
OTAGO REGIONAL COUNCIL 

 

Agenda for a meeting of the Regional Transport Committee to be held  

in the Gore District Council Chamber, 29 Civic Avenue, Gore on  

Thursday 3 April 2014 commencing at 10.30 am  

 

 

Membership Cr Trevor Kempton (ORC, Chair) 

Cr Graeme Bell (ORC, Deputy Chair) 

Cr Hamish Anderson (CDC) 

Cr Barrie Wills (CODC) 

Cr Stuart Duncan (CODC alternate) 

Cr Kate Wilson (DCC) 

Cr Mike Lord (DCC alternate) 

Cr Lyal Cocks (QLDC) 

Cr Alexa Forbes (QLDC alternate) 

Cr Bill Kingan (WDC) 

Mr Jim Harland (NZTA) 

 

 

Apologies Cr Bill Kingan (WDC) 

 

 

In attendance 

 

 

Confirmation of agenda 

 

 

Minutes Page Nos. 

 

The minutes of the meeting held on 13 February 2014, having been circulated, for adoption. 3 - 12 

 

 

Matters arising from minutes 

 

 

Items for discussion 

 

Item 1 Mechanisms and benefits of collaboration amongst transport authorities 

 

Presentation by Matthew Lugg. Matthew is Director of Public Services for Mouchel 

Consulting; and is also of the UK Department of Transport's Highway Maintenance 

Efficiency Programme where he leads their nationally acclaimed programme of 

development of products on standardisation, procurement, business improvement and 

asset management. NZ Transport Agency has invited Matthew to New Zealand to assist 

in discussions about potential collaborations in the transport field.  
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 Page Nos. 

 

Item 2   13 - 15 

2014/0743 Preparing an Otago-Southland Regional Land Transport Plan  

The report recommends that the Committee consider this paper in their discussions on 

the Otago-Southland collaboration and formulates a recommendation to the regional 

council on preparing a joint regional land transport plan. 

 

 

Lunch 

 

 

Item 3 Statistical analyses of Otago and Southland road safety data 

Elle Flinn and Jane Turnbull, ORC.  [Note, we are allowing 1.5 hours for this.] 

 

 

Item 4  Update from NZTA 

The update includes 

� FAR review  

� NLTP mid-term report (attached) 16 - 17 

 

 

Item 5 18 - 33 

2014/0744 Addition to Otago Regional Land Transport Programme 2012-15 

A request has been received from NZTA’s Highway and Network Operations to add a 

project to the Otago Regional Land Transport Programme 2012-2015, being the 

Dunedin one-way system cycle lanes. 

 

 

Items for information 

 

Item 6 ORC submission on FAR review 34 - 36 

 

 

Item 7 ORC feedback on GPS development 37 - 41 
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OTAGO REGIONAL COUNCIL 

 

Minutes of a meeting of the Regional Transport Committee held  

in the Otago Regional Council Chamber, 70 Stafford Street, Dunedin on 

Thursday 13 February 2014 commencing at 1.30 pm  

 

 

Present Cr Trevor Kempton (ORC, Chair) 

Cr Graeme Bell (ORC, Deputy Chair) 

Cr Hamish Anderson (CDC) 

Cr Stuart Duncan (CODC alternate) 

Cr Kate Wilson (DCC) 

Cr Alexa Forbes (QLDC alternate) 

Cr Bill Kingan (WDC) 

Mr Jim Harland (NZTA) 

 

 

Apologies Cr Barrie Wills (CODC) 

 Cr Lyal Cocks (QLDC) 

The apologies were accepted on the motion of Crs Wilson and Anderson.   

 

 

In attendance Fraser McRae, Jane Turnbull, Anja McElevy, Janet Favel - ORC 

Chris Bopp - CDC 

Julie Muir - CODC 

Michael Harrison, Sarah Connolly - DCC 

Bruce Richards, Ian Duncan, Ian McCabe - NZTA 

Erik Barnes - QLDC 

Neil Jorgensen - WDC 

 

 

Confirmation of agenda 

 

 The agenda was approved on the motion of Crs Bell and Kingan. 

 

 

Item 1 

2014/0644 Input into a new Government Policy Statement.  DPPRM, 7/2/14 

 

The report advised that input into the development of a new Government Policy 

Statement on Land Transport had been requested by the Ministry of Transport, and 

outlined an initial Otago/Southland staff response to the Ministry’s questions, to assist 

the Committee in responding to the Ministry. 

 

Dr Turnbull advised that feedback received after the end of January would be accepted 

by the Ministry of Transport.  She noted that she had worked with Russell Hawkes of 

Environment Southland to put together this report on the Ministry’s questions, and the 

report had also been discussed at the Otago/Southland Technical Advisory Group (TAG) 

meeting on 11 February, notes of which were circulated. 
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Section 4 (Question 1) – Considering how national and regional transport priorities are 

shaped by the GPS, what is the most important thing the Ministry should consider in 

developing the next GPS?  

