, cultural and other ‘topics’. There were a
total of 15 MCA ‘topics’, which were broken down into a total of 56
assessment criteria, generating a complex evaluation matrix. Each
criterion was scored by the appropriate expert, using the above spectrum,
which was reviewed and challenged in the workshop. There was no
‘weighting’ applied to the assessment criteria – all criteria were considered
equally.

Figures 27 – 31 Chapter 7 Assessment of Alternatives, Norther Corridor Improvements Assessment of Environmental Effects,
Document reference NCI-3PRE-1PLA-RPT-0018 Revision 2, pages 113-117.
2
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7.9

The short-list options were also assessed for their strategic fit with the
outcomes being sought by the Project, their economic performance, and
for their transport performance in addressing the specified transport
problem statement.

7.10

The draft assessment from the IBC concluded that, while Concept 3
contributed the greatest degree of cumulative benefit of the four motorway
improvement options identified, it also had significantly higher costs and a
number of other difficulties, including requiring a tunnel beneath SH1,
resulting in significant disruption to SH1 traffic during construction.
Concept 3 also had largest footprint with greatest environmental and
property impacts.

7.11

The draft assessment also concluded that Concept 1 could still achieve
significant benefits, reducing journey times by nearly 50%, improving the
capacity of the northern corridor, enhancing network resilience and easing
congestion for all modes of transport. It was also considered likely to
have the least impact on landholdings and the environment of the four
options. Based on these factors, the draft assessment therefore
determined Concept 1 to be the recommended motorway improvement
option. However, some potentially significant benefits associated with
improving connections with the Albany Expressway at the Greville Road
Intersection under Concept 2 were also identified. Consequently, this
option was also recommended as worth evaluating further during the
DBC.
Busway Concepts

7.12

The two Busway concepts (as identified in the AEE Assessment of
Alternatives)3 were also evaluated, using the same assessment criteria,
scoring system and technical experts.

7.13

The alignment for Busway Concept 2 was developed based on the
premise that it could be constructed as part of the bridge structure
provided for the SH17 to SH1 southbound ramp connection (i.e., a new
bridge for traffic from the Albany Expressway directly joining the

Figure 31 Chapter 7 Assessment of Alternatives, Norther Corridor Improvements Assessment of Environmental Effects, Document
reference NCI-3PRE-1PLA-RPT-0018 Revision 2, page 117.
3
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southbound lanes on the SH1 Motorway at the Greville Road Interchange,
under Long list motorway concept G7). However, a subsequent design
review identified that this opportunity could not be realised due to differing
geometric requirements, and that a separate bridge structure would need
to be provided, which significantly increased the cost of this option
compared with Busway Concept 1.
7.14

A Scheme Assessment for the extension of the Northern Busway to
Silverdale, undertaken separately to the Project concept option
investigations, recommended that an Eastern alignment be progressed as
a preferred option as this was most effective and efficient for any future
Northern Busway Extension. This was primarily due to a site of ecological
significance at the Lucas Creek West Bush (just north of the Oteha Valley
Road Interchange to the west of SH1). Therefore, for Concept 2, the
future extension of the Busway to Silverdale would need to cross back
over SH1 north of the Greville Road Interchange but before Oteha Valley
Road in order to connect with the Albany Bus Station and the future
extension on the western side of the motorway to Silverdale. This would
require an additional bridge structure with associated costs and
environmental impacts. Therefore, any environment benefits associated
with Concept 2 are negated by the need to provide this additional
crossing.

7.15

Identification of an option to connect the Busway from the eastern side of
SH1 to Albany Bus Station was developed as Concept 1. This option was
identified as the preferred option for moving forward, with confirmation of
an appropriate crossing (location and form) over SH1 to be part of the
concept design investigations, working collaboratively with AC and AT.
Cycling and Walking Links

7.16

A further workstream undertaken during the IBC phase was investigations
to identify the opportunities for improving cycling and walking links and
connections within the Project area. A draft Walking and Cycling Network
Plan was developed with walking and cycling connections consistent
between options and recommended to be considered further in
developing the subsequent concept design phase.
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Confirmation of Recommendations
7.17

Following consultation on the draft findings and recommendations and
evaluation of the feedback received, the assessment and findings were
confirmed, including the recommended motorway connection and Busway
solution. The report, however, identified that further option assessment
was required to finalise a number of detailed operational layout decisions.
These elements of the Project did not impact on confirmation of the
recommended overall Project Design Concept, as they could be
considered in isolation from other design elements.

8

Project Concept Refinement 2015-2016

8.1

After the IBC was approved in August 2015, Beca and Opus undertook a
more detailed analysis of economic, financial and commercial aspects of
the Project. This analysis confirmed the Strategic Case for the Project, as
well as the constraints and benefits. It also outlined the stakeholder
feedback on key concept outcomes and outlined how that feedback had
influenced the design of the Project to date.

8.2

A number of separate assessments were also undertaken on particular
design components of the Project. All the above workstreams contributed
to the DBC undertaken in 2015-2016.

8.3

The various workstreams on the design components of the Project were
also drawn together, the key outcomes being as follows:
SH1 Northern Motorway lane configuration

8.4

This was an operational assessment which concluded that four
northbound lanes were required on SH1 between Greville Road and
SH18 to ensure that an adequate Level of Service could be provided to
address safety issues with weaving, merging and diverging traffic, and to
accommodate future traffic volumes, particularly during morning and
evening peak traffic flows.
SH1 to SH17 northbound ramp connection

8.5

The concept design proposed the possibility of a direct northbound offramp from the SH1 motorway onto the Albany Expressway, crossing over
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the Tawa Drive/Greville Road intersection via a flyover. After
investigation, however, this possibility was discarded, as it would have
required the exit point off the motorway to be shifted further south, onto a
crest curve where adequate sightlines could not be provided. The
additional exit point would also have increased safety concerns with
weaving traffic from the SH18/SH1 interchange.
SH17 to SH1 southbound ramp connection
8.6

The concept design originally included a new southbound on-ramp from
the Albany Expressway onto the SH1 motorway, requiring the proposed
Busway extension to be offset approximately 10m further east to
accommodate the on-ramp. This in turn would have increased the cut
and retaining wall requirements on the edge of the Rosedale Closed
Landfill. While this option would significantly reduce the volumes of traffic
through the Greville Road interchange, it would also have increased traffic
flows onto the motorway. This option was discarded because of the
safety concerns where the ramp merges with SH1, only a short distance
south of the merge of the Greville Road on-ramp onto the motorway
southbound, creating significant weaving issues with westbound traffic
leaving the motorway to connect with the SH18 motorway (the Western
Ring Route).
Northern Busway construction timing

8.7

This assessment examined the costs and benefits of constructing the
Busway extension as either part of the motorway improvements or as a
separate project. The assessment concluded that there were a number of
benefits of building the Busway extension as part of an integrated
package of improvements, compared with as a separate project. In
particular, it would avoid requiring a separate period of construction with
the consequent additional delays and disruption. Extending the Busway
as part of the Project would also bring forward the estimated $39million of
travel time benefits from the extension. It would also allow the combined
walkway/cycleway to be constructed at the same time.
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Albany Bus Station connection
8.8

Concept 1 in the first stage assessment of alternatives assumed the
Busway would connect to Albany Bus Station via a widened McClymonts
Road bridge, a signal controlled intersection at McClymonts Road / Elliot
Rose Avenue and an on street connection to the Bus Station via Elliot
Rose Avenue. During the detailed design assessment, a separate
workstream was undertaken to determine the appropriate location and
form of having the Busway extension cross the SH1 motorway and
connect with the Albany Bus Station.

8.9

Five options were developed and evaluated within a workshop with AT
Public Transport Network planning officers. As the options were all
contained either within the SH1 Motorway (designated) corridor or AT
land, and had no external effects beyond those already authorised by the
existing designations, the MCA was limited to a technical assessment
regarding performance against relevant Project objectives (capacity and
resilience; reliable bus journey times), as well as geometrics, affordability,
safety and operations and maintenance.

8.10

The recommended option extends the Busway along the eastern side of
SH1, beneath McClymonts Road and then across SH1 on an overbridge
into Albany Bus Station. This option readily facilitates the future northern
extension of the Busway with no redundancy.
Busway stations

8.11

During development of the Busway extension, AT identified and reviewed
the site options for a new bus station, recommending a site off Rosedale
Road, on the south-eastern side of SH1. At this stage of the design
assessment, the site had not been confirmed, as approval for the station
attributes had not been finalised. This process is now being pursued by
the Transport Agency and AT separately to the Project.
Paul Matthews Road Interchange

8.12

The concept assessment confirmed the need to provide west-facing ramp
connections at Paul Matthews Road, which would serve the Paul
Matthews Business area, the residential area of Unsworth Heights, and
the areas to the east of the northern motorway. Five options were
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identified for this interchange, and assessed using the same MCA
assessment criteria as used for the design concepts’ MCA, but with some
refinements to take into account the particular context of this Project
component. From this MCA, Option 5 was identified as the recommended
option.
8.13

During the public and stakeholder consultation, feedback was received
that the Project would result in less congestion, and in relation to the
options there was general support for Options 4 and 5 (the flyover bridge
options). However, as detailed in the AEE Alternatives Assessment4,
traffic analysis identified the potential for some capacity and safety issues
with these options.

8.14

As discussed in Section 7.7.2 of the Alternatives Assessment, the Paul
Matthews Road realignment and interchange connections were further
evaluated, in particular the impact on the North Harbour Hockey Stadium
(‘NHHS’).
Local road improvements

8.15

Traffic modelling undertaken on the effects of the Project on surrounding
local roads identified that the intersection of Unsworth Drive with Albany
Highway (south of the Project Area) would face increased pressure. The
design assessment recommended the provision of a new road link across
SH18 between Unsworth Drive and Omega Place, for which considerable
community support was given during public consultation in September
2015.

8.16

There was no time available to undertake a design options assessment at
this stage of the design assessment, so this aspect was therefore
recommended for further investigation at the Final Project Design Stage.
Mr Clark’s evidence discusses the effects of the Project on the operation
of local roads.5 He concludes that, in general, the Project is predicted to
result in reduced traffic for local roads.

Chapter 7 Assessment of Alternatives, Norther Corridor Improvements Assessment of Environmental Effects, Document reference
NCI-3PRE-1PLA-RPT-0018 Revision 2, Section 7.6.2, paragraph 2, page 135.
5 Paragraphs 10.7-10.9 of Mr Clark’s evidence in chief (Transportation – General Overview).
4
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Walking and cycling improvements
8.17

An investigation of the surrounding walking and cycling facilities was
undertaken jointly with AT to maximise the opportunities for walking and
cycling presented by the Project. Arising from the concept assessment
phase, it was recommended that a shared path facility be formed
alongside the extension of the Busway between Oteha Valley Road,
Constellation Bus Station and Albany Highway. This facility would provide
a ‘spine’ to future improvements and development of the walking and
cycling network within the local area. At this stage, it was recommended
that further design be undertaken to confirm its feasibility.

