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INTRODUCTION 

Qualifications and Experience 

1. My name is Judith Victoria Makinson. 

2. I am a Director at CKL (NZ) Ltd, specialising in transportation engineering 

and hold a Bachelor's degree in civil engineering and a Master’s degree in 

transportation engineering and planning from the University of Salford (UK). 

I am a Chartered Professional Engineer and am a Chartered Member of 

Engineering New Zealand.  I am also a Chartered Engineer in the United 

Kingdom and a Member of the Institution of Civil Engineers.  I have over 25 

years' international experience working as a transportation engineer in both 

New Zealand and the United Kingdom with Arup, WSP Group, Gifford, TDG, 

Stantec and CKL. 

3. I have undertaken Integrated Transportation Assessments (“ITAs”) for major 

developments such as for 180ha of industrial land at Southern Gateway in 

Auckland and 450 residential dwellings at Northview in Hamilton. I have 

experience in assessing the traffic and transportation effects of rezoning 

land through plan change processes, including acting for South Waikato 

District Council in relation to rezoning 40ha of rural land to industrial in 

Putāruru. 

4. I am qualified as an Independent Hearing Commissioner and in this role, I 

have experience of considering the effects of major infrastructure projects 

through notice of requirement processes, rezoning of land as well as 

individual resource consent applications. These include the Te Ahu a Turangi 

Manawatū Gorge Road replacement, Te Pūtahi Ladies Mile rezoning and the 

Kiwirail Regional Freight Hub at Bunnythorpe. 

Code of Conduct  

5. While this is not an Environment Court hearing I have read and agree to 

comply with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment 
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Court Practice Note 2023.  This evidence is within my area of expertise, 

except where I state that I am relying on material produced by another 

person.  I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express.  I understand it is my 

duty to assist the hearing committee impartially on relevant matters within 

my area of expertise and that I am not an advocate for the party which has 

engaged me. 

Project Involvement 

6. I supervised the preparation of the ITA report dated 5 April 2023 for the 

proposed Plan Change. This included an assessment of the traffic matters 

associated with future subdivision of the land to enable 66 rural residential 

lots.  

7. I have also read the s42A Report dated 3 October 2025, paying particular 

attention to paragraphs 8.22 to 8.26 relating to traffic matters.  

8. I have visited the site and the wider area on several occasions and most 

recently on 4th October 2025.  Weather conditions were generally wet. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

9. My evidence that follows is structured to present: 

(a) An overview of the ITA and a summary of its key findings, including 

an update of traffic volume and crash data; 

(b) My response to matters raised in the Section 42A report; and 

(c) My response to submissions relating to transport matters. 

ITA SUMMARY AND UPDATE 

10. The site at 1861 Ongaroto Road (State Highway 30 (“SH30”)), Whakamaru, 

is located within the South Waikato District and is currently zoned Rural 

under the Operative South Waikato District Plan. The Plan Change seeks to 
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rezone the site to Rural-Residential to enable a future subdivision of 

approximately 66 lots, each anticipated to accommodate a single dwelling.  

11. The site adjoins Lake Whakamaru and has road frontage to SH30. It is within 

cycling distance of the Whakamaru commercial area via the Waikato River 

Trail, which runs along the western boundary of the site. 

12. Along the site frontage, SH30 is a two-lane two-way rural road with a 

carriageway width of approximately 7m and unsealed shoulders of 

approximately 2m. The posted speed limit is 100 km/h.  

13. At the time of writing the ITA, a review of the NZTA Crash Analysis System 

(“CAS”) database showed two non-injury crashes had occurred within 200m 

of the site frontage within the 5-year period prior to completion of the ITA.  

Both crashes were non-injury single vehicle incidents resulting from 

swerving to avoid an animal on the road and drink-driving.  I have revisited 

the search of the CAS database that was described at Section 3.3 of the ITA. 

No new crashes have been reported since the two that are described in the 

ITA.   

14. The NZTA Megamaps collective road safety risk is low-medium, whilst the 

personal risk rating is medium-high.  The collective road safety risk rating is 

the likelihood of a crash occurring.  The personal road safety risk rating is 

the likelihood that if an event occurs, it will involve a given individual.  On 

roads where there are low traffic volumes, it is not unusual to see higher 

personal risk ratings than collective risk ratings as statistically, the sample 

size is reduced and therefore the likelihood of any given individual being 

involved in an event is higher.  In my opinion, the key matter to consider is 

collective risk, i.e. the risk of a crash happening at all.  In my opinion, the 

low-medium collective risk rating and observed crash records along the site 

frontage are reasonably well aligned and do not indicate any particular road 

safety risk in the vicinity of the site.   

15. I have reviewed data from four NZTA count sites in and around Whakamaru 

on SH30 and SH32 to assess the level of change in traffic volumes and 
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whether the ITA is reflective of current conditions.  The location of these 

sites and their reference numbers are shown on Figure 1 in Appendix 1. They 

are: 

(a) ID: 03000074, Whakamaru Telemetry Site 103; 

(b) ID: 03000084, 90m before State Highway 32 (Whakamaru); 

(c) ID: 03200028, 230m before Whakamaru Dam; and 

(d) ID: 03000095, Outside Lake Whakamaru Christian Camp. 

16. The annual average daily traffic volumes (“AADT”) at these sites reported by 

NZTA for 2023 or 20241 and their growth rates since 2020 are as shown in 

Table 1. 

Table 1: AADT and Growth Rates 

Count Site ID AADT (vpd) Annual Growth Rate (%) 

03000074 1,230 5.9 

03000084 2,483 1.7 

03200028 1,945 8.0 

03000095 482 0.2 

17. Site 03000095 was referenced in the ITA. The ITA described what was then 

the most recently counted week in the system (November 2022) and 

reported a daily volume of 862vpd, and a peak hour volume of 118vph.  This 

site was used as being most representative of traffic flows at the site as 

there would be little to no network leakage expected due to there being no 

side roads between the count location and the subject site. 

18. In Table 2, I summarise data from all the weekly counts NZTA has 

undertaken at this site since November 2022. 

 
1 Site ID: 0300074 has published AADT for 2024, the other three sites have counts up to 2023 only. 
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Table 2: Site 03000095 Traffic Counts 

Count Start Date Seven Day Average 

Volume (vpd) 

Maximum Daily 

Volume (vpd) 

Maximum Hourly 

Volume (vph) 

11 FEB 2023 481 700 88 

10 JUN 2023 387 495 63 

02 SEP 2023 451 538 75 

08 DEC 2023 570 654 98 

19 MAR 2024 591 776 77 

21 JUN 2024 470 634 70 

31 JAN 2025 604 709 79 

04 APR 2025 841 1,079 110 

12 JUL 2025 445 537 57 

19. The maximum daily volumes recorded during these weeks range from 

495vpd to 1,079vpd, with the peak hour volume ranging from 57vph to 

110vph.  The access assessment in Section 8 of the ITA used a peak hour 

volume of 118vph, which is higher than any subsequent recorded count.  No 

further sensitivity testing is required and the assessment in the ITA remains 

robust. 

20. Based on ‘NZTA Research Report 453: Trips and Parking Related to Land Use’ 

(“RR453”) rural residential trip rates of 1.1 trips /household in the peak hour 

and 8.5 trips / household per day, a future subdivision of 66 lots is expected 

to generate approximately 560vpd, including 73vph during the peak hours 

of the day.  

21. The carrying capacity of a single traffic lane is typically between 1,200vph – 

1,800vph SH30 has adequate spare capacity to accommodate these 

volumes.  Combining the existing hourly traffic volume of 118vph as used in 

the ITA with the expected future traffic generation of the plan change would 
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result in some 191vph on SH30.  This is significantly lower than the capacity 

of the road. 

22. The existing site access is located on the inside of a horizontal curve with 

suboptimal visibility to the south and is opposite a forestry access road. The 

available visibility is some 300m to the north but only 160m to the south.  

This is below the required 300m visibility in a 100km/hr speed limit as 

required in Table 8.1 of the NZTA ‘Access onto State Highway from private 

property (September 2025)’ (“NZTA Access Guide”).  This visibility 

requirements in the NZTA document are based on those in the ‘Austroads 

Guide to Road Design Part 4A: Unsignalised and Signalised Intersections’ 

(“Austroads 4A”) Table 3.2 ‘Safe intersection sight distance (“SISD”) and 

corresponding minimum crest curve size for sealed roads’.  I note that the 

NZTA Access Guide bases their required visibility off a 2.5s reaction time 

leading to a 300m sight distance requirement, whereas Austroads 4A uses a 

2s reaction time as the general minimum.  At a 2s reaction time, the 

required visibility is 285m.  The District Plan Rule TRAN-R5(4) Table 6 

requirements generally align with this, requiring 282m visibility. The 

proposed new site access intersection is located some 350m south of the 

existing access and provides 285m visibility to the south and 300m visibility 

to the north. The proposed site access is compliant with the Austroads 4A 

standard and I consider that compliance with this standard is appropriate.  I 

also consider that relocating the site access improves access to the Domain 

for existing users by increasing visibility compared to the existing site access. 

23. Assessment against ‘Austroads Guide to Traffic Management Part 6: 

Intersections, Interchanges and Crossings’ (“Austroads 6”) warrants confirm 

that a right turn bay is not required based on current traffic volumes, but 

that it is likely to be required a few years after the development is 

completed. This will be due to a combination of development traffic and 

background traffic growth.  A right turn bay, or Diagram E seal widening as 

required by NZTA in their submission, is therefore recommended to improve 

safety and visibility compared to the existing site access location.  The final 
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form of this intersection and timing of provision are matters that can be 

confirmed as part of subsequent subdivision consent applications.  

24. I also note that District Plan Rule TRAN-R5(4) Table 6 requires 200m 

separation between accesses and intersections on state highways. The new 

site access intersection is over 300m from the nearest vehicle crossing and 

complies with this rule.  At the time the ITA was completed, the NTZA 

Planning Policy Manual (“PPM”) required the same separation distance.  The 

newly issued NZTA Access Guide Table 8.2 ‘Desirable spacing to 

intersections’ now recommends 610m as the desirable spacing between an 

access and an intersection.  This recommendation is based on keeping an 

accessway clear of the section of road where motorists would be braking or 

accelerating at the intersection.  In this instance, the intersection is the new 

feature on SH30, and the accessway adjacent is existing.  In general, I 

consider that the recommendations are overly onerous in this situation 

when considering the volume of traffic on SH30, the visibility constraints 

along the site frontage and the intermittent use of the adjacent vehicle 

crossing.  It is my opinion that the proposed site access intersection is 

appropriately located to provide suitable visibility, that the right turn bay or 

Diagram E seal widening provides additional safety for road users and that 

the now non-compliant separation to the adjacent vehicle crossing is likely 

to have a negligible effect on road safety or capacity.  The proposed new 

access representers an improvement over existing conditions for those 

wishing to visit the Domain. 

25. The internal road network will be publicly vested and designed in 

accordance with the Waikato Regional Infrastructure Technical 

Specifications (“RITS”) and District Plan standards. A zone provision is 

recommended to require all new lots to take access from the internal road 

network, with no future lots taking access directly from SH30. 

26. Parking requirements of District Plan Rule TRAN-R5(1) are expected to be 

met. The proposed lots have a minimum size of 2,500 m² which is adequate 

to meet likely future demands on site. I also consider that the requirements 
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of Rule TRAN-R5(3) Vehicle Manoeuvring and Rule TRAN-R5(4) Access, can 

be met and compliance with these rules can be confirmed as part of 

subsequent subdivision consents. 

27. I have reviewed the relevant transportation objective and policies from the 

District Plan as per Table 3:  

Table 3: Objectives and Policies Assessment 

Ref Objective Comment Alignment 

TRAN-03 To ensure safe and efficient 
land use, subdivision and 
development, well-integrated 
with the functions of different 
roads, and which is designed to 
provide for appropriate 
alternative transport modes 
(particularly walking and 
cycling). 

The site is within cycling 
distance of a commercial 
area via the off-road 
Waikato River cycle trail 
that reduces reliance on 
private vehicle modes and 
supports residential zoning 
of the site.   

Aligns 

TRAN-04 To ensure that an integrated, 
efficient, safe and sustainable 
transportation network is 
maintained and enhanced to 
support the social and 
economic wellbeing of people 
and communities in the 
District including provision for 
active transport and physical 
activity options. 

The site is located within 
cycling distance of a 
commercial area which 
reduces reliance on private 
vehicles for the future 
residents. The number of 
traffic movements expected 
to be generated is not large, 
with even fewer heavy 
vehicles.  There is unlikely to 
be a notable increase in 
maintenance requirements 
of the road network.   

Aligns 

TRAN-05 To provide for the 
sustainable, secure and 
efficient use 
and development of 
infrastructure within the 
District, while seeking to 
avoid, remedy or mitigate 
adverse effects on the 
environment recognising the 
technical, locational and 
operational requirements 
and constraints of the 
infrastructure concerned. 

The proposed onsite roads 
are appropriate to the 
activity enable by the 
rezoning whilst supporting 
ongoing access to the 
Domain.  Effects on the local 
road network are minimal 
as the site is accessed from 
the state highway network.  
The proposed site access 
intersection minimises 
traffic effects for the 
proposed zoning  and 
provides an improvement 
over existing conditions for 
drivers accessing the 
Domain. 

Aligns 

TRAN-06 To provide for the important 
strategic transport networks, 

The proposed site access 
protects the ongoing 

Alignment 
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in the District and safeguard 
them from the reverse 
sensitivity effects of 
inappropriate subdivision, 
use and development. 

operation of SH30.  Plan 
provisions will ensure that 
no direct property access is 
allowed to SH30, protecting 
the strategic nature of this 
road. 

Ref Policy Comment Alignment 

TRAN-P6 Protect the safety and 
efficiency of the land transport 
network from the adverse 
effects of inappropriate noise-
sensitive activities located 
close to State Highways and 
designated rail corridors. 

A noise bund is proposed 
along the site frontage 
between the site and SH30. 
A noise expert can confirm 
but it is expected that this 
bund would align with this 
policy.  

Alignment 
expected 

TRAN-P7 Ensure vehicle access onto the 
transportation network does 
not adversely affect to a more 
than minor extent the safety, 
efficiency operation and 
maintenance of these roads 
and other road users. 

The surrounding road 
network is considered to 
readily accommodate the 
traffic associated with the 
site.   

Aligns 

TRAN-P9 Establish networks of parks 
and walkways along the urban 
streams to provide linkage 
between neighbourhoods. 

The Waikato River Trail 
already exists adjacent to 
the site providing a linkage 
along the waterway. Public 
access will be maintained 
through the site to the River 
Trail 

Aligns 

TRAN-
P10 

Development should be 
located, designed and 
managed to minimise the need 
to travel, minimise conflict to 
and across arterial routes, and 
provide appropriate access. 

The Whakamaru 
commercial area is located 
within 3km of the site and 
the proposed Plan Change 
enables additional 
commercial development to 
support future residents. 
Only one access is proposed 
from the site to SH30.   

Aligns 

28. In terms of other relevant District Plan Rules, Rule TRAN-R6(1) addresses 

vehicle access to state highways and also the permitted level of traffic 

generation.  The effect of non-compliance of the proposed plan change with 

these rules has been assessed through the ITA and updated data I have 

included within my evidence.  I remain of the opinion that the effects of non-

compliance with this rule are mitigated by the proposed access intersection 

and controls on direct property access to SH30. 
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29. Construction traffic effects will be temporary and are expected to be 

appropriately managed through a Construction Traffic Management Plan 

(“CTMP”) to be submitted with future subdivision consents. 

30. Consultation was undertaken with NZTA during the preparation of the ITA. 

Their feedback confirmed that safe and efficient access can be achieved in 

principle. In its submission, NZTA has identified that the preferred access 

solution is a a Diagram E type access involving seal widening.   

31. Overall, it is my opinion that the traffic and transportation effects of the 

proposed Plan Change are less than minor. The proposed rezoning and 

future subdivision are consistent with the transportation objectives and 

policies of the District Plan2, and there are no transportation reasons why 

the Plan Change should be declined. 

SECTION 42A REPORT 

32. I have read the s42A Report dated 3 October 2025 prepared by Ms Putt on 

behalf of Council, paying particular regard to paragraphs 7.25 to 7.27 and 

8.22 to 8.26, and to the Technical Assessment (Appendix A) prepared by Mr 

Pascoe. 

33. I note that Ms Putt agrees with my assessment of the relevant 

transportation objective and policies as supporting the plan change.  I also 

note that Mr Pascoe and Ms Putt conclude that a relocated site access 

supports the proposed plan change area and that the Lake Whakamaru 

Development Area Plan (“DAP”) should be amended to show this.  I agree 

that the DAP should show the location of the access, but in my opinion, the 

form of the access is a design matter and should be considered as part of 

subsequent subdivision consent applications.  This ensures that the most 

appropriate form of access at the time development occurs can be provided.   

I also consider that the associated plan provisions should reflect the need 

for the roads and intersections associated with development of the site to 

 
2 CKL ITA Section 11.1 
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be in general accordance with the DAP, but that a degree of flexibility is 

included to allow for good future design outcomes.  In my opinion, allowing 

flexibility of 20m either side of the centre line of the new access road 

intersection with SH30, and 20m flexibility around the centre line of on-site 

roads as included within the DAP provide that balance of certainty and 

future design flexibility. 

34. I note that requiring all lot access to be from local roads and not direct form 

SH30 has not been included as a proposed plan provision listed in paragraph 

10.2.  I recommend that this be included as discussed earlier in my evidence. 

 

SUBMISSIONS 

35. A number of matters have been raised in submissions which relate to traffic 

effects and road safety.  I have grouped the submissions by topic and will 

address each topic in turn as follows: 

(a) Inaccuracy of traffic data in the ITA; 

(b) Effects on the wider road network; 

(c) Lack of consideration of fatal crashes in the safety assessment;  

(d) Safe site access; 

(e) Lack of public transport provision at the site; 

(f) Boat ramp parking effects; 

(g) Boat ramp access effects;  

(h) Construction traffic effects; and 

(i) General unspecified traffic and road safety effect concerns. 

36. I also note that NZTA (Submission 1) has submitted in support of the 

proposed plan change, albeit it with some specific information requests. I 

will address this submission separately, along with that from Raukawa 
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(Submission 43).  My separate consideration of these submissions does not 

infer any additional importance or weight.  

Accuracy of Traffic Data (Submissions 7, 17, 50, 51, 57, 61, 77, 89, and 93) 

37. I have reviewed the traffic data used in the ITA as set out earlier in my EIC.  

I conclude that the ITA assessment of SH30 traffic volumes of 118vph is 

higher than more rennet traffic volumes and that the growth rate of 3% per 

annum used in the ITA to assess the need for a right turn bay at the site 

access exceeds recent observed traffic growth on SH30. As such, I remain of 

the opinion that the assessment of traffic effects of the proposed plan 

change is appropriate, that the effects on the capacity and safety on SH30  

are likely to be less than minor and that the proposed site access including 

a right turn bay is appropriate. 

Effects on the Wider Road Network and Seasonal Variation (Submission 3, 15, 77) 

38. Telemetry site 03000074 records traffic year-round. Figure 2 in Appendix 1 

shows recorded daily volumes at this site through the period September 

2024 to August 2025 (organised on the graph as a calendar year).  During 

this period, daily volumes ranged from 534vpd (in mid-July) to 1,942vpd (in 

late November). The average was 1,178vpd. This data indicates that on a 

peak day of the year, traffic volumes reach around 1.65 times the average. 

Applying this factor to the busiest site (Site ID: 03000084 with 2,483vpd) 

listed in Table 1 gives an estimated peak day volume of approximately 

4,100vpd.  

39. Two-lane two-way rural highways typically carry 18,000vpd – 20,000vpd 

before reaching capacity. The existing network is therefore operating well 

within its theoretical capacity and will continue to do so with the Plan 

Change traffic generation (approximate 560vpd, spread across the 

network). 

40. On this basis, it is my opinion that the adjacent road network has adequate 

spare capacity to accommodate the Plan Change traffic, including seasonal 
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peaks and background growth.  The inclusion of a right turn bay at the 

proposed site access also accounts for seasonal variation. 

Road Safety (Submissions 2, 3, 7, 15, 17, 50, 51, 57, 61, 77, 89 and 93) 

41. A number of submitters raise road safety concerns in relation to SH30, 

making particular reference to a recent fatality which is not included in the 

ITA, as well as commenting on the accuracy of the ITA.    

42. When considering road safety, the main area of focus is typically in relation 

to the point of access to a new area of development, with an area of at least 

50m, and up to the SISD around this point reflecting the typical zone of 

influence or effect.  The study period is also typically 5-years of historical 

data.  I have updated my search of the CAS database to include these 

parameters as presented earlier in my evidence and found no additional 

crashes have occurred in that study area or timeframe. 

43. For completeness, I have also expanded the search area as shown in Figure 

3 in Appendix 1.  This wider view covers an area approximately 5km to the 

northwest and 8km to the east of the site.  Two fatal crashes were reported 

in that area in the past 5 years as follows: 

(a) Single vehicle loss of control on a bend involving a motorcycle in a 

mass rally (around 200 vehicles) reported in 2024 (10km east of site); 

(b) Single vehicle loss of control on a bend resulting in a four-car incident 

(4km northeast of site) reported in 2023 on SH32.  

44. Three serious injury crashes are also included in the database: 

(a) Single vehicle loss of control reported in 2022 as part of a funeral 

convoy, where the car drifted off the road on SH32 (3.5km from site); 

(b) Single vehicle loss of control on SH30 reported in 2022 (800m from 

site); and 
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(c) Single vehicle quad bike crash on the campground with injuries 

occurring due to no protective gear being worn (reported 2025). 

45. Single vehicle loss of control crashes are typically caused by either excessive 

speed or driver impairment due to a medical event, tiredness, loss of 

attention to the driving task, alcohol or drugs.  The crash reports for the 

incidents above do not include any commentary on impairment, but there 

is a clear pattern of loss of control crashes, including the multiple car crash 

which eventuated from one driver’s loss of control. The spread of crashes 

along the network also suggests that there is no one particular feature of 

the network which is causing an issue i.e. one particular sharp bend.  

46. I have calculated the expected injury crash rate for the 11.2km stretch of 

SH30 between the SH32 intersection and the fatal motorcycle crash as well 

as the crash rate along SH30 to the north of Whakamaru along a 5km stretch 

of this road.  I have used the equations included in Section 4.1 of the ‘Crash 

Estimation Compendium (Second Edition, Version 3, May 2025)’ (“CEC”) for 

rural 2-lane roads with a speed limit greater than 80km/hr.  The CEC 

equations and supporting data are included in Appendix 2 and my 

calculations are summarised Table 4 along with the actual injury crash rate 

observed on these roads and the expected future injury crash rate with the 

plan change activity in place.  I have assigned plan change traffic volumes to 

SH32 and SH30 proportional to existing volumes from Table 1 i.e. 40% would 

approach from SH32 north of Whakamaru, 10% would approach from SH30 

east of site and 50% would approach from SH30 south of SH32. I have 

disregarded these latter trips as there are no reported crashes on this 

approach to the area in the last 5 years within a 15km radius of site.  
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Table 4: Crash Rate Assessment 

 SH30 (11.2 km west 

from SH32) 

SH32 north of 

Whakamaru (5km) 

Exiting injury crash rate 1/year (1 fatal, 1 

serious and 3 minor in 

5 years) 

1.2/year (1 fatal, 1 

serious, 4 minor) or 1 

crash every 10 

months 

CEC expected injury 

crash rate 

0.47/year or 1 crash 

every 2 years 1 month 

0.64/year or 1 crash 

every 1 year 7 months 

Difference in predicted 

and actual injury crash 

rates 

2.12 times more 

crashes occurring than 

expected 

1.875 times more 

crashes occurring 

than expected 

CEC Expected future 

injury crash rate with 

development 

0.53/year or 1 every 1 

year 11 months 

0.71 / year or 1 every 

1 years 5 months 

Increase in expected 

injury crash rate with 

plan change traffic  

0.06 /year or 1 

additional crash every 

16 years 8 months 

0.07/year or 1 

additional crash every 

14 years 3 months  

Expected future injury 

crashes based on 

existing crash rate 

0.13/year or 1 

additional crash every 

7 years 10 months 

0.13/year or 1 

additional crash every 

7 years 10 months 

 

47. I note that road safety policy is focused on reducing death and serious injury 

crashes.  The previous ‘Vision Zero’ and ‘Road to Zero’ policies have been 
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replaced by the ‘Road Safety Objectives 2024’, however this fundamental 

principle remains in force.  It is acknowledged within policy that drivers 

make mistakes and that reducing the severity of outcome of such mistakes 

is fundamental to having a safe road network.  Whilst any crash is to be 

avoided, this means that minor injury and noninjury crashes are of less 

concern and are not typically considered in road safety studies, unless there 

is a high number of low order crashes which indicate an issue at a particular 

point on the network.  However, the CEC calculations do not make this 

distinction and consider all levels of injury crash, including minor injury 

crashes.  This is a disconnect between policy and technical analysis. 

48. I acknowledge the concern of submitters in relation to road safety, and I 

acknowledge that the wider road network shows a history of serious injuries 

and fatalities at a rate greater than I might generally expect given the traffic 

volumes on SH30 and SH32.  However, I also note that two of the crashes 

involved unusual events (200 motorcycles and funeral convoy) and the 

serious nature of one resulted from a quadbike rider not wearing any 

protective gear.  It is my opinion that these crashes are not representative 

of the day-to-day operation of the road network and are a-typical. However, 

taking a conservative approach and including these atypical crashes within 

the calculation of existing injury crash rates shows that the proposed plan 

change area could reasonably be expected to result in 1 additional injury 

crash every 7 – 8 years.  Given road safety studies typically focus on a 5-year 

period, this potential change in crash occurrence represents a less than 

minor effect.     

Safe Site Access (Submissions 2 and 3) 

49. Various submitters raise concerns regarding safe access to the site.  

50. An upgraded access intersection is proposed, in a location that can meet 

sight distance requirements for the speed environment. The detailed design 

of the intersection is to be confirmed at subdivision stage and will be subject 

to further approvals from Council and NZTA as the road controlling 
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authority. In my opinion, these processes adequately address the 

submitters’ concerns.  I also note that the new site access intersection will 

improve access to the Domain for the general public as there are visibility 

constraints at present. 

Construction Traffic Effects (Submission 4) 

51. Construction traffic effects are temporary in nature and are typically 

managed at subdivision or resource consenting staged of development via 

a consent condition requiring a CTMP.   It is reasonable to anticipate that 

such a standard mechanism would be applied at subdivision consenting and 

would be associated with the construction of the road and other 

infrastructure.  If appropriate, CTMPs could also be required as part of a 

building consent for individual lots, however this is not typical in my 

experience.   CTMPs are usually subject to certification or agreement of the 

consenting authority and road controlling authority.  

Lack of Public Transport (Submissions 7, 16, 17, 50, 51, and 61) 

52. I acknowledge the concerns raised about the absence of scheduled bus 

services to this development and it is understandable that submitters would 

like to see it available to new residents. 

53. However, it is important to recognise that rural residential developments of 

this scale are not typically served by public transport routes. Bus services 

require a sufficient concentration of demand to be viable, and this site does 

not generate the scale needed to sustain such a service in the short to 

medium term. This is consistent with standard transport planning practice. 

Boat ramp access (Submissions 6, 8 and 15) 

54. The nature of the Submitters concerns is not entirely clear.  My 

interpretation of the matter is as follows: 

(a) The legal access to the boat ramp is via an access to SH30; 
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(b) There is currently a track from with the proposed plan change area 

that is also use, but this is not recognised by any legal ROW or 

easement; 

(c) The issue is that people who currently access via the plan change 

area from the lakefront reserve and Domain camp ground will need 

to use the legal access in future.   

55. It is my understanding that the boat ramp is a Council asset and has a vehicle 

access on SH30 approximately 350m north-east of the existing site access. 

The area is shown in Figure 4 of Appendix 1 for ease of reference. 

56. Given there is no ROW or easement over the land that affords informal 

access between the Domain campground and the boat ramp it is my 

understanding that the landowner has no legal obligation to provide access 

to the boat ramp and any issues with the existing boat ramp access at SH30 

are for Council and NZTA to resolve.  

Boat Ramp Parking (Submissions 7 and 71) 

57. The boat ramp is a public facility and whilst it is reasonable to anticipate that 

the proposed plan change area may increase demand, this could occur 

regardless of whether the plan change is approved or not.  As with means 

of access to the boat ramp, any deficiency in provision of parking at this 

facility is a matter for Council to address. 

General Concerns (Submissions 3, 25 and 76)  

58. Given no specific concerns were raised, I assume that my evidence and 

response to other submissions cover the area of interest of these 

submitters. 
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NZTA (Submission 1) 

59. NZTA seeks that the ITA be updated to include a detailed design plan of the 

proposed access on SH30 and also requires a Diagram E style access rather 

than a right turn bay. 

60. In my opinion, the ITA has identified that a suitable means of access can be 

provided in the preferred location as identified on the structure plan. The 

form of this intersection, including either a right turn bay or Diagram E 

layout and the timing of its delivery can appropriately be resolved at the 

subdivision consent and engineering plan approval stage, when the internal 

road network is being planned and designed in detail. 

61. A location for the intersection has been identified that achieves compliance 

with both the District Plan sight distance requirements and Austroads 4A 

standards for a 100 km/h speed limit.  This confirms that safe and efficient 

access can be achieved in principle. 

62. I note that the NZTA submission refers to both a right-turn bay treatment 

and a Diagram E upgrade. These are alternative intersection treatments. The 

former involves a dedicated right turn bay for vehicles turning into the site, 

whereas Diagram E provides shoulder widening on both sides of the 

carriageway to allow following vehicles to pass a turning vehicle. 

63. Both treatments are potentially relevant in this context, although the ITA 

favoured the right turn bay. In my opinion, it is appropriate for NZTA to 

review the proposed design and confirm its preferred treatment at the 

subdivision stage, when its approval will be required for works on the State 

Highway. 

64. The submission also requests an assessment of the proposed Plan Change 

against TRAN-R7(1) of the District Plan.  This has already been covered in 

large in the ITA and my evidence.  For completeness: 
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(a) The location, scale and activity and the associated vehicle entrance 

have been assessed in detail in the ITA and reconsidered in light of 

updated NZTA Access Guide requirements in evidence.  I am of the 

opinion that the proposed access with either right turn bay or 

Diagram E as required by NZTA is appropriate to serve the proposed 

plan change area and also represents an improvement over existing 

access provision to the public Domain area; 

(b) Vehicle access and manoeuvring has already been considered and as 

above, this is a matter for consideration as part of a future 

subdivision consent application. I am satisfied that the proposed 

access and on-site road corridors are of sufficient scale to provide 

suitable means of access to support the anticipated activity, both in 

terms of the plan change itself and ongoing access to the Domain; 

(c) The effects of the proposed activity on the safe and efficient 

operation of the road network have been assessed in detail and 

demonstrated to have a less than minor effect;   

(d) Vehicle queueing on site is expected to be minimal.  Similarly, the 

proposed right turn bay should provide sufficient queuing to meet 

the needs of the plan change area and adjacent activities.  The length 

of right turn bay can be ascertained during the detailed design stage 

and as part of future subdivision connect applications;  

(e) Economic development is outside of my expertise and I leave this to 

others to address. 

65. In my opinion, the matters raised by NZTA can be addressed at subdivision 

consenting. 

Raukawa (Submission 43) 

66. Section 3.2 of the Raukawa submission notes that if the plan change is 

supported, then they have an interest in ensuring that the safest means of 



23 
 

Statement of Evidence – Judith Makinson 
 

access is provided.  I have assessed this in detail and with the recommended 

provisions in place, I am of the opinion that safe and efficient means of 

access to the site will be provided, which supports not only the plan change 

area but also existing camping activities and domain access. 

 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS 

67. A number of further submissions have been received, with the following 

transportation matters being common to FS201, FS202, GFS203, FS204 and 

FS206: 

(a) Inaccuracy of traffic data in the ITA; 

(b) Significant increase in traffic volumes and effects on emergency 

access; 

(c) Lack of public transport; 

(d) Safety of SH30; and 

(e) SH1 diversion effects. 

68. I have previously addressed the majority if these matters earlier in evidence. 

69. I have outlined earlier the typical daily capacity of a two-lane road as being 

some 18,000vpd – 20,000vpd.  I note that the highest recorded AADT on 

SH1 between Tokoroa and Atiamuri, outside of the urban area of Tokoroa, 

was 8,455vpd in 2022 at count site ID 01N00645.  Assuming a diversion is in 

place, and adding this to the observed traffic volumes on SH30 as well as 

including the plan change traffic, the traffic demand under diversion 

conditions would be expected to be some 9,800vpd.  This is significantly 

below expected road capacity. 

70. I acknowledge that this is a significant change compared to day-to-day 

operations, however I also note that any diversion is a matter for NZTA to 

address, and that the proposed plan change area does not preclude the use 
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of SH30 as a diversion route.  Similarly, I note that traffic volumes even 

under these conditions are such that emergency service access to the plan 

change area, to the adjacent domain and to communities such as 

Whakamaru and Mangakino is unlikely to be adversely affected. 

71. I have read the extensive FS200, paying particular regard to matters relating 

to transportation.   Whilst a large number of points are raised, I consider 

that I have addressed these matters already in my evidence and response 

to submissions. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

72. I have assessed the potential traffic and transportation effects arising from 

the proposed rezoning of 1861 Ongaroto Road, Whakamaru from rural to 

rural residential. I conclude the following: 

(a) The proposed new intersection location on SH30 provides improved 

sight distance compared to the existing access and can be designed 

to meet both South Waikato District Plan requirements and 

Austroads 4 for a 110 km/h environment. 

(b)  The ITA has identified that a suitable means of access can be 

provided in the preferred location as identified on the structure plan. 

The form of this intersection, including either a right turn bay or 

Diagram E layout, and the timing of its delivery can appropriately be 

resolved at the subdivision consent and engineering plan approval 

stage. 

(c) The proposed new site access intersection represents a safety 

improvement compared to the current means of access to the 

Domain; 

(d) The traffic data used in the ITA remains representative of current 

conditions. The subsequent weekly counts since November 2022 



25 
 

Statement of Evidence – Judith Makinson 
 

confirm that the peak hour volume used in the ITA (118 vph) was 

conservative.  

(e) Two-lane rural state highways such as SH30 and SH32 typically have 

capacity in the order of 18,000–20,000 vpd. Even under peak-day 

conditions, the relevant sections of SH30 and SH32 remain well 

within their practical capacity limits and will continue to operate 

satisfactorily once development traffic is added. 

(f) The road safety effects of the proposed plan change are likely to be 

less than minor in the context of the wider road network, and when 

assessed against the 5-year crash records for an area some 15km 

long. 

(g) Construction traffic effects will be temporary and can be 

appropriately managed by a Construction Traffic Management Plan 

to be submitted at the subdivision stage for Council and NZTA 

approval. 

(h) The boat ramp has its own vehicle access to SH30 approximately 

350m from the existing site. Any safety or design issues with that 

access are matters for Council and NZTA to address. The closure of 

the existing private access and the construction of a new, safer 

intersection will not preclude ongoing public use of the boat ramp. 

(i) I note that requiring all lot access to be from local roads and not 

direct from SH30 has not been included as a proposed plan provision 

listed in paragraph 10.2.  I recommend that this be included as 

discussed earlier in my evidence. 

(j) I recommend that the plan provisions require roading and access to 

be provided in general accordance with the Lake Whakamaru 

Development Area Plan and that a degree of flexibility in terms of 

location is allowed.  In my opinion, allowing 20m variation from the 

centre line of the access road intersection with SH30 and 20m 
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variation from the centre line of on-site roads provides a suitable 

balance between certainty and future good design outcomes. 

73. It is my opinion that with the recommended  provisions in place, there are 

no traffic or transportation reasons why the Plan Change should not 

proceed. 

 

Judith Victoria Makinson 

8 October 2025 

 

  



27 
 

Statement of Evidence – Judith Makinson 
 

APPENDIX 1 – FIGURES 

FIGURE 1 – NZTA Count Locations 

 

 
 

FIGURE 2 – Data from Telemetry Site 
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FIGURE 3 – Boat Ramp Access 
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APPENDIX 2: CEC CALCULATION DATA 

 
Crash prediction equation: 
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SH30 assessed as: 

• Winding rural connector road 

• 0.25m average sealed shoulder width 

• 3.25m average lane width 

SH32 assessed as: 

• Curved rural connector road 

• 0.5m sealed shoulder width 

• 3.5m average lane width 

 