 

In the report, staff had suggested the following points:   

− local road networks and state highways were key to economic growth;  

− acknowledge the contribution to development of export receipts;  

− acknowledge that linking processor and port is crucial;  

− increase emphasis on maintaining local roads;  

− fund bridge repairs.  

 

Mr Harland commented that the points were well made but there needed to be 

recognition that both the GPS and implementation tools would help in achieving this. 

 

Mr Harland moved, Cr Forbes seconded 

 

That the line preceding the bullet points be amended to read “To address this priority 

the GPS and its implementation should: …..” 

 

Motion carried 

 

Cr Duncan moved, Cr Forbes seconded  

 

That the response to Question 1, as set out in Section 4 of the staff report, with the 

amendment, be endorsed. 

 

Motion carried 

 

 

Section 5 (Question 2) - Thinking about New Zealand’s transport network, what 

should key national objectives set down in the GPS be? How do these reflect priorities 

for your region? 

 

• A whole-of-transport system approach 

Dr Turnbull explained the report’s consideration that the GPS should send out signals 

about how government saw the whole-of-transport approach occurring, and noted the 

focus on journeys rather than infrastructure. 

 

• A resilient transport network 

New sources of revenue needed to be accessed to enable resilience to be built.  In order 

to become resilient, there needed to be more focus on walking/cycling and public 

transport.  The NZTA principle was that beneficiaries from the National Land Transport 

Fund (NLTF) should be motor vehicle users, who contributed to the fund through road 

user charges, fuel excise, and motor vehicle registration fees.  The reference to urban 

areas should be expanded to include Oamaru and Invercargill as well as Dunedin, as 

recommended by TAG. 

 

The need for new sources of revenue was noted.  Mr Harland commented that new 

vehicles were more fuel efficient, which resulted in less revenue for the NLTF from fuel 

excise.  It was noted that power providers, not NLTF, received revenue from the 

charging of electricity-powered vehicles, that only a small proportion of motor vehicle 
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registration fees was allocated to the NLTF, and cyclists did not contribute to road costs.  

A suggestion was made that central government should fund the shortfall.   

 

• One network 

Mr Harland explained that the ‘one network’ concept linked back to the journey/ 

customer concept, and it was important that journeys were of reasonable standard and 

fit for purpose.  Roads should be classified using the same classification system – 

tourist, heavy traffic, etc, with the highest level being a national strategic route, and the 

lowest an access road; he noted that a state highway could be an access road.  The One 

Network concept was ready to be signed off by the NZTA and LGNZ boards.   

 

Cr Anderson asked whether consideration had been given to the amount, and cost, of 

extra work for TLAs.  Ms Muir advised that the system had been tested on a number of 

local authorities and a measurement tool set up.  Mr Harland advised that a Centre of 

Excellence was proposed, which would develop support for TLAs.  Ms Muir noted that 

most organisations already operated a classification hierarchy so there should not be a 

lot of extra work involved, and some measurement data, for example number of heavy 

vehicles per day, was already available.   

 

Cr Wilson noted a possible effect on consents, with the effect of a new activity on a 

road, and the cost of investment needed to be borne equally.  Mr Jorgensen noted that 

the One Network strategy was a tool, and it was up to Districts to determine road 

classification based on known development.  Ms Muir advised the timeframe for the 

establishment of the One Network:  March/April engagement on first round of 

performance measures through LGNZ and IPWEA workshops; May/June second round 

of workshops; 2015-18 expect classifications will have been applied to TLAs’ networks.   

 

The Committee supported adding a reference to the One Network classification to this 

point in the submission.  An amendment was agreed “Tools will be needed to enable 

network planners and managers to work together to achieve this.  One example of such 

a tool is the current work on the One Network Road Classification with input from local 

authorities.” 

 

• The network does not limit growth 

The Committee supported this concept.  Ms Muir advised that a road classification 

could change immediately, but funding could take a while to catch up.   

 

• Road users are safe  

Cr Duncan noted difficulties in achieving this concept, because of terrain, climate, 

nature of roads, and number of tourists.  It was also suggested that the licensing of 

drivers took too long.  The Committee agreed that travel by all modes should be safe. 

 

Cr Anderson moved, Cr Bell seconded 

 

That the response to Question 2, as set out in Section 5 of the report, with the 

amendments noted, be endorsed. 

 

Motion carried 
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Section 6 (Question 3) - What aspects of the current GPS do you believe are working 

well, and why? 

Mr Harland suggested that examples of aspects working well be added to the response, 

and that the words “see below” be added to the submission point. 

 

Cr Wilson moved, Cr Anderson seconded 

 

That the response to Point 6, with the amendment noted, be endorsed. 

 

Motion carried 

 

 

Section 7 (Question 4) - What aspects of the current GPS do you believe are not 

working, and why? 

 

• Short term focus 

The Committee agreed with the inclusion of this point, as set out in the report, in the 

submission.   

 

• Unclear strategic priorities 

The report considered that the strategic priorities were not articulated clearly and the 

hierarchy of what the GPS was trying to achieve was not clear.  There should not be an 

artificial distinction between travel for commuting and for recreation.   

 

Mr Harland commented that the discretion of NZTA was constrained in the GPS.  He 

supported the request for further clarification, for example amalgamation of activity 

classes.  Mr Harland stated that he would not vote on this question because of a conflict 

of interest.   

 

Clarification of the term ‘value for money’ was requested.  Mr McCabe explained that it 

meant doing the right thing in the right place at the right time.  Mr Harland noted that 

the term was used in the Land Transport Management Act, and involved consideration 

of how effective a solution was, how efficient, and whether it would meet the 

government priorities of economic growth and safety.  Mr Harland explained that there 

were nine categories against which projects were tested.  Mr McRae commented that 

the concern was the difference between those values which could be quantified easily 

in dollar terms and those which could not.  Mr Harland requested that the reference in 

the first paragraph of the section to NZTA decision-makers be amended or deleted as it 

was not a fair reflection of how NZTA worked.  It was agreed that the sentence be 

deleted as deleting it did not affect the view of the Committee.   

 

The last paragraph of the item noted the separation of travel for commuting and 

recreational purposes.  Mr Harland commented that NZTA was adding cycleways to 

roads where possible, and Mr Richards noted that NZTA did not fund cycleways for 

recreation (eg Taieri Gorge Rail Trail) but did fund safety provisions for cycleways.  It 

was agreed that the proposed response not be changed.   

 

• Activity class limits 

It was agreed that the GPS should include a level of flexibility around funding that was 

at a higher level than provided by rigid funding limits on activity classes.   
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• Maintenance and renewals 

Mr Richards noted that Environment Southland wanted to spend more on maintenance 

than on capital operations, and the meeting agreed that it would be simpler if the 

funding for both maintenance and renewals was combined into a single bucket. 

 

The TAG meeting had discussed funding for bridges.  It was noted that a lot of Otago 

bridges might fail in 10-15 years and TAG proposed that these should be funded as 

renewals, not as major/minor improvements.  Dr Turnbull explained that the 

assessment methodology was the problem.  Mr Ian Duncan commented that the 

response needed to state that this referred to small bridges only.  Mr Richards 

considered that this should come under the NZTA investment strategy rather than the 

GPS.  It was agreed to add a new point based on the comment from TAG, reworded as 

“small bridges should be able to be funded from either minor improvement or renewals 

budget, as appropriate.” 

 

• Walking and cycling 

Cr Wilson supported cycleways being included in the One Network.  The Committee 

agreed with the report’s comments on this section.   

 

• Safety 

The report suggested that the GPS should allow priorities to be based on analysis of 

local trends.  Mr Harland commented that Safer Journeys was a national system, 

incorporating safe users, safer vehicles, safer roads and roadsides, and safer speeds, 

and was delivered both regionally and nationally.  Dr Turnbull further explained that 

authorities could work on the different provisions of Safer Journeys, but might want to 

concentrate locally on a smaller subset.  Mr McCabe pointed out that safety 

encompassed a variety of activity classes and authorities did not have to focus on all 

four pillars.  Mr Harland pointed out that authorities should ensure that there was 

sufficient funding in the relevant activity classes to make a difference.   

 

The Committee  

− supported the concept of Safer Journeys operating at national level; 

− encouraged MoT to ensure there was sufficient funding in the relevant activity 

classes for regions to implement safety interventions; and 

− supported better integration of road policing authorities with regional safety 

programmes. 

 

Dr Turnbull noted the suggestion from the TAG that footpath maintenance be included 

in the GPS activity classes.  Mr Harland explained the NZTA point of view that in a user 

pays system the primary beneficiary of footpath maintenance was the adjacent 

resident, and that most NLTF funding revenue came from vehicle users and was put 

back into road usage for/by vehicles.  Cr Wilson considered that in urban areas, 

footpaths and roads could not be separated, and she noted the importance of safe 

footpaths.  Cr Anderson considered that footpaths should be maintained by the 

community, not nationally.  Mr Ian Duncan noted that NZTA did not fund maintenance 

of footpaths, but would fund installation of footpaths as a safety issue.   
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The meeting voted on whether footpath maintenance should be included in the GPS 

activity classes and subsidised by NZTA: 

Against: Crs Kingan, Duncan, Bell, and Anderson 

For: Crs Wilson, Forbes 

It was agreed that the Committee would not request that a subsidy for footpath 

maintenance be included in the GPS activity classes. 

 

It was agreed that a new point be added to Point 7 to refer to the importance of public 

transport in smaller cities such as Dunedin and Queenstown and potentially others, as 

well as the three main cities. 

 

New point under Point 7 proposed by TAG – Ms Muir explained that if a community 

decided they wanted something different from what NZTA was prepared to fund, the 

community would fund the difference.  The difficulty was in deciding how much that 

difference in cost would be.  Mr Harland considered this was an implementation not a 

GPS question.   