9

Final Project Design

9.1

Incorporating the findings of the concept design assessment, the six key
components of the final Project design were as follows:
a

Upper Harbour Highway (‘UHH’) upgraded to full motorway status
and separated from the local roads;

b

New direct westbound (SH1-SH18) and northbound (SH18-SH1)
motorway-to-motorway connection;

c

Additional third and fourth Northern Motorway (SH1) lanes between
Greville Road and UHH;

d

Extension of the Northern Busway from Constellation Bus Station to
Albany Bus Station;

e

Shared walking and cycle path on the eastern side of the Northern
Motorway (SH1) between the bus stations. Further walking and
cycling connections alongside the UHH (SH18); and

f

Modified connection to Paul Matthews Road, local road access
retained and walking and cycling access added to crossing of the
SH18 motorway.

9.2

The assessment recommended that further investigations into the
possibility of a new road link across SH18 between Unsworth Drive and
Omega Place occur during final design.
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9.3

In conjunction with the extension of the Northern Busway, AT reviewed
the potential for additional stations between Constellation Bus Station and
Albany Bus Station. Rosedale Road was identified as the preferred
location and the Busway extension was accordingly designed to allow for
the provision of a bus station at Rosedale.

9.4

In addition to the recommendations regarding the final Project design, a
number of property and environmental issues were identified as requiring
further investigation, including:
a

Options for addressing the impacts on the NHHS;

b

Further design work regarding the widening of the SH1 motorway
north of the proposed ramps to SH18 through the Watercare site,
between Pond 1 and Pond 2; and

c

Preparation of a cohesive and integrated urban and landscape
design vision for the Northern Corridor, to strengthen both the linear
identity of the highways and their connection to the places through
which they pass.

9.5

The DBC assessment concluded that:6
The MCA options assessment undertaken to date ensured
that any significant adverse effects associated with each
option were identified and consideration was given to
whether mitigation was available for these adverse effects or
not. The options assessment outcomes informed the
selection of the recommended option.

10

Preliminary Design Assessments and Refinements

10.1

While the majority of design elements were confirmed as part of the DBC,
a number of design elements of the Project were left unresolved at the
time the concept design assessment was completed. These five design
elements were investigated and considered as part of the preliminary
design process, including the consideration of alternative designs where

Business Case for Implementation, Detailed Business Case to proceed from Initiation to Implementation, Northern Corridor
Improvements Project. February 2016, page 94.
6

6281114.6

21

there were potential property impacts or significant adverse environmental
effects.
Element 1 - Unsworth Drive to Omega Street connection overbridge
10.2

An assessment into options for constructing a new link between Omega
Street and Unsworth Drive via an overbridge crossing the extended SH18
Motorway was conducted as part of the preliminary design process. This
investigation confirmed the findings of the initial investigation in terms of
the link affecting a large number of properties, creating a potential ‘rat
run’, and potentially increasing traffic in local residential neighbourhoods.
Element 2 - Unsworth Drive to Paul Matthews Road/SH18 configuration

10.3

As part of the concept design assessments that occurred in 2015- 2016, a
range of options for the Paul Matthews Road realignment and interchange
connections were identified and assessed. After undertaking a MCA,
Option 5 was recommended as the preferred scheme design. This option
had fewer property and environmental impacts compared with alternative
schemes, as well as a lesser impact on the significant infrastructure
located in this vicinity (Rosedale Waste Water Treatment Plant
(‘RWWTP’), a Transpower service easement, Vector powerlines, and
AC’s reserve and recreation facilities).

10.4

One consideration during the Paul Matthews Road/SH18 Configuration
assessment was the impact on the NHHS. All options would impact on
the NHHS to varying degrees, with Option 5 having the eastbound offramp from SH18 cutting through Pitch 3 of the Stadium, as well as an
area that could be developed for a future fourth pitch.

10.5

As part of the preliminary design process, to ensure that all options for
minimising the potential land requirement from NHHS had been
thoroughly and robustly investigated, a further assessment was
undertaken of potential options for the configuration of the Paul Matthews
Road realignment and connections. The Base option was the preferred
design from the earlier assessment, Option 5. All of the options were
variants of the initial options that were identified for the previous
assessment. As detailed in the Alternatives Assessment, Options 1 and 2
were variants of the base option in terms of alignment whereas Options 3
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and 4 reinvestigated the possibility of a realigned Paul Matthews Road to
pass between NHHS and the RWWTP.7
10.6

The four options were assessed for their ability to reduce property and
infrastructure impacts. In summary:
a

There are no options available to ensure that the NHHS is not
impacted, while also minimising impacts on other stakeholders in
the area;

b

Options that would avoid impacting on Hockey Pitch 3 (Options 3
and 4) would impact on Pitch 2, a more significant impact given that
pitch’s relationship with the Hockey clubroom and stadium;

c

None of the options would avoid impacting on the site of a potential
fourth hockey pitch;

d

All options impact on Transpower’s service easement, AC’s site for
future football pitches and on incoming sewer pipelines to the
RWWTP;

e

All options impact to some extent on the RWWTP site; however,
Options 3 and 4 would require the greatest amount of land, and
bring Paul Matthews Road within the RWWTP odour buffer area;
and

f

While all options would impact on commercial properties on Paul
Matthews Road to some extent, Option 1 would require the greater
extent of commercial property. However, Options 3 and 4 would
turn the southern end of Paul Matthews Road into a cul-de-sac, with
a consequential significant impact on the commercial activities along
this part of the road, including a number relying on passing traffic
(for example, a service station and fast food outlet).

10.7

For these reasons, the base option, Option 1, which provides the least
impact on property and infrastructure, was incorporated into the Project,
subject to minor refinements.

7

AEE, Section 7.7.2.
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Element 3 - Northern section of Busway and Shared Use Path
10.8

As part of the preliminary design work, the design of the northern section
of the Busway extension and Shared Use Path (‘SUP’) between
McClymonts Road Bridge and Oteha Valley Road was developed to
comply with geometric, drainage and maintenance requirements. This
process did not involve an alternatives’ assessment as such, but rather
entailed a design improvement to reduce potential impacts on private
property near the McClymonts Road Bridge.

10.9

At the McClymonts Road Bridge, there is inadequate space between the
eastern bridge abutment and the SH1 motorway to accommodate the
Busway and SUP. The original design concept sought to retain the
eastern abutment of the McClymonts Road Bridge, and construct a new
eastern span, under which the Busway and SUP would be located.
However, to accommodate this alignment, the preliminary design
determined that one of the townhouse complexes at 60 Masons Road
(Block E accommodating 10 residential units) would be required to be
demolished.

10.10 In response, a number of options were considered to reduce the property
impact and significant disruption effects. One option considered removal
of a section of the SUP and reliance on existing roads, the second
considered constructing a new eastern span on the McClymonts Road
Bridge, and the third option involved reconstructing the McClymonts Road
Bridge on a more southern alignment and to realign the Busway extension
and SUP alongside the southbound lanes of the SH1 motorway. The
latter option was preferred as it would allow for improved provision for
cyclists and pedestrians using McClymonts Road; providing the potential
to relocate the western abutment of the bridge further back from the
northbound lanes, thereby improving the sightline for northbound SH1
traffic to the Oteha Valley off-ramp; avoiding the demolition of 60E
Masons Road and reducing the impact on the common ground at 60
Masons Road; and also avoiding the significant disruption effects of
reconstructing the bridge on the existing alignment.

6281114.6

24

Element 4 – Rosedale SH1 widening
10.11 As part of the preliminary design work, another design element to be
resolved was how to minimise the impact of the Project on the Rosedale
Closed Landfill. The widening of the SH1 Motorway north of the
interchange with SH18, combined with the extension of the Busway and
construction of a SUP will require the widening of the corridor into the
former landfill site, with the potential need to excavate into part of the
Rosedale Closed Landfill and the consequent environmental risks.
Accordingly, a number of alternative designs were identified and
assessed to seek to minimise such risks while considering the impact on
other adjacent properties and other environmental effects.
10.12 Four options were assessed (with two options being a variation of one
option) using a MCA Framework with the input of a wide range of
technical specialists (Social and Environmental). The MCA Framework
comprised six MCA ‘categories’, which were broken down into a total of
37 assessment criteria. MCA criteria covered matters such as safety,
social impact and potential effects on the natural environment as well as
construction risk. Each criterion was scored by the appropriate expert
using the same five-point scale as used in MCA assessments for other
Project components. The MCA Evaluation process concluded that Option
1 was the least acceptable option while Options 2A, 2B and 3 were of
equal merit. From a property perspective, Option 2B (high embankment)
had the greatest land requirement, while Option 2A (viaduct) had the
least. However, the overall differences in land requirements were not
great (a range of 765m2). To accommodate the connecting ramp
between Rosedale Road and the SUP, Options 2A, 2B and 3 had the
greater land requirement at 121 Rosedale Road; however, this property
would be impacted by all options and under all options the remainder of
the site would be able to have a commercial use following completion of
the Project.
10.13 While the costs of Option 1 were the lowest, the environmental effects
were the greatest and therefore this Option was discarded. Option 3 was
incorporated into the Project as this design had the least cost of the other
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options, had only minor impact on the Rosedale Closed Landfill, with
minor visual and landscape effects that could be readily mitigated.
Element 5 - Other Project components
UHH stormwater management wetlands
10.14 As part of the extension of the SH18 motorway to connect it with the SH1
motorway, a number of alternative locations were identified for a new
stormwater management pond in the Unsworth Road vicinity to treat
stormwater from the new section of motorway. Due to the proximity of
residential and commercial properties to the UHH, there are limited
locations for a wetland of sufficient size capable of treating the estimated
volumes of stormwater. The only feasible options are located in areas of
open space to the south of and immediately adjoining SH18, which are
reserves managed by the AC Parks division.
10.15 The location identified for the wetland during the preliminary design phase
was a grassed location adjacent to the UHH within Rook Reserve, to the
north of Rook Place. AC Parks division expressed concern about the
potential loss of functionality that locating a wetland would have on this
reserve. In response, two alternative sites were identified, both within the
Bluebird Reserve: one site within the grassed open area north of the
children’s playground, and another in an area of bush within the same
reserve. An MCA process was undertaken in conjunction with AC Parks
on all three sites, with the Rook Reserve site being selected as the
preferred location.
10.16 A specific Project hui with the IIG (Central North Iwi Integrated Group)
was held regarding the design of alternatives for water quality wetlands to
be established in either the Rook or Bluebird Reserves. The IIG’s
preference was for disposal at both sites, and if that option was not viable,
use of the Rook Reserve was favoured as it resulted in a greater
treatment footprint.
10.17 A decision from the Upper Harbour Local Board (as manager of the
Reserves) was unable to be made prior to lodgement of the Notice of
Requirement and resource consent applications with the EPA. The
Notice of Requirement and consent applications, therefore, include both
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the Rook and Bluebird Reserve options. At the time this evidence was
finalised, the Local Board had still not decided which solution it preferred.
Once the position of the Local Board is known, the Transport Agency will
confirm which alternative it wishes to proceed with.
SH18 SUP connection
10.18 As part of the Concept Design Phase, it was proposed to construct a new
Shared Use (cycling and walking) bridge over the Northern Motorway SH1
to connect the Constellation Bus Station with the pedestrian and cycling
network to the west of the motorway. A number of issues were identified
with the bridge including cost, access, safety issues with the use of the lift,
visual effects associated with the bridge and ongoing operational and
maintenance costs.
10.19 For these reasons, as part of the preliminary design phase, an alternative
underbridge SUP design was developed to address the above issues.
This option involved compressing the width of the road lanes on
Constellation Drive under the motorway bridge to accommodate a
widened SUP on the southern side of the road. This would allow a 2.0m
wide footpath on the northern side of the road, and a 2.9m wide SUP on
the southern side of the road. The benefits of the revised option included
cost, and ease of access for users in terms of avoiding the bus station
and shorter trip length.
10.20 Accordingly, the Project design has been modified to discard the bridge
option, and incorporate the underbridge SUP design.
11

Stakeholder and community engagement

11.1

The alternatives assessment process was informed by and responded to
a series of staged stakeholder and community engagements as
investigations and options were developed through the three key steps
(IBC, DBC and Preliminary Design).

11.2

Key stakeholders formed part of the Project Reference Group, with
regular meetings held and feedback invited at various stages of the
Project.
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11.3

Feedback given during the consultation process informed and influenced
issues such as configuration of the Paul Matthews Road/ Caribbean Drive
intersection and the need for a Paul Matthews bridge, the design of the
Northern Busway Extension, and the shared walking and cycling path
location and connections.

11.4

As outlined in the Consultation Report8 and in the evidence of Ms Brock,9
during the IBC, stakeholder and public consultation was undertaken in
June-November 2014, seeking feedback on the various connection
improvement concepts being investigated for SH1 and SH18.10

11.5

Specifically, feedback was sought on:
a

Urban design ideas, given the Northern Corridor runs through both
residential and industrial areas, several natural features, and follows
the North-West Wildlink corridor;

b

A potential additional bus station on the new Busway extension, with
Park and Ride options, in the Rosedale area to service a major
employment area;

c

Where the community would like improved walking and cycling links
and access points built; and

d

Whether a local road bridge at Unsworth Drive would improve
connectivity for local residents.

11.6

As part of the short list MCA evaluation framework, in November 2014,
the initial range of concept options proposed for the Project were
announced and discussed with stakeholders, Mana Whenua, local
businesses and residents and the wider community at a series of public
events. More than 500 submissions were made, and this feedback, along
with further detailed analysis and geotechnical work, was used to help
inform a second MCA evaluation in February 2015.

Consultation Report 9 December 2016, Appendix E of the Assessment of Environmental Effects.
Ms Brock’s evidence in chief (Consultation).
10 Northern Corridor Improvements Project, Stakeholder and Community Engagement Report, September 2015, Opus International
Consultants Ltd.
8
9
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11.7

Consultation feedback on the shortlisted options was summarised into key
themes which informed the scoring of the ‘community and stakeholder
engagement’ criterion, using the same five point scoring system. The key
themes were:
a

Overall acknowledgement that improvements to the SH1/SH18
section of the motorway network are necessary to relieve current
congestion and provide for future growth and demand;

b

Preference for Concept 1 as it is much cheaper and less
complicated than the other options;

c

Extend the third northbound lane on SH1 across Constellation
Drive;

d

Keep the northbound on-ramp at Greville Road open;

e

Maintain local road connections as a minimum;

f

Support for the Busway extension to Albany, and for the provision of
more parking at the bus stations;

g

No clear preference for Busway options, but a clear desire for
another station between Constellation and Albany Bus Stations;

h

Support for providing walking and cycling especially from the
Constellation Bus Station to Unsworth Heights and further afield to
Albany business areas, Massey University and schools; and

i

Concern about the effects on Paul Matthews Road and other
businesses adjacent to SH1, on the NHHS complex, and on
adjacent open space areas.

11.8

The IBC was prepared in several stages, with the first draft report
completed in May 2015, with the preliminary findings and
recommendations from the MCA process, and the final report completed
in September 2015. This two-staged process allowed for public
consultation to inform the final assessment and recommendations.
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11.9

In August 2015, the shortlisted design concept drawn from the draft
assessment was announced for further community consultation (in
partnership with AT) and feedback.

11.10 In response to direct mail outs, one-on-one meetings with stakeholders
and affected property-owners, open day events, and an online form, more
than 1200 people had their say during this period, providing feedback on:
a

The options being considered for several local road changes
required when UHH is upgraded to full motorway status, including
options for new bridges and/or underpasses;

b

The design of the Busway extension, walking and cycling path
access points, and possible new station options; and

c

A proposal for over 5km of walking and cycling paths and 25km of
additional connecting paths all around the area.

11.11 As outlined in the evidence of Ms Brock, from 2016, as part of the
preliminary design assessments, consultation on alternatives focused on
the consideration of alternative designs where there were potential
property impacts or significant adverse environmental effects.
Engagement at this stage was mainly on a one-to-one basis with key
stakeholders, with full community consultation commencing in June-July
2016. Specific consideration was given to the Paul Matthews Road
realignment and the interchange connections, the Rosedale SH1
widening, and the use of Rook or Bluebird Reserves for stormwater
wetlands.
12

Construction

12.1

The construction methodology is summarised in the evidence of Mr
Hale,11 and detailed in the Design and Constructability Report that
accompanied the AEE for the Project. Mr Hale outlines the proposed
overarching construction methodology, noting that the final detailed

11

Section 6 of Mr Hale’s evidence in chief (Construction).
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methodology will be determined by the contractor and confirmed through
the management plans.
12.2

The Assessment of Alternatives in Section 7 of the AEE discusses how
the avoidance of various potential adverse effects has been achieved
through the assessment of alternatives in the process for determining the
Project design and proposed designations.

12.3

In relation to discharges generally, discharges will occur both during
construction and in the course of the operation of the Project. During
construction, the Project involves bulk earthworks which will contribute to
associated discharges. These include:

12.4

a

Discharge of construction water (sediment-laden water);

b

Discharge to air (dust); and

c

Discharges associated with the Rosedale Closed Landfill works.

Given the Project is an integrated package of connection improvements
for an existing transport network structure to improve the functionality and
capacity of that network (as opposed to a new route), alternative
construction methods have been considered to reduce effects during the
Projects construction phase.

12.5

In terms of the discharges, the available choice of locations or methods is
constrained by the Project for which the authorisations are sought. There
are no practicable alternatives available with respect to the discharges
into the respective receiving environments, given the constrained or ‘tight’
nature of the corridor and the measures available. As noted, air
discharges will be actively managed while all discharges of construction
water will be treated (prior to discharge) and all points of discharge will be
designed to ensure that potential (ongoing) sedimentation of any
watercourse is managed appropriately. As such, the reliance is on best
management techniques.

12.6

As part of the long list and short list MCA processes, two topics related to
construction, the first being Constructability and the second Construction
Disturbance.
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12.7

Particular construction alternatives considered in the alternatives
assessment include the on-going potential effects associated with the
discharge of gas, odour and leachate from the Rosedale Closed Landfill.

13

Statutory requirements

13.1

To implement the Project, a number of authorisations under the RMA will
be needed, including new designations, alterations to existing
designations, and various resource consents.

13.2

Under the RMA, a consideration of alternative routes, sites and methods
is relevant in certain respects.
Notices of Requirement

13.3

In relation to Notices of Requirement, where a requiring authority does not
have an interest in the land sufficient for undertaking the work, or it is
likely that work will have a significant adverse effect on the environment
(s171(1)(b)), particular regard must be had to whether adequate
consideration has been given to alternative sites, routes, or methods.
Through section 181(2), the consideration of alternatives is also required
when considering alterations to existing designations under the same
circumstances.

13.4

Section 171(1)(b) requires the Transport Agency as a requiring authority
to demonstrate that its investigation of alternatives has not been carried
out in an arbitrary or cursory way. This does not mean that it is required
to consider the full suite of alternatives available, or to select the best
option in assessing the relative merits of the alternatives identified.
However, while section 171(1)(b) does not necessitate a requiring
authority to fully evaluate every non-suppositious alternative with
potentially reduced environmental effects (i.e. every possible feasible
option), nevertheless the adequacy of the consideration of alternatives
needs to be in proportion to the impact of the proposed designation: that
is, greater scrutiny is required where the impacts are likely to be higher,
both in terms of the impact on land not held by the requiring authority and
in relation to the severity of the adverse effects of an option.
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13.5

If there is a non-suppositious option that would have reduced effects, then
it should be evaluated in a transparent and replicable manner. Where
there are options requiring land in which the requiring authority does not
have sufficient interest to undertake the proposed work (such as by
ownership or easement), then there is a requirement to establish an
appropriate range of alternatives and adequately consider them. The
measure of adequacy will depend on the extent of the land affected by the
designation. The greater the impact on private land, the more careful the
assessment of alternative sites not affecting private land will have to be.

13.6

A similar approach must be adopted in relation to adverse effects on the
environment: i.e., the greater the adverse effects, the more rigorous the
assessment of alternatives that may have lesser effects.
Resource Consent Applications

13.7

In relation to resource consent applications, the information to be included
in an AEE must include a description of possible alternative locations or
methods for undertaking the activity where it is likely that the activity will
have a significant adverse effect on the environment (Schedule 4,
Clause 6(1)(a)).

13.8

Where the activity includes the discharge of any contaminant, the AEE
must include a description of any possible alternative methods of
discharge, including discharge into any other receiving environment
(Clause 6(1)(d)(ii)). This requirement also aligns with the requirement
under section 105, under which the consent authority in considering an
application for a discharge or coastal permit must, in addition to the
matters in section 104(1), have regard to any possible alternative
methods of discharge, including discharge into any other receiving
environment.

13.9

The assessment of, and proposed management approach for,
construction phase sediment discharges is set out in Sections 5
(Sediment Control Design Philosophy and Principles) and 7.5 (Monitoring)
of the Assessment of Construction Water Management and outlined in
evidence by Mr Ridley. A best practical option management approach is
proposed, including preparation of detailed Construction and Sediment
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Control Plan, which will be certified by AC and implemented to manage
the amount of sediment discharged.
13.10 The assessment of, and proposed management approach for, operational
phase stormwater discharges is set out in the Assessment of Stormwater
Management. The stormwater quality management approach was
chosen following the best practicable option approach, as further
explained by Mr Hughes in section 8 of his evidence.12
Assessment
13.11 In my opinion, the assessment of alternative routes, sites and methods
has been of sufficient depth and robustness to satisfactorily fulfil the
above identified statutory requirements, commensurate with the extent of
land taken and extent of adverse effects. For each design component, as
the Project development progressed, there has been a process of
identifying and evaluating a range of alternatives, commensurate with the
level of detail at that particular stage, taking into account the potential
effects on the existing natural and built environment, as well as social and
cultural values. At various stages through 2014 and 2015, feedback was
sought from stakeholders, the community, and mana whenua, which has
fed into the assessment of alternatives.
13.12 Given the Project is an integrated package of connection and linkage
improvements as opposed to a whole new transport route, the alternatives
assessments that have been undertaken have focused on specific design
options for the various connection improvements, including alignment and
siting options, as well as determining appropriate arrangements of
elements to ensure the greatest level of efficiency and safety.
13.13 The nature and scale of the Project has constrained to some degree the
scope of the alternatives assessment. In my opinion, the assessment was
adequate and commensurate with the extent of land taken and extent of
adverse effects. The range of options assessed were adequate with full
consideration given to the design alternatives within the broader project
parameters.

12

Mr Hughes’ evidence in chief (Stormwater).
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13.14 For the resource consent applications (including discharge permit
applications), a range of different options for managing the potential
adverse effects have been considered and are available through the
application of the Best Practical Option, selecting the most effective
method for the particular situation: for example, in managing dust and
sediment runoff (as outlined in the evidence of Mr Ridley13). The
potential effects of disturbing the former Rosedale Landfill were carefully
considered in terms of deciding the most appropriate alignment and
design of the motorway widening and Busway and SUP extension in that
vicinity as outlined in the evidence of Mr Moore14 and Mr Amputch15). In
regard to the management of stormwater, alternative treatment and
discharge options were available/assessed within the restraints of the
designation locations. For example, in managing the stormwater from
SH18, a number of locations were investigated to identify the most
appropriate site, as outlined in the evidence of Mr Hughes.16
14

Response to submissions

14.1

Only three of the 33 submissions (Submitters P Fogarty 126267,
Auckland Council 126345 and Kiwi Self Storage Limited 126352) directly
raised issues with the adequacy of the assessment of alternatives,
although a number more have raised questions over the design or
operability of specific elements of the Project, which are addressed in the
evidence of Mr Glucina,17 Mr Moore,18 Mr Church,19 and Mr Clark20 as
appropriate.

14.2

The aspects with which the three submitters raised concern relate to:
a

the decision not to provide southern ramps between SH18 and SH1
at this point in time;

Mr Ridley’s evidence in chief (Earthworks).
Paragraphs 8.12 – 8.14 of Mr Moore’s evidence in chief (Project design).
15 Section 8 of Mr Amputch’s evidence in chief (Landfill).
16 Paragraph 8.2 of Mr Hughes’ evidence in chief (Stormwater).
17 Paragraphs 9.1 and 15.10 -15.12 of Mr Glucina’s evidence in chief (Corporate).
18 Paragraphs 9.2, 9.4, 9.30 – 9.31, and 9.35 – 9.36 of Mr Moore’s evidence in chief (Project design).
19 Paragraphs 8.1, and 9.1 – 9.11 of Mr Church’s evidence in chief (Transportation – Design).
20 Paragraph 4.18 of Mr Clark’s evidence in chief (Transportation – General overview).
13
14
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b

the decision to locate the Shared Used Path (SUP) on the north side
of SH18 east of Albany Highway; and

c

Routes or methods to avoid impacting on the private Storage
Facility at Holder Place.

14.3

I address the questions raised by these submitters below.
South-facing lanes between SH18 and SH1

14.4

Mr Fogarty wants south-facing lanes from SH18 to SH1 or, alternatively,
seeks more right-hand lanes out of Caribbean Drive.

14.5

In respect of the first matter, the decision not to provide south-facing
ramps between SH18 and SH1was a fundamental determination by the
Transport Agency at an early stage of the Project’s development. Traffic
modelling indicates that providing such connections would increase traffic
volumes on SH1 motorway south of Constellation Drive, thereby
exacerbating the congestion levels currently experienced on the
motorway which would require very significant levels of investment to
mitigate. Further, an objective of the Project is to help facilitate interregional travel by completing the Western Ring Route. The provision of
south-facing lanes is not required to meet this objective. Mr Church
addresses this aspect in his evidence in chief.21

14.6

Mr Moore addresses in his evidence the reasons for not increasing the
number of right hand turns out of Caribbean Drive, which is the alternative
sought by the submitter if south-facing ramps are not provided.22 In his
evidence in chief, Mr Church also extensively discusses the performance
of the Caribbean Drive intersection in response to Mr Fogarty’s
submission.23
Location of the SUP along SH18

14.7

Two submitters questioned the decision to locate the SUP along the
northern side of SH18 east of Albany Highway (P Fogarty 126267, and

Section 9 of Mr Church’s evidence in chief.
Paragraph 9.31 of Mr Moore’s evidence in chief (Project design).
23 Section 10 of Mr Church’s evidence in chief (Transportation - Design).
21
22
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Auckland Council 126345). In particular, the Council sought information
on the development and evaluation of alternative options to the location of
the shared pathway on the northern side of SH18 between the proposed
Paul Matthews Drive interchange and Unsworth Road:
“1. Council seeks additional information on the following
matters:
….5.3 h) provide additional information on the
development and evaluation of alternative options to the
location of the shared pathway on the northern side of
SH18 between the proposed Paul Matthews Drive
interchange and Unsworth Road.”
14.8

In the development of the SH18 motorway extension, alternatives to the
alignment of the SUP were not specifically addressed. There are a
number of significant physical constraints to locating a pathway on the
southern side of the motorway: in particular, in several locations there is
insufficient capacity within the existing designation corridor to locate a
SUP on the southern side without either requiring residential properties to
widen the corridor or realigning the entire road northwards24.

14.9

However, in response to the submissions from the Council and
Mr Fogarty, the Project Team investigated the option of locating the SUP
along the southern side of SH18 east of Albany Highway, based on the
realignment of SH18 to the north. The physical design of a southern SUP
and the difficulties that would be involved in providing for this alignment
are described in the evidence of Mr Moore.25

14.10 The same team of environmental, engineering and planning specialists
assessed both the northern alignment of the SUP (the lodged design) and
a southern alignment. In summary, that assessment concluded that the
northern alignment of the SUP (the lodged design) was superior to a
southern alignment for the following reasons:

For example, refer to Plan Sheets 9 and 10 of the General Arrangements Plan Set which illustrate the proximity of residential
properties (including the recently built Greenwich Gardens - Metlifecare Retirement Village) along the southern side of SH18.
25 Paragraphs 9.3 – 9.4 of Mr Moore’s evidence in chief (Project design).
24
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a

From a transportation perspective, both alignments scored similarly,
except that the southern alignment scored poorly in terms of
requires more of SH18 to be realigned north, increasing the
construction period and the constructability difficulties and duration
in managing construction over a busy ‘live’ road;

b

From an environmental perspective, the southern alignment would
have greater impacts in terms of the effects on stream
environments, vegetation clearance, and adverse visual and
landscape effects on reserves;

c

The effects on the streams and vegetation from a southern
alignment would have negative effects on the relationship between
Mana Whenua and the environment;

d

Both alignments would have similar social and property effects,
(both positive and adverse); and

e

A southern alignment of the SUP would have significantly greater
costs than the northern alignment, primarily due to the realignment
of SH18 north and the need for retaining and noise walls.

14.11 In terms of future-proofing, the proposed northern alignment of the SUP
will ensure that this facility will not be disrupted by any future Busway
construction along the southern side of the motorway.
Alternative Pedestrian Access Across SH18
14.12 Related to the question of the location of the SH18 SUP is the provision of
shared path access across the extended motorway. The lodged design
seeks to upgrade the existing Alexander underpass which provides
pedestrian and cycle access between Barbados Drive and Paul Matthews
Road via a SUP that extends north from the end of Rook Place. This
underpass takes advantage of the natural gully through which Alexander
Stream flows. As this underpass will have to be upgraded as part of the
construction of the motorway, it is proposed to provide a widened
underpass, realigned to provide a more direct line-of-sight through for
pedestrians and cyclists.
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14.13 In response to the submission from Auckland Council, alternative
pedestrian/cycling crossings of SH18 are being investigated, either as
overbridges or underbridges, at several possible locations. These options
are to be subject to a MCA process, with which I have been involved but
that, at the time of writing, has not yet been concluded.
Options to Avoid Impacting 12 Holder Place
14.14 The submission from Kiwi Self Storage Limited (Submission 126352)
considered that:
“The assessment of alternatives does not consider
alternative routes or methods to avoid or mitigate
significant effects on the Site. Alternatives that may
reduce the adverse effects on the Site include;
(a)

altering the alignment of SH1 at this location to
better use the available land on the western side of
SH1;

(b)

reducing the height of the bus lane and shared use
path;

(c)

providing for the bus lanes on a bridge structure
with the shared path underneath;

(d)

reducing the width of the bus lane and shared use
path, and / or

(e)

relocating the shared use path and / or bus lanes to
the western side of SH1;

so that no part of the Site is required for the proposal.”
14.15 From a general perspective, a range of options were examined in this
section of the Project, to identify the most appropriate design that would
meet Project objectives while avoiding or minimising adverse impacts on
property. The key constraints in this part of the Project were the need to
construct the westbound off ramp from the SH1 to the SH18 Motorway
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and to extend the Busway and SUP northwards. Broad alignment options
for both the motorway junction and Busway were considered as part of
the IBC, and further examined in the DBC. A whole range of factors were
considered, including reducing the impacts on the Wastewater Ponds, the
constraints on the alignment of the Busway to the north, and the vertical
alignments and grades. The final design (as lodged) minimised the
impact on property while achieving the various Project requirements.
14.16 More specifically, in his evidence in chief, Mr Moore addresses the five
alternatives suggested by the submitter in detail.26
15

Conclusion

15.1

In conclusion, after reviewing the assessments of alternatives undertaken
in the design of the Project, I consider that a robust analysis of the
alternatives to achieve the Transport Agency's objectives for the Project
has been undertaken, in accordance with best practice.

15.2

A rigorous MCA was undertaken at various stages to assess various
options against a suite of criteria agreed by a panel of experts as being
appropriate to address the statutory requirements of the RMA as well as
the LTMA. The criteria addressed both cost and non-cost aspects; the
non-cost aspects being movement, built environment, cultural/heritage,
natural environment, social/community, economic, and implementation
timeframe, while cost-related aspects were costs and benefit/cost ratios.
The options were evaluated against these criteria by a range of experts
with relevant technical knowledge and experience and a good
understanding of the study area. Sensitivity testing was also undertaken
to determine the robustness of the findings.

15.3

The MCA process was applied at several key stages of the Project
development, and subsequently to address specific Project components
in which there were potential property impacts and/or adverse
environmental effects. Appropriate regard was given at all of these points
of Project development to the potential impacts on property and adverse
effects on the environment.

26

Paragraph 9.35 – 9.36 of Mr Moore’s evidence in chief (Project design).
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15.4

Following the Project inception in 2014, and an initial stage of
consultation, a process was undertaken by which the overall preferred
Project concept was confirmed. A long list of concept options was first
identified and assessed to derive four motorway improvement options and
two Busway options. These options were put out for public and
stakeholder consultation. Following feedback, the options were then
assessed using the MCA process, and a preferred overall Project
Concept was identified.

15.5

While the majority of design elements were confirmed as part of the above
assessments, a number of design elements of the Project were left
unresolved at the time the concept design assessment was completed.
These five design elements were investigated and considered as part of
the next phase, the preliminary design process, including the
consideration of alternative designs where there were potential property
impacts or significant adverse environmental effects. All these various
assessment stages have resulted in the confirmed motorway
improvement and Busway extension scheme.

15.6

Based on this assessment and my knowledge of, and involvement in, the
identification, design and evaluation of the route and alignment options for
the Project, I am of the opinion that a robust analysis was undertaken and
that the most appropriate option has been chosen.

Robert John Schofield
20 April 2017
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Annexure A - Short Listed Options
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