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1. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE  

1.1 My full name is Ann Fosberry. 

1.2 I am a Traffic and Road Safety Consultant employed by Aurecon NZ Ltd. 

My qualifications are BE (Civil) from the University of Auckland (1981), and 

I am a graduate of the Traffic Management and Planning short course of 

the University of New South Wales. I am a Chartered Member of 

Engineering NZ (formerly IPENZ) and a member of the Transportation 

Group of Engineering NZ.  

1.3 I have over 40 years engineering experience, 30 of which have been in 

transport, traffic engineering and road safety.  My experience includes 
highway design, construction and maintenance, together with investigation 

and reporting, strategy studies, scheme assessment, safety management 

systems, safety audit, integrated transport assessment and safe systems 

for developers, local authorities and the NZ Transport Agency.  I have 

previously prepared and presented evidence at planning hearings and in 

the Environment Court. 

1.4 I was engaged by Property Seven Limited to prepare evidence in 

relation to this resource consent application.   

1.5 I confirm that I have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct set out in 

the Environment Court's Practice Note 2011. I have complied with the 

Code of Conduct in preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it 

while giving oral evidence before the Hearings Panel.  Except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person, this written evidence 

is within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed in this 

evidence. 

1.6 The SIDRA traffic modelling referred to in my evidence was not undertaken 

by me.  I set the brief for the traffic modelling. 
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2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2.1 My evidence is set out as follows: 

(a) Summary of the findings from the original Integrated Transport 

Assessment (ITA) and further information submitted to NZ 

Transport Agency and of the information provided to Council as 

part of the Section 92 request; 

(b) Additional information to clarify issues raised by submitters and 

the officers report; 

(c) Suggested conditions of consent related to transport should the 

commissioners be of a mind to grant consent. 

3. SUMMARY INTEGRATED TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT AND SECTION 
92 RESPONSE 

3.1 The transport related effects that may arise as a result of the Project are: 

(a) New intersection of development road with Pukehina Beach 
Road;   

(b) Traffic generation/Pukehina Beach Road SH 2 intersection; 

(c) Safety; 

(d) Development Road shared space concept; 

(e) Submitters concerns; 

(f) Officers report. 

4. NEW INTERSECTION OF DEVELOPMENT ROAD WITH PUKEHINA 
BEACH ROAD 

4.1 The proposed intersection is intentionally located within the existing 

50km/h urban speed limit, for the following reasons: 

(a) Reinforces the urban environment and provides visual cues that 

a lower speed is appropriate, which in turn improves safety; 

(b) Provides pedestrian access to the wetland walkway system that 
is close to the existing residential area and camp ground 

expanding the local recreational facilities; 
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(c) Provides an opportunity to reinforce the reduction in speed from 

open road (100km/h) to 50km/h and to reduce the tendency for 

those leaving Pukehina Beach to accelerate prior to the speed 

limit change. 

4.2 The intersection will be designed in accordance with Austroads and 
WBoPDC design standards should consent be granted and will require 

WBoPDC approval prior to construction. Council has specifically requested 

kerb and channel and streetlighting.  These are integral components of an 

urban intersection and will be included in the design.  

4.3 Council have also recommended a raised table at the intersection to 

provide a “Safe System” design, to reduce speeds.    A raised table at the 

intersection was discussed at a meeting between Aurecon and Council 

representatives on 11 March 2019.  A raised table intersection design is 

agreed to by the applicant.   I note that this discussion took place after the 

Westlink Review of S92, which is dated 1 March 2019.  The design would 

include access to the camp ground and farm access, to ensure acceptable 

access grades and stormwater control. 

4.4 The current 50/100 signs are not in the correct location according to the 
Speed Limit Bylaw. 

4.5 To assist with improving compliance with the posted 50km/h speed limit, 

and to calm traffic entering and leaving Pukehina Beach, the applicant is 

prepared to provide an appropriately designed rural speed threshold 

treatment at the legally compliant location 50m further south than the 

current speed limit signs are positioned.   

4.6 With the speed management measures above, vehicle speeds through the 

intersection will be significantly reduced.  Assuming vegetation is removed 

back to the road boundary, I have measured an available sight distance to 

the north of 119m.   Westlink has raised the maintenance concern of 

effective and timely vegetation control and believe that 90m is the 

maximum achievable sight distance to the north.  It is my view that sight 

distance is no longer an issue with the speed management measures 

proposed above.  The table below (Austroads) shows the safe intersection 
sight distance for various design speeds.  The raised platform intersection 

will be designed to achieve speeds less than 40km/h, to reduce the risk of 
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fatal and serious injury should a crash occur.  The safe intersection sight 

distance for a design speed of 40km/h, with a reaction time of 2 seconds, 

is 73m.  Available sight distance exceeds this. 

 

4.7 The new intersection with Pukehina Beach Road and the development will 

include a throat island on the development road approach to Pukehina 

Beach Road which prevents entering and exiting vehicles cutting the corner 

and reduces speed of turning traffic.   

4.8 The amount of traffic likely to be right turning from Pukehina Beach Road 

into the development road does not, in my opinion, necessitate a right turn 
bay.  Some additional widening will be appropriate opposite the 

development road, similar to that shown in the figure below.  The widening 

will be addressed at detailed design in consultation with Council should 

consent be granted.   
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4.9 If the development is predominantly full time residential, right turn entering 

movements will be minimal.  In holiday periods or if the dwellings are 

predominantly holiday accommodation people will generally walk to and 

from the beach.  Consideration should also be given to the fact that people 
at beach holiday destinations like Pukehina Beach, do not all go the beach 

at the same time. Referencing Austroads, Pukehina Beach Road traffic 

would need to be in excess of 200 vehicles per hour and right turn entering 

traffic in excess of 20 vehicles per hour before a right turn bay would be 

considered necessary.   

 

 

4.10 The applicant is willing however, to accommodate a right turn bay in the 

intersection design. 

4.11 The intersection will be priority controlled on the development road 

approach. Whether the control is Stop or Give Way, will be determined at 

design stage should consent be granted. 

4.12 A localised lift of 200mm is required on Pukehina Beach Road, north of the 

new intersection for stormwater purposes and should consent be granted, 
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the intersection design will include a speed attenuating platform as part of 

the overall regrading, that incorporates the required 200mm lift.  The need 

for the 200mm lift will be addressed in the evidence of Neill Raynor. 

Pukehina Beach Road 100km/h speed limit 

4.13 Council has advised me that there is currently no proposal to alter the 

100km/h speed limit on Pukehina Beach Road. 

4.14 The recommendation within the ITA that Council consider a speed limit 

reduction relates to the available information in MegaMaps that highlights 

roads in New Zealand where crash savings can be made with a reduction 

in speed. It was not specifically related to the development proposal.   

5. TRAFFIC GENERATION/PUKEHINA BEACH ROAD SH 2 
INTERSECTION 

5.1 The data used to assess the likely traffic generation is from “Trips and 

parking related to land use November 2011 - NZ Transport Agency 

Research Report 453”. 

5.2 The daily and hourly peak generation factors used are for urban residential 

areas (10.7 vpd and 1.3vph respectively).  The number of lots used to 

assess the traffic generation was 150, which is 13 more than proposed.   

5.3 Traffic count data collected for another client, for Omanawa Road, shows 
that a rural community located just over 20 minutes from the Tauranga 

CBD, generates 5 trips per household.  The Omanawa residents do not 

have any local services, unlike Pukehina, which has a store and takeaway 

which will internalise some trips.  

5.4 Based on the above, I consider that the traffic generation data is 

conservative and that the actual amount of traffic generated from the 

development could be in the order of half of that used in the assessment.  

5.5 When people live out of town, journeys tend to be planned and combined 

with other necessary trips.   

5.6 Day to day holiday traffic is not expected to be higher than everyday 

residential traffic because people are on holiday and not making day to day 

work trips, school and sport related journeys. 
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5.7 The traffic generation figures assumed that the new development was 

100% occupied by permanent, non-retired residents.  This data was used 

to input to a traffic model to assess the impact of the additional traffic on 

the operation of the intersection of SH 2 and Pukehina Beach Road. 

5.8 The NZ Transport Agency requested further information on the likely 
impacts on the SH 2 Pukehina Beach Road intersection during a holiday 

period.   

5.9 Further modelling was undertaken, increasing the flows to replicate holiday 

traffic, the results of which have been forwarded to the NZ Transport 

Agency which has satisfied their concerns.  A copy of their response is 

attached as Annexure A.   

5.10 The NZ Transport Agency does not require any changes to the intersection 

of SH 2 and Pukehina Beach Road as a result of the traffic that will be 

generated by the proposed development. 

6. SAFETY 
6.1 No safety issues have been raised by the NZ Transport Agency at the 

intersection of SH 2 and Pukehina Beach Road as a result of the proposed 

development. 

6.2 The proposed measures discussed in section 4 above, will address any 

safety issues related to speeds in excess of the posted urban speed limit 

of 50km/h in the vicinity of the proposed intersection. 

6.3 In my experience, from police enforcement data, those exceeding the 

50km/h speed limit and not driving to the conditions, thus increasing the 

risk and severity of a crash, are most likely those that live or holiday at 

Pukehina Beach.   

6.4 Council has raised some concerns relating to measures to maintain a safe 

shared use environment within the development and these are discussed 

in section 7 following.  

7. DEVELOPMENT ROAD SHARED SPACE CONCEPT  
7.1 The internal shared use space is to be low speed and encourage users to 

maintain an overall safe environment.  Measures to be included are: 
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(a) Raised islands with kerbing, planted to add some additional 

height, with a narrow path between the islands that will constrict 

vehicle traffic to one way.  These are to be located throughout the 

development, the number, design features and location of which 

are to be agreed with Council at detailed design stage should 
consent be granted;  

(b) Island planting within sight lines are to be no higher than 300mm, 

to ensure that they do not create a visibility/sight distance issue.  

A height limit of 800mm was proposed but this has been reduced 

due to Westlink concerns around vegetation control; 

(c) Intersections to be designed with “Safe System” raised platforms 

to maintain low speed; 

(d) A shared space carriageway that meanders within the road 

reserve with road side parking bays creating side friction; 

(e) Road side berm at a 3% grade and swale drains with side lope of 

1 in 6, a grade that can safely be walked on if necessary for 

pedestrians or cyclists to move off the shared space; 

(f) Road marking and textured strips to reinforce the low speed 
environment;  

(g) Vertical speed attenuation devices such as speed tables can be 

provided at regular intervals if deemed necessary; 

(h) Those that live there will self-police and will be aware of the 

conditions and the environment prior to committing to live in the 

community; 

(i) A CCTV camera could be provided to assist with community 

security and user behaviours. (A CCTV camera funded by the 

Pukehina Beach Ratepayers Association (PBRA) is located 

outside the camp ground.) 

(j) Consideration by Council to set an appropriately lower speed limit 

via the Bylaw if they so wish. Council has raised concerns about 

the ability to enforce a lower speed limit if it is not legally imposed. 
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7.2 It is not expected that there will be a high demand for parking on street 

although parking has been provided.  Lots sizes are large with the ability 

to accommodate more than the required 2 spaces per dwelling, on site.  

7.3 Several guidelines and standards are available to inform the detailed 

design which include, but are not limited to: 

(a) SNZ HB 44:2001 - Subdivision for people and the environment.  
This handbook provides guidelines for alternative design in land 
development and subdivision in New Zealand and is based on the 
design components used in eco-villages and co-housing 
developments. It aims to encourage creativity in the design 
process; 

(b) Shared Space in Urban Environments - Guidance Note (July 2012 
– Flow Transportation Specialists); 

(c) Waitakere Ranges Foothills Design Guide – Auckland Council 
June 2014); 

(d) Austroads guidelines and research reports;  

(e) NZTA Speed Management Guide. 

 

7.4 The internal road concept servicing the lots is one that is not considered 

under Council minimum standards. That does not mean that what is 

proposed is not fit for purpose.  There is nothing in the Council minimum 

standards that relates to the shared environments proposed. 

7.5 The Council minimum road corridor is 17m, with an 8m carriageway, 

servicing up to 200 lots.  This applies to a traditional streetscape, and in 

my opinion is not applicable to the proposed shared space. 

7.6 A wider carriageway encourages higher speeds as does removing. 

pedestrians and cyclist from the shared space.  Referencing the NZ Shared 

Space in Urban Environments - Guidance Note (July 2012 – Flow 

Transportation Specialists):  

(a) In the UK, an operating speed of no more than 32 km/hr has been 
identified as a requirement for the successful operation of a 
shared space; 

(b) Ideally vehicle speeds will be below 24 km/hr for the most sharing 
to occur; 



 

502328 – Statement of Evidence – Ann Fosberry – Pukehina Eco Village 

(c) Guidance indicates that straight stretches of road should be 
avoided; 

(d) Reduction in speed can be achieved through tools such as visual 
narrowing (for example paving types), place making and edge 
friction (for example the presence of people); 

(e) Most practitioners in the UK recommend a width of around 5.5 m 
(preferable) to 6 m for two-way traffic in shared spaces; 

(f) It is recommended that the geometry of the street be tightened as 
much as possible through the placing of street furniture and 
landscaping; 

(g) Edge friction is identified as important in achieving a reduction in 
vehicle speeds. Edge friction is defined as anything which 
increases task difficulty and results in drivers reducing their speed 
to compensate for this. 

 

7.7 It is the above aspects that have been incorporated into the concept, with 

narrowing, horizontal alignment, planting, parking and space sharing.  It is 

noted that the above guidance notes recommend a width no greater than 

6m.  The proposed development shared space is currently 6.5m, but there 

are no constraints to narrowing the shared space to 6m or 5.5m. 

7.8 Appropriate signs will also be provided such as the NZTA Approved Shared 

Zone Sign and advisory speed signs. 

 
7.9 The shared space does not require a separate footpath.  Berm area is 

available should vulnerable road users need to move aside at any point in 

time.  If considered necessary, the berm adjacent to the shared space can 

be reinforced to provide a durable surface to minimise rutting and wear. 

This type of reinforcing can also be used for the parking areas.  Putting the 



 

502328 – Statement of Evidence – Ann Fosberry – Pukehina Eco Village 

pedestrians on a separate footpath will reduce driver task difficulty which 

will increase speed.  

7.10 A 17m road reserve can be accommodated if required.  An 8m carriageway 

is not recommended as it does not support a low speed shared 

environment.  The guidance document referenced, recommends a shared 
space width no greater than 6m and preferably 5.5m and the applicant is 

prepared to reduce the proposed shared space width from 6.5m to 5.5m 

accordingly, which will provide additional berm area.     

8. SUBMITTERS CONCERNS 
8.1 The following paragraphs address submitter concerns not already covered 

above. 

Cycling 

8.2 I am aware of Women on Wheels and my understanding is that the rides 

in the area occur outside of peak commuter flows.  

8.3 No cyclists were recorded in the traffic count undertaken at the intersection 

of SH 2 and Pukehina Beach Road.  This does not mean that there aren’t 

any cyclists, but that there weren’t any when the count was conducted. 

8.4 I understand from the PBRA 2018 newsletter, that they are progressing a 

plan for a walkway/cycle way around the estuary and that the committee 

will be progressing the project, to establish the viability and consideration 

of options available. 

8.5 The PBRA plan to install an estuary walking and cycling route creates the 

opportunity to physically link the PBRA proposal to the wetlands 

recreational component of the proposed development, along the existing 
stop bank. 

SH 2/Pukehina Beach Road intersection 

8.6 Submitters have raised concerns about the increased traffic at the 

intersection of SH 2 and Pukehina Beach Road and requested a longer left 

turn slip lane entry and a left turn acceleration lane towards Whakatane.  

8.7 Without SH 2 bridge widening, a longer left turn slip lane into Pukehina 

Beach Road is not physically possible.   
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8.8 Visibility distances towards Tauranga (to the right when existing Pukehina 

Beach Road) are not restricted.  Drivers heading to Whakatane have ability 

to choose a safe and appropriate gap, when tuning left.  Significant 

earthworks would be required to construct a left turn acceleration lane on 

the uphill climb towards Whakatane for no safety benefit.  In my opinion, at 
this intersection, it is safer to wait for an appropriate gap in traffic than to 

turn into an acceleration lane and merge with traffic traveling at 100km/h.  

Referencing Austroads Guide to Road Design Part 4A: Unsignalised and 

Signalised Intersections an acceleration lane with a state highway through 

speed of 100km/h would need to be in excess of 500m for a level road.  

The length is increased when on a rising grade. A left turn acceleration lane 

would extend well beyond Pukehina Station Road to the east to provide 

adequate distance to achieve safe merging speeds. 

8.9 The NZ Transport Agency have not raised any concerns with either of 

these movements.  No works are proposed to be undertaken at the SH 2 

intersection with Pukehina Beach Road. 

Travel distances 

8.10 Submitters suggest that Pukehina Beach is too far to travel for Tauranga 

or Whakatane employed people to make their residential home. 

8.11  Pukehina Parade is 25 minutes from Bayfair and 42 minutes to 

Whakatane CBD.  These are not unreasonable travel times for those who 

wish to live outside of town and are comparable to travel times between 

the Tauranga CBD from places such as Katikati, Omokoroa and Te Puke.   

Internal Roading standard 

8.12 Some submissions oppose the internal roading standard. 

8.13 Although quite different from anything within the current WBoPDC 

development code of practice, shared spaces are gaining popularity in 

towns and cities.  The key is to make sure that they are designed 

appropriately to achieve the desired, safe, low speed shared space.  

8.14 Should consent be granted, the design details of the proposal will be 

discussed in detail and agreed with Council and will be a combination of 

the measures discussed above. 
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8.15 It is important for submitters, the developer and council that the proposed 

design be road safety audited by independent auditors prior to finalising 

the plans and submitting to Council for approval.  The road safety auditors 

selected for this project should have previous experience with similar 

shared space concepts. 

9. OFFICERS REPORT 
9.1 The following paragraphs address items in the officer’s report not already 

addressed above. 

Swale Drains 

9.2 The stormwater engineer has advised me that the swales are not designed 
to hold water and that the water level in the swale, during a 5-year storm 

event will be below the pavement subgrade. There is little risk of water 

ingressing the pavement and shortening pavement life.  Any questions 

related to stormwater should be directed to Neill Raynor 

Design drawings 

9.3 It is suggested that the design should be to pre-construction standard for 

consent.  This is not a reasonable request at this stage of the project.  I 

consider that enough information has been provided and suitable reference 

and guidance documents are available to give Council comfort that the 

shared space will be appropriately designed and achieve the desired 

outcomes. 

Pukehina Beach Road widening 

9.4 Councils development code provides a table of rural road widths (section 

4: Design standards – Table 2) that are considered appropriate for various 
traffic volumes.  The RAMM data AADT is 1200 vehicles per day.  The 

August 2018 count data collected at the intersection of Pukehina Beach 

Road and SH 2 provides an AM peak of 184 vehicles per hour and a PM 

peak of 186 vehicles per hour.  The rule of thumb is that peak flow is around 

10% of the ADT.  This suggest that the current AADT is closer to 1800 

vehicles per day.  If we add the assumed traffic generation from the 

development the total traffic volume on Pukehina Beach Road will fall into 

the “over 2500” vehicles per day category that requires specific design. 
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9.5 Currently referencing either the RAMM data or the assumption from the 

actual count data, the AADT ranges between 1200 to 1800 vehicles per 

day. For traffic volumes between 1001 and 2500, the carriageway width 

recommended in the Development Code is 8.5m.   

9.6 Based on the RAMM data width of 6.2m to 7.7m, Pukehina Beach Road 
does not currently meet the Development Code.  North of the site, at a 

location where the seal width is consistent, I have measured the seal width 

at 8.75m, which does not match the RAMM data. I am unable to comment 

on the difference between the onsite measurement and the RAMM data. 

9.7 Pukehina Beach Road has non-recoverable drainage channels both sides 

of the road and concrete service poles.  In addition, temporary fencing 

using steel waratahs is visible close to the carriageway. These features are 

road side hazards.  The risk of impact and injury will be increased if 

Pukehina Beach Road is widened.  Driver speeds will increase as will the 

risk of death and serious injury in the event of a crash.  It is not 

recommended that Pukehina Beach Road be widened from a safety 

perspective.  Nor is it reasonable to require the developer to contribute to 

widening a road that is already under width according to Councils 
Development Code and RAMM data, especially if this will result in an 

increased safety risk.   

Pedestrians crossing Pukehina Parade 

9.8 Pedestrians currently cross Pukehina Parade, which has a low traffic 

volume, to access the beach.  Pedestrians inherently take the shortest 

route.  Providing specific crossing facilities on Pukehina Parade may be 

ineffectual as human behaviour is such that very few people will use them 

as if they are not on their desire line.  This type behaviour is most easily 

seen in busy urban streets where pedestrians will not use a zebra crossing 

or signalised pedestrian crossing to cross the road, even when it is a matter 

of a few metres away. 

9.9 Pedestrian refuges do improve pedestrian safety when crossing the road, 

when they are used, as users cross one lane of traffic at a time. 

9.10 Reviewing the location of the beach access closest to where the internal 
development pedestrian route accesses Pukehina Parade, there is 

potential for a pedestrian refuge to be located on a pedestrian desire line.  
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The applicant is willing to consider installing a pedestrian refuge in this 

location if it can be achieved safely without affecting vehicle access.  

Vehicle tracking paths  

9.11 Vehicle tracking has been raised in the officer’s report. Given the 

development proposal and layout, there are no constraints that would 
prevent provision of adequate vehicle tracking at the detailed design stage. 

Walking, cycling, public transport  

9.12 Walking cycling and public transport is covered in the ITA.  Council has a 

cycleway programme.  Cycle facilities to Pukehina are not on the priority 

list on Council’s website.  In the above section on submitters concerns we 

have discussed the potential for an internal link between the PBRA plan to 

install an estuary walking and cycling route, with the development proposal 

which would provide a local Pukehina Beach network.  

9.13 There is a public transport service as discussed in the ITA.  The service is 

daily.  An increase in population in Pukehina Beach will increase the 

demand, which may result in further services being provided by the 

Regional Council.  This however is outside of the applicants control. 

9.14 I acknowledge that as a beach community, public transport services and 
walking and cycling facilities are not comparable to a busy urban area.  

10. CONDITIONS  
10.1 Should the commissioners be of a mind to grant consent the following 

aspects related to transport, are considered appropriate to be conditioned. 

(a) A consultative design process with WBoPDC, that includes speed 
management infrastructure and intersection design on Pukehina 
Beach Road, the development road shared space, and a 
pedestrian refuge on Pukehina Beach Road (if achievable); 

(b) That the design demonstrates “Safe System” design, to manage 
collision forces;  

(c) Appointment of an independent Road Safety Auditor, approved 
by Council, with experience in shared space and safe system 
design; 

(d) Road Safety audit covering the internal road layout and any work 
on Pukehina Beach Road, to be undertaken prior to submission 
of the plans for Council approval and post construction.   
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11. CONCLUSION 

11.1 From a transportation perspective, I consider that the application can 

be supported with no more than minor effects (and in many instances 

the effects will be less than minor) on the surrounding road network, 

with appropriate conditions of consent. 

 

 
Ann Fosberry 
14 June 2019 
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Annexure A – NZTA email 
 

From: Rodney Albertyn <Rodney.Albertyn@nzta.govt.nz>  
Sent: Monday, 25 February 2019 10:48 AM 
To: Luke Balchin <Luke.Balchin@aurecongroup.com>; 
consentsadmin@westernbay.govt.nz 
Cc: Aaron Collier <Aaron.Collier@aurecongroup.com>; Ann Fosberry 
<Ann.Fosberry@aurecongroup.com> 
Subject: RE: NZTA Submission, Pukehina Eco Village, Application Ref: RC11154S 
 
Good Morning Luke, 
 
Thank you for providing this additional information.  
 
Having reviewed the attached memo, the NZ Transport Agency does not have any 
concerns regarding the capacity of the Pukehina Beach Road / SH2 intersection. The 
data indicates that the intersection will be able to accommodate the additional traffic 
without compromising network efficiency. The NZ Transport Agency does not have 
any further comments to make with respect to its submission. The submission is 
neutral and we will not be presenting at the hearing.  
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
Rodney Albertyn / Senior Planner 
System Design and Delivery – Consents and Approvals   
DDI 07 928 7918 M 027 597 87 48  
E Rodney.Albertyn@nzta.govt.nz / W nzta.govt.nz 
 
Tauranga Office / Level 3, Harrington House  
32 Harington Street, PO Box 13-055, Tauranga 3141, New Zealand 
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	(f) Officers report.


	4. New intersection of Development Road with Pukehina Beach Road
	4.1 The proposed intersection is intentionally located within the existing 50km/h urban speed limit, for the following reasons:
	(a) Reinforces the urban environment and provides visual cues that a lower speed is appropriate, which in turn improves safety;
	(b) Provides pedestrian access to the wetland walkway system that is close to the existing residential area and camp ground expanding the local recreational facilities;
	(c) Provides an opportunity to reinforce the reduction in speed from open road (100km/h) to 50km/h and to reduce the tendency for those leaving Pukehina Beach to accelerate prior to the speed limit change.

	4.2 The intersection will be designed in accordance with Austroads and WBoPDC design standards should consent be granted and will require WBoPDC approval prior to construction. Council has specifically requested kerb and channel and streetlighting.  T...
	4.3 Council have also recommended a raised table at the intersection to provide a “Safe System” design, to reduce speeds.    A raised table at the intersection was discussed at a meeting between Aurecon and Council representatives on 11 March 2019.  A...
	4.4 The current 50/100 signs are not in the correct location according to the Speed Limit Bylaw.
	4.5 To assist with improving compliance with the posted 50km/h speed limit, and to calm traffic entering and leaving Pukehina Beach, the applicant is prepared to provide an appropriately designed rural speed threshold treatment at the legally complian...
	4.6 With the speed management measures above, vehicle speeds through the intersection will be significantly reduced.  Assuming vegetation is removed back to the road boundary, I have measured an available sight distance to the north of 119m.   Westlin...
	4.7 The new intersection with Pukehina Beach Road and the development will include a throat island on the development road approach to Pukehina Beach Road which prevents entering and exiting vehicles cutting the corner and reduces speed of turning tra...
	4.8 The amount of traffic likely to be right turning from Pukehina Beach Road into the development road does not, in my opinion, necessitate a right turn bay.  Some additional widening will be appropriate opposite the development road, similar to that...
	4.9 If the development is predominantly full time residential, right turn entering movements will be minimal.  In holiday periods or if the dwellings are predominantly holiday accommodation people will generally walk to and from the beach.  Considerat...
	4.10 The applicant is willing however, to accommodate a right turn bay in the intersection design.
	4.11 The intersection will be priority controlled on the development road approach. Whether the control is Stop or Give Way, will be determined at design stage should consent be granted.
	4.12 A localised lift of 200mm is required on Pukehina Beach Road, north of the new intersection for stormwater purposes and should consent be granted, the intersection design will include a speed attenuating platform as part of the overall regrading,...
	4.13 Council has advised me that there is currently no proposal to alter the 100km/h speed limit on Pukehina Beach Road.
	4.14 The recommendation within the ITA that Council consider a speed limit reduction relates to the available information in MegaMaps that highlights roads in New Zealand where crash savings can be made with a reduction in speed. It was not specifical...

	5. Traffic Generation/Pukehina Beach Road SH 2 intersection
	5.1 The data used to assess the likely traffic generation is from “Trips and parking related to land use November 2011 - NZ Transport Agency Research Report 453”.
	5.2 The daily and hourly peak generation factors used are for urban residential areas (10.7 vpd and 1.3vph respectively).  The number of lots used to assess the traffic generation was 150, which is 13 more than proposed.
	5.3 Traffic count data collected for another client, for Omanawa Road, shows that a rural community located just over 20 minutes from the Tauranga CBD, generates 5 trips per household.  The Omanawa residents do not have any local services, unlike Puke...
	5.4 Based on the above, I consider that the traffic generation data is conservative and that the actual amount of traffic generated from the development could be in the order of half of that used in the assessment.
	5.5 When people live out of town, journeys tend to be planned and combined with other necessary trips.
	5.6 Day to day holiday traffic is not expected to be higher than everyday residential traffic because people are on holiday and not making day to day work trips, school and sport related journeys.
	5.7 The traffic generation figures assumed that the new development was 100% occupied by permanent, non-retired residents.  This data was used to input to a traffic model to assess the impact of the additional traffic on the operation of the intersect...
	5.8 The NZ Transport Agency requested further information on the likely impacts on the SH 2 Pukehina Beach Road intersection during a holiday period.
	5.9 Further modelling was undertaken, increasing the flows to replicate holiday traffic, the results of which have been forwarded to the NZ Transport Agency which has satisfied their concerns.  A copy of their response is attached as Annexure A.
	5.10 The NZ Transport Agency does not require any changes to the intersection of SH 2 and Pukehina Beach Road as a result of the traffic that will be generated by the proposed development.

	6. Safety
	6.1 No safety issues have been raised by the NZ Transport Agency at the intersection of SH 2 and Pukehina Beach Road as a result of the proposed development.
	6.2 The proposed measures discussed in section 4 above, will address any safety issues related to speeds in excess of the posted urban speed limit of 50km/h in the vicinity of the proposed intersection.
	6.3 In my experience, from police enforcement data, those exceeding the 50km/h speed limit and not driving to the conditions, thus increasing the risk and severity of a crash, are most likely those that live or holiday at Pukehina Beach.
	6.4 Council has raised some concerns relating to measures to maintain a safe shared use environment within the development and these are discussed in section 7 following.

	7. Development Road shared space concept
	7.1 The internal shared use space is to be low speed and encourage users to maintain an overall safe environment.  Measures to be included are:
	(a) Raised islands with kerbing, planted to add some additional height, with a narrow path between the islands that will constrict vehicle traffic to one way.  These are to be located throughout the development, the number, design features and locatio...
	(b) Island planting within sight lines are to be no higher than 300mm, to ensure that they do not create a visibility/sight distance issue.  A height limit of 800mm was proposed but this has been reduced due to Westlink concerns around vegetation cont...
	(c) Intersections to be designed with “Safe System” raised platforms to maintain low speed;
	(d) A shared space carriageway that meanders within the road reserve with road side parking bays creating side friction;
	(e) Road side berm at a 3% grade and swale drains with side lope of 1 in 6, a grade that can safely be walked on if necessary for pedestrians or cyclists to move off the shared space;
	(f) Road marking and textured strips to reinforce the low speed environment;
	(g) Vertical speed attenuation devices such as speed tables can be provided at regular intervals if deemed necessary;
	(h) Those that live there will self-police and will be aware of the conditions and the environment prior to committing to live in the community;
	(i) A CCTV camera could be provided to assist with community security and user behaviours. (A CCTV camera funded by the Pukehina Beach Ratepayers Association (PBRA) is located outside the camp ground.)
	(j) Consideration by Council to set an appropriately lower speed limit via the Bylaw if they so wish. Council has raised concerns about the ability to enforce a lower speed limit if it is not legally imposed.

	7.2 It is not expected that there will be a high demand for parking on street although parking has been provided.  Lots sizes are large with the ability to accommodate more than the required 2 spaces per dwelling, on site.
	7.3 Several guidelines and standards are available to inform the detailed design which include, but are not limited to:
	(a) SNZ HB 44:2001 - Subdivision for people and the environment.  This handbook provides guidelines for alternative design in land development and subdivision in New Zealand and is based on the design components used in eco-villages and co-housing dev...
	(b) Shared Space in Urban Environments - Guidance Note (July 2012 – Flow Transportation Specialists);
	(c) Waitakere Ranges Foothills Design Guide – Auckland Council June 2014);
	(d) Austroads guidelines and research reports;
	(e) NZTA Speed Management Guide.

	7.4 The internal road concept servicing the lots is one that is not considered under Council minimum standards. That does not mean that what is proposed is not fit for purpose.  There is nothing in the Council minimum standards that relates to the sha...
	7.5 The Council minimum road corridor is 17m, with an 8m carriageway, servicing up to 200 lots.  This applies to a traditional streetscape, and in my opinion is not applicable to the proposed shared space.
	7.6 A wider carriageway encourages higher speeds as does removing. pedestrians and cyclist from the shared space.  Referencing the NZ Shared Space in Urban Environments - Guidance Note (July 2012 – Flow Transportation Specialists):
	(a) In the UK, an operating speed of no more than 32 km/hr has been identified as a requirement for the successful operation of a shared space;
	(b) Ideally vehicle speeds will be below 24 km/hr for the most sharing to occur;
	(c) Guidance indicates that straight stretches of road should be avoided;
	(d) Reduction in speed can be achieved through tools such as visual narrowing (for example paving types), place making and edge friction (for example the presence of people);
	(e) Most practitioners in the UK recommend a width of around 5.5 m (preferable) to 6 m for two-way traffic in shared spaces;
	(f) It is recommended that the geometry of the street be tightened as much as possible through the placing of street furniture and landscaping;
	(g) Edge friction is identified as important in achieving a reduction in vehicle speeds. Edge friction is defined as anything which increases task difficulty and results in drivers reducing their speed to compensate for this.

	7.7 It is the above aspects that have been incorporated into the concept, with narrowing, horizontal alignment, planting, parking and space sharing.  It is noted that the above guidance notes recommend a width no greater than 6m.  The proposed develop...
	7.8 Appropriate signs will also be provided such as the NZTA Approved Shared Zone Sign and advisory speed signs.
	7.9 The shared space does not require a separate footpath.  Berm area is available should vulnerable road users need to move aside at any point in time.  If considered necessary, the berm adjacent to the shared space can be reinforced to provide a dur...
	7.10 A 17m road reserve can be accommodated if required.  An 8m carriageway is not recommended as it does not support a low speed shared environment.  The guidance document referenced, recommends a shared space width no greater than 6m and preferably ...

	8. Submitters Concerns
	8.1 The following paragraphs address submitter concerns not already covered above.
	8.2 I am aware of Women on Wheels and my understanding is that the rides in the area occur outside of peak commuter flows.
	8.3 No cyclists were recorded in the traffic count undertaken at the intersection of SH 2 and Pukehina Beach Road.  This does not mean that there aren’t any cyclists, but that there weren’t any when the count was conducted.
	8.4 I understand from the PBRA 2018 newsletter, that they are progressing a plan for a walkway/cycle way around the estuary and that the committee will be progressing the project, to establish the viability and consideration of options available.
	8.5 The PBRA plan to install an estuary walking and cycling route creates the opportunity to physically link the PBRA proposal to the wetlands recreational component of the proposed development, along the existing stop bank.
	8.6 Submitters have raised concerns about the increased traffic at the intersection of SH 2 and Pukehina Beach Road and requested a longer left turn slip lane entry and a left turn acceleration lane towards Whakatane.
	8.7 Without SH 2 bridge widening, a longer left turn slip lane into Pukehina Beach Road is not physically possible.
	8.8 Visibility distances towards Tauranga (to the right when existing Pukehina Beach Road) are not restricted.  Drivers heading to Whakatane have ability to choose a safe and appropriate gap, when tuning left.  Significant earthworks would be required...
	8.9 The NZ Transport Agency have not raised any concerns with either of these movements.  No works are proposed to be undertaken at the SH 2 intersection with Pukehina Beach Road.
	8.10 Submitters suggest that Pukehina Beach is too far to travel for Tauranga or Whakatane employed people to make their residential home.
	8.11  Pukehina Parade is 25 minutes from Bayfair and 42 minutes to Whakatane CBD.  These are not unreasonable travel times for those who wish to live outside of town and are comparable to travel times between the Tauranga CBD from places such as Katik...
	8.12 Some submissions oppose the internal roading standard.
	8.13 Although quite different from anything within the current WBoPDC development code of practice, shared spaces are gaining popularity in towns and cities.  The key is to make sure that they are designed appropriately to achieve the desired, safe, l...
	8.14 Should consent be granted, the design details of the proposal will be discussed in detail and agreed with Council and will be a combination of the measures discussed above.
	8.15 It is important for submitters, the developer and council that the proposed design be road safety audited by independent auditors prior to finalising the plans and submitting to Council for approval.  The road safety auditors selected for this pr...

	9. Officers report
	9.1 The following paragraphs address items in the officer’s report not already addressed above.
	9.2 The stormwater engineer has advised me that the swales are not designed to hold water and that the water level in the swale, during a 5-year storm event will be below the pavement subgrade. There is little risk of water ingressing the pavement and...
	Design drawings
	9.3 It is suggested that the design should be to pre-construction standard for consent.  This is not a reasonable request at this stage of the project.  I consider that enough information has been provided and suitable reference and guidance documents...
	Pukehina Beach Road widening
	9.4 Councils development code provides a table of rural road widths (section 4: Design standards – Table 2) that are considered appropriate for various traffic volumes.  The RAMM data AADT is 1200 vehicles per day.  The August 2018 count data collecte...
	9.5 Currently referencing either the RAMM data or the assumption from the actual count data, the AADT ranges between 1200 to 1800 vehicles per day. For traffic volumes between 1001 and 2500, the carriageway width recommended in the Development Code is...
	9.6 Based on the RAMM data width of 6.2m to 7.7m, Pukehina Beach Road does not currently meet the Development Code.  North of the site, at a location where the seal width is consistent, I have measured the seal width at 8.75m, which does not match the...
	9.7 Pukehina Beach Road has non-recoverable drainage channels both sides of the road and concrete service poles.  In addition, temporary fencing using steel waratahs is visible close to the carriageway. These features are road side hazards.  The risk ...
	Pedestrians crossing Pukehina Parade
	9.8 Pedestrians currently cross Pukehina Parade, which has a low traffic volume, to access the beach.  Pedestrians inherently take the shortest route.  Providing specific crossing facilities on Pukehina Parade may be ineffectual as human behaviour is ...
	9.9 Pedestrian refuges do improve pedestrian safety when crossing the road, when they are used, as users cross one lane of traffic at a time.
	9.10 Reviewing the location of the beach access closest to where the internal development pedestrian route accesses Pukehina Parade, there is potential for a pedestrian refuge to be located on a pedestrian desire line.  The applicant is willing to con...
	Vehicle tracking paths
	9.11 Vehicle tracking has been raised in the officer’s report. Given the development proposal and layout, there are no constraints that would prevent provision of adequate vehicle tracking at the detailed design stage.
	Walking, cycling, public transport
	9.12 Walking cycling and public transport is covered in the ITA.  Council has a cycleway programme.  Cycle facilities to Pukehina are not on the priority list on Council’s website.  In the above section on submitters concerns we have discussed the pot...
	9.13 There is a public transport service as discussed in the ITA.  The service is daily.  An increase in population in Pukehina Beach will increase the demand, which may result in further services being provided by the Regional Council.  This however ...
	9.14 I acknowledge that as a beach community, public transport services and walking and cycling facilities are not comparable to a busy urban area.

	10. CONDITIONS
	10.1 Should the commissioners be of a mind to grant consent the following aspects related to transport, are considered appropriate to be conditioned.
	(a) A consultative design process with WBoPDC, that includes speed management infrastructure and intersection design on Pukehina Beach Road, the development road shared space, and a pedestrian refuge on Pukehina Beach Road (if achievable);
	(b) That the design demonstrates “Safe System” design, to manage collision forces;
	(c) Appointment of an independent Road Safety Auditor, approved by Council, with experience in shared space and safe system design;
	(d) Road Safety audit covering the internal road layout and any work on Pukehina Beach Road, to be undertaken prior to submission of the plans for Council approval and post construction.


	11. conclusion
	11.1 From a transportation perspective, I consider that the application can be supported with no more than minor effects (and in many instances the effects will be less than minor) on the surrounding road network, with appropriate conditions of consent.

	From: Rodney Albertyn <Rodney.Albertyn@nzta.govt.nz>  Sent: Monday, 25 February 2019 10:48 AM To: Luke Balchin <Luke.Balchin@aurecongroup.com>; consentsadmin@westernbay.govt.nz Cc: Aaron Collier <Aaron.Collier@aurecongroup.com>; Ann Fosberry <Ann.Fosb...