 

The second point under Activity Class was noted.  Mr Ian Duncan suggested the 

Committee pursue a single funding source for maintenance and renewals, and a 

separate activity class for major infrastructure projects.  It was agreed that the point be 

amended to read “The use of a single funding source for both funding of both 

maintenance and renewal projects, and for funding of major new infrastructure 

projects.” 

 

Cr Wilson moved, Cr Anderson seconded 

 

That Point 7, with the changes identified above, be accepted. 

 

Motion carried 

 

 

Section 8 (Question 5) - What difficulties does your council face in getting projects off 

the ground? 

 

TAG had suggested the GPS should contain a more flexible R-funding scheme with 

clearer rules.  Agreed. 

 

Maintenance and replacement of bridges was discussed.  Mr Ian Duncan noted that 

NZTA had a replacement program in place, and was replacing bridges around the 

country as needed.  The Committee considered that timely bridge replacement was 

seen as a local problem, but replacement of individual bridges in Otago did not always 

rank as a national priority.  It was agreed that the submission point, as recommended 

by TAG, be included.   

 

Commitment to projects as a whole was noted, with the example of the SH88 shared 

path not being completed because NZTA funding was made available for portions of the 

project, not the whole project.  It was agreed that the Ministry be made aware that this 

problem was a real frustration to Otago but that no change be requested to the GPS on 

this point. 
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Cr Bell moved, Cr Wilson seconded 

 

That with the agreed changes, Point 8 of the proposed submission be accepted. 

 

Motion carried 

 

 

Cr Anderson moved, Cr Duncan seconded 

 

1. That the report be received. 

2. That the points of submission as amended be forwarded to the Ministry of Transport 

for consideration. 

 

Motion carried 

 

 

Dr Turnbull noted the suggestion that the Otago and Southland Regional Transport 

Committees invite MoT to speak to a combined meeting of the two Committees. 

 

Cr Bell moved, Cr Forbes seconded 

 

That MoT be invited to speak to a combined meeting of the Otago and Southland 

Regional Transport Committees. 

 

Motion carried 

 

 

The meeting adjourned at 3.39 pm and reconvened at 3.50 pm. 

 

 

Item 2 

 NZTA presentation on NZTA early investment signals document, November 2013 

 

This item was held over to a future meeting. 

 

 

Item 3 

2014/0646 NZ Transport Agency review of financial (funding) assistance rates. 

DPPRM, 7/2/13  

 

The report explained that NZ Transport Agency (NZTA) was reviewing its approach to 

setting funding assistance rates (FARs), and the review was likely to have significant 

financial implications for several Otago local authorities.  Submissions on an options 

discussion document had been invited, and the report recommended points of 

submission, for the Committee’s consideration. 

 

Dr Turnbull referred to item 5 of the report. 

(a) Support: 

(iv)  Cr Wilson considered that all five options should be equally weighted, and FARs 

should be clear and easy to use.  Cr Forbes considered that export and tourism should 

have a higher weighting, and noted the difficulty for QLDC in losing the subsidy for the 
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Crown Range and Glenorchy roads, which were major tourism roads.  Cr Duncan 

considered that no one area was more important than another.  Cr Anderson 

understood that FAR funding was for day to day maintenance, and considered that a 

case should be made based on the number of people financially supporting the roading 

network.  Mr Bopp noted the need to deal with high cost works such as major slips and 

bridge renewals.   

 

The meeting agreed with the items suggested in this section of the report, with the 

addition of a reference to clarity, simplicity and certainty. 

 

(b) Do not support  

(i) TAG did not support option 1 as it was considered it would create instability and 

not reflect sudden changes.  Cr Forbes noted that QLDC had a ratepayer base of 20,000, 

and a peak demand of 40,000.  There was discussion about special purpose roads, for 

example Glenorchy, Crown Range, and Southern Scenic Route, which benefited the 

whole of New Zealand.  Mr Barnes suggested that special purpose roads could be 

adjusted to state highway level, and taken into the account in the One Network.  Mr 

Harland commented that the ‘special purpose roads’ classification could be removed, 

but he queried if this was done, who would be the right entity to look after such roads.   

 

(c) Seek clarity on  

(i) How NZTA intends to use NLTF revenue to achieve fit for purpose standards.  Mr 

Harland agreed that clarification was needed on how much money was needed for 

different levels of service, and commented that the proposed provision affected 

revenue but did not affect local authorities’ share.  He understood that work was being 

done by NZTA to reach a clear understanding of the meaning of ‘fit for purpose 

standards’.   Mr Harland advised that this would be discussed at the transport summit 

forum to be held on 13 March.  Cr Wilson commented that the group needed to know 

the relationship between revenue and fit for purpose standards, and the process of 

transition to the new FARs.  Mr Harland noted that NZTA was seeking councils’ advice 

on transitional arrangements.  Cr Forbes pointed out that levels of service were 

demanded not just by local ratepayers.   

 

Dr Turnbull suggested that the submission point be reworded to read “seek ongoing 

discussion with NZTA on what fit for purpose standard means.”  Agreed 

 

The TAG meeting had noted the importance of a well planned, affordable transition, 

and queried the transition time if the review was not implemented in time for the 2015-

18 NLTP.  It was noted that the implementation should be later than 2015-18 in terms 

of councils’ LTPs.  There was general agreement that the increase in FARs should be no 

more than 1%.  Mr Harrison noted that the two parts of the FAR change would allow 

staggering of its introduction.   

Suggestions: 

• If the FAR has to drop 1% a year, it would be manageable. 

• Splitting capital works and maintenance and running over different periods. 

• An across the board transition rate. 

 

Dr Turnbull suggested that from the above discussion, the following be added to the 

submission: 
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• in transition, improvements are split from the base rate;  

• the maximum decline that any council should have to face in any one year is 

1%. 

 

Mr Harland advised that NZTA would make a decision on the FAR review based on 

feedback received.  

 

Special purpose roads were discussed.  

1. Special purpose roads were a special case and some should have their own rates.  

2. There needed to be provision to fund at a higher rate than the normal rate for new 

improved infrastructure, preventative maintenance, and emergency reinstatement. 

4. If changes were made to a special purpose road, a review of the purpose of the 

road should be carried out by local authorities and NZTA on the appropriate control 

of the road 

5. Consideration needed to be given to the transition time for implementing any 

change to the FAR rate for special purpose roads. 

6. Timeframes – the transition period needs to extend at least over one LTP period so 

the 10 year outlook could be considered.   

Agreed 

 

Cr Kingan left the meeting at 4.41 pm 

Cr Bell left the meeting at 4.44 pm 

 

Cr Wilson moved, Cr Forbes seconded 

 

That, with the changes agreed as above, the points of submission as set out in the report 

be endorsed. 

 

Motion carried 

 

 

Item 4 

2014/0647 Proposed collaboration with Southland on regional land transport planning.   

 DPPRM, 7/2/14  

 

The report proposed the concept of preparing a joint Otago-Southland Regional Land 

Transport Plan (RLTP), and outlined a process by which this committee and its 

Southland counterpart could investigate and reach a view on this proposal.     

 

Cr Kempton noted the suggested process for the proposed collaboration, and 

commented that a final decision would be made after the proposed joint meeting in 

Gore on 3 April.   

 

Cr Wilson was concerned that the proposed collaboration could be negative, noting the 

travelling that would be required.  She pointed out that the delegations of Otago RTC 

members were to the Otago Region.  Mr McRae advised that chief executives of district 

councils within the two regions had discussed and supported the proposal, and could 

see economies, and noted that commitment from the two regional councils was also 

needed.  Mr Harland suggested that the ideas of the respective councils be brought to 

the 3 April meeting, and advised that NZTA would be prepared to work with the 
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combined group.  He suggested that a question for consideration was whether one 

combined document or two separate documents were prepared.   

 

Cr Wilson moved, Cr Forbes seconded 

 

That the steps outlined in section 4 of report 2014/0647 be endorsed. 

 

Motion carried 

 

 

 

The meeting closed at 5.00 pm 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chairperson 
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REPORT 
Document Id: A615192 

 

Report No:   2014/0743  

Prepared For:   Otago and Southland Regional Transport Committee 

Prepared By:   Transport planning staff, ORC and ES   

Date:   21/03/2014 

 

Subject:   Preparing an Otago-Southland Regional Land Transport Plan   

 

 

1. Précis 
Environment Southland and Otago Regional Council Chairs and chief executives have 

discussed the benefits of taking a pan-regional approach in transport planning.  Recent 

reports to each Regional Transport Committee have proposed the concept of preparing a 

joint Otago-Southland Regional Land Transport Plan (RLTP) and outlined the 

opportunities this creates as well as the risk management needed. This report outlines 

how a joint plan can be prepared, to facilitate each committee formulating a 

recommendation to its parent regional council on this matter. 

 

2. Background: content required for a RLTP 
The main items required in a regional land transport plan (by statute) are: 
 

1. Objectives and policies 

- including an assessment of alternative objectives, their feasibility and 

affordability 

2. A statement of transport priorities 

- including a prioritisation of the significant activities included in the plan 

3. Transport activities (akin to the previous ‘programme’) 

- including those recommended for NLTP funding, and 

- regionally-significant ones to be funded by sources other than the NLTP 

4. A financial forecast of anticipated revenue and expenditure on transport activities 

5. Measures to be used to monitor the performance of activities included in the plan. 

 

All five items require preparation of an entirely new plan (with aspects drawn from 

current documents). Content of the current Otago and Southland regional land transport 

strategies can help inform the first two items listed (which collectively will form the 

front-end of the new plan). Nevertheless, the two current strategies will need to be 

amalgamated and condensed to meet new statutory requirements and NZTA 

expectations. 

 

The committees should take an active role in formulating the strategic content of the 

new plan, but could leave the mechanics of compiling the programme component of the 

plan to an advisory group consisting of combined regional council staff and staff from 

the approved organisations (AOs) submitting proposed activities. Once staff have 

compiled a draft plan, the committees are then free to review and amend this as desired, 

to ensure it has the best chance of delivering the desired outcomes and objectives. 
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This is the model around which the process of preparing a joint plan, outlined below in 

this report, has been designed. It is the model used previously in both Otago and 

Southland.  

 

3. Key dates and their effect on how a joint plan is prepared 
The key dates, as specified by NZTA, are: 
 

  Proposed activities loaded to  

  Transport Investment Online (NZTA online database) by AOs:  30 September 2014 

  Draft RLTP made available to NZTA for NLTP preparation: Nov.- Dec 2014 

  Regional councils submit RLTP to NZTA:    30 April 2015 

  NZTA releases the NLTP:      late June 2015 

  Regional councils publish final RLTP:    by 31 July 2015 
 

 

Staff of the contributing organisations are already formulating projects in preparation 

for submittal. It is probably too late, therefore, for the Committees to develop a joint 

Otago-Southland transport strategy to influence how AOs shape their bids to the NLTP.  

 

The Committees do have opportunity, however, to collectively develop strategy to 

inform their assessment and prioritisation of proposed transport activities, scheduled for 

October. Over the next six months, the staff of the two regional councils can work with 

the two committees on this, assisted by transport staff from territorial local authorities 

and NZTA. 

 
A key part of this will be developing the objectives and policies for the new plan. There 

is also sufficient time to develop a schema that links these policies and objectives with 

measures to monitor as AOs proceed to implement activities.  

 

4. Suggested method of preparing a joint plan 
 

During compilation of the past two regional land transport programmes, each regional 

transport committee has used the assistance of a technical advisory group, variously 

called a TAG or RAG group, and comprising transport staff from the regional council, 

territorial local authorities and NZTA.  

 

These staff recently decided they preferred to work as an informal pan-regional Otago-

Southland TAG, rather than to continue as separate regional groups. Consequently the 

basis for collaborating on a joint RLTP already exists at staff level. 

 

We suggest therefore that:  

 

1. ORC and ES regional transport planning staff work together to design a process 

and methodology to enable the two committees to jointly develop the strategic 

‘front end’ of the new plan, and the monitoring measures. 

2. Members of both committees work together to develop strategy (i.e. joint 

workshops/ meetings) 

3. The committees appoint a combined Otago-Southland TAG comprising all AOs 

and led by ORC and ES, to collaboratively: 
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- advise the committees on preparing a single RLTP, including during 

development of the strategic ‘front end’ of the new plan and of the 

monitoring measures. 

- assist ORC and ES staff to compile the programme component of the RLTP,  

the lists of activities, and to assess those activities and recommend their 

prioritisation to the committees. 

 
4. The committees meet together to collectively debate, review, and amend as 

needed, the Otago-Southland RLTP drafted by the Otago-Southland TAG, and 

to recommend the plan to each regional council for approval.  
 

5. The joint TAG oversees the monitoring of progress towards desired outcomes, 

using a single framework and agreed methodology based on the measures in the 

RLTP. 

 

Under this approach, there would be no need for separate Otago and Southland 

programmes. Adding a column in the programme pages for a region identifier will 

allow analysis or programme by region, when and if desired. This would also allow the 

committee to undertake a single public consultation, albeit with targeted letters and 

meetings, and with hearings in both Otago and Southland.  

 

The hearing committee could be composed of an equal number of representatives from 

both committees (each Regional Transport Committee appointing their own 

representatives). The chair of the hearing committee could be rotated according to the 

region in which the committee was sitting.  
 
5. Logistics and next steps 
The venue for TAG and RTC meetings could be rotated around suitable localities such 

as Gore, Balclutha, Alexandra and Queenstown. 

 

If both Otago and Southland regional transport committees support preparing a joint 

RLTP, then each should formally recommend this to its regional council. Each regional 

council would need to endorse this approach.  

 
The first joint meeting to begin preparing a joint RLTP would need to be scheduled 

after both regional councils have met. In Otago’s case this would be after 7 May. It is 

important to progress development of the strategy for the front-end of a new RLTP as 

soon as possible. 

 
6. Recommendation 
That the Committee considers this paper in their discussions on the Otago-Southland 

collaboration and formulates a recommendation to the regional council on preparing a 

joint regional land transport plan. 

 

 

 

Fraser McRae 

Director Policy, Planning and Resource Management 
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The Transport Agency and partners are half way through delivering the  
2012–15 National Land Transport Programme (NLTP). This report notes 
progress at the half-way point and describes priorities for the remainder of 
this, and into the next, NLTP period.

What We set out  
to achieve
The NLTP 2012–15 aimed to focus 
on maintaining the efficiency, overall 
resilience and safety of the Otago 
region’s extensive network for both 
individual road users and freight 
movers.

We said we’d invest in: 

• maintaining, operating and 
renewing local roads and state 
highways

• targeting efficiency gains on 
Otago’s transport network

• opening high productivity motor 
vehicle routes in the Otago region

• Caversham Valley Safety 
Improvements project.

Reg
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highlights so far
Below are some of the ways in which the NLTP has contributed to the 
efficiency, safety and resilience of the Otago transport network:

• Good progress is being made on the Caversham Valley Safety 
Improvements project. So far, $33 million has been invested in the project 
with Stage I completed in 2012/13 and Stage II due for completion in the 
2014/15 year.

• Funding has been approved for the second stage to strengthen the 
Clydevale Bridge to accommodate high productivity motor vehicles, 
overdimension traffic, and to improve route resilience. The original tender 
was split into above and below water projects to achieve a better tender 
price.

• Southern commuter cycling routes are being constructed in Dunedin 
to improve cycling safety and provide a choice of modes. The package 
contains six distinct routes and the first stage is on target to be completed 
at the end of this financial year. 

The Glen Bridge, Caversham Valley

national land Transport Programme 2012–15 

mid-term report otago
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nlTP 2012–15 mID-TERm REPORT oTago

What changed 
and Why 
We teamed up with the 
Queenstown Lakes District 
Council to review and amend 
its network rehabilitation 
programme. It’s estimated 
the amendments will save the 
Council up to $3.2 million this 
season.  We’ll continue to work 
with the council to identify further 
opportunities for savings for the 
rest of this NLTP period.

more online
For more information on the NLTP 
in this region and nationally, go to  
www.nzta.govt.nz/nltp 

march 2014

Priorities for the remainder of this nltP 
Period and beyond
Getting the most out of the existing network and keeping it well maintained so it 
provides a good level of service for road users will be a priority for the Transport 
Agency and its partners for the remainder of this, and into the next, NLTP period. 

Improving the efficiency of moving goods, network resilience and safety are 
important for the Otago region and, to this end, we plan to:

• complete the Caversham Safety Improvements project

• complete the Eastern Access Road/Glenda Drive which is a combined Transport 
Agency and Queenstown Lakes District Council improvements project

• progress the Dunedin City Council’s Southern Commuter Route walking and 
cycling project

• progress Dunedin’s public transport network review.

For the next NLTP, the Transport Agency will ask councils to develop activity 
management plans that outline how networks will be maintained and operated 
at fit-for-purpose customer levels of service as defined by the One Network Road 
Classification.

r funds
Otago has approximately $5.6 million of uncommitted R funds assigned to projects.  
We’re confident the majority of expenditure planned for projects that have yet to 
be approved is likely to be used before the end of this NLTP period. The key project 
is the Frankton Road 2/EAR project in Queenstown Lakes, which is a combined 
Transport Agency and Queenstown Lakes District Council project. We anticipate the 
detailed design phase will begin soon.

The deadline for spending all remaining R funds is 30 June 2018.

trends in safety
Safety investments will help create a transport system where 
human error doesn’t cost a life through strengthening the four 
parts of a Safe System: safe roads and roadsides, safe speeds, 
safe vehicles, and safe road use.

In the Otago region, the trend of decreasing numbers of fatal 
and serious injuries seems to have flattened out with the 
provisional number of fatal and serious injuries in 2013 being 
similar to the three previous years. There is progress being 
made in young drivers, safe speed and alcohol related crashes. 
Intersection and rural road crashes have trended up.
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Please note Q4 2013 figures are provisional only at this time

otago total fatal and serious injuries
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REPORT 
Document Id: A615194 

 

Report No:   2014/0744  

Prepared For:   Regional Transport Committee 

Prepared By:   Manager Transport Policy & Planning; Transport Policy Analyst 

Date:   28/03/2014 

 

Subject:   Request to vary the Regional Land Transport Programme 2012 – 

2015: Dunedin one-way system cycleways 

 

 

1. Précis  
NZ Transport Agency’s Highway and Network Operations (HNO) has requested a further 

project be added to the Otago Regional Land Transport Programme 2012 – 2015 (the RLTP). 

This relates to the preparation of the business case for the Dunedin one-way system cycle lanes: 

see letter in Attachment Three. The committee needs to decide whether to make this variation to 

the RLTP. This report sets out information on this project and the RLTP variation process, in 

order to enable the Regional Transport Committee (RTC) to consider this request. 

 

2. RLTP variation process 
 

Transport activities must be included in the RLTP to qualify for national funding from the 

National Land Transport Fund. The current RLTP was adopted in October 2012. To include a 

new activity such as the Dunedin one-way system cycle lanes in the RLTP, a variation to the 

RLTP is required. The process for varying a RLTP is as follows (see s18D Land Transport 

Management Act 2003 (the Act)): 
 

a. A variation request is received by the RTC, including sufficient background and 

information for the RTC to make a decision, and vary the RLTP 
 

The RTC considers the variation request promptly: 
 

• Does the matter require a variation? 
 

• Should the activity be included in the RLTP, i.e. does good reason exist for making 

the variation requested? 
 

• Is the variation significant? 
 

b. Consultation is undertaken if the variation is significant. 

 

c. Generally, the same process applies as for preparing a new Regional Land Transport 

Plan. 
 

d. ORC approval 

• The RTC lodges the variation with the ORC, who approves it, and forwards it 

to NZTA for consideration. 
 

e. Reasons are given if the variation is not accepted 

• If the Committee does not wish to accept the request to vary the RLTP, it 

should give written advice of that decision to the organisation requesting the 

variation and the reasons for the decision. 
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NZTA must consider any request to vary an RLTP, so the NLTP can be updated if necessary. 

 

3. The application including background to the cycleway project  
HNO have supplied the following information. Simon Underwood of NZTA will explain this 

application to the committee at the meeting on 3 April. 

Activity Class: Walking and Cycling 

Title:  Dunedin one-way system separated cycle lanes 

Organisation: NZ Transport Agency – Highway & Network Operations (HNO) 

Description: To replace the existing un-protected cycle lanes, with cycle lanes which are 

separated from the traffic flow through spatial means mid-block, and in-time 

at the traffic signal controlled intersections.  

Locality: Generally, State Highway 1, Dunedin, Pine Hill to the Oval; and more 

specific to the section of the one-way system presently under consideration; 

this is from Pine Hill Rd to Rattray St.   

Objective: To improve road safety for cyclists; to provide a safe route choice for 

cyclists, to facilitate the adoption of cycling as a safe and practical choice for 

inner city transport; and to integrate with the wider city cycling network. 

Related projects: This project integrally contributes to a wider inner & city network.  

Concurrently, the Dunedin City Council is proposing to set up a project 

covering the central city area (which would be the wider ‘programme’ for 

which this cycleways project is one initiative). 

Background:    This activity was initiated as an extra-ordinary request from the Dunedin 

City Council, to identify a means to provide for safe cycle travel within the 

central city, following a cycle fatality in 2013, where a cyclist swerved to 

avoid passenger attempting to alight from a parked vehicle. The 

circumstance of this fatality was very similar to that which occurred in 1998 

– which preceded the installation of the existing cycle lanes. In between 

times, there had also been two other cycle fatalities on the one-way system.   
 

Dunedin City Council’s Group Manager Transportation (Gene Ollerenshaw), 

has identified this project as a priority for the city  
 

Status: HNO are in the process of developing a business case for this project, to 

enable the Planning and Investment arm of the Agency to determine whether 

to fund the project. The final design details will not be known until the 

detailed business case is completed and approved by NZTA.  

 

Consultation:  The Agency and DCC undertook public consultation in 

November/December 2013, and received around 2000 written submissions. 

A further 3000 inputs were received through a combination of the Transport 

Agency on-line survey, the Otago Daily Times poll, and the Automobile 

Association members survey. Across the submissions and each poll 

undertaken, there was more support for this activity to be progressed than 

not. There were, however, differences of view as to which option is 
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preferred, and concern as to the extent and differential consequence of each 

option. HNO will work through these matters as it further develops the 

business case.    

 

Attachment 1 contains details of the proposed variation for inclusion in Table 17, band 1 or 2 of 

the existing RLTP.  

 

Attachment 2 contains an assessment of the project compiled HNO, and Attachment 3 contains 

the variation request for consideration from HNO. 

 

4. Reasons for the variation 
The RLTP states (p 92) that NZTA advice on whether this matter requires a variation should be 

sought. NZTA’s advice is that a variation is required in this case, with which staff concur.  

 
A RTC may prepare a variation to its RLTP if good reason exists for making the variation. The 

reasons for making this variation are to: (1) provide HNO with access to funding needed to 

progress the business case through to the start of the detailed stage; and (2) to provide funding 

for constructing cycle facilities that will improve road safety for cyclists; provide a safe route 

choice for cyclists, and facilitate the adoption of cycling as a safe and practical choice for inner 

city transport; and integrate with the wider city cycling network. The process of completing the 

business case will determine the final configuration of the cycleway(s) and thus the degree of 

effect on such matters as parking.  

 

5. Is the variation significant? 
Section 106 (2) of the Land Transport Management Act 2003 requires the RTC to adopt a policy 

that determines significance in respect of variations made to the RLTP. Attachment 3 contains 

the policy that sets out how to determine the significance of variations (pp 92 – 93of the RLTP). 

 

If the activity is not significant, it can be included in the RLTP without the need for public 

consultation.  

 
Staff have assessed the significance of the proposed variation, for the purpose of consultation, 

against the RLTP significance policy (shown in Attachment 3).  Staff consider that the proposed 

variation to the RLTP is not significant, and does not trigger the requirement to carry out 

consultation. 

 

Firstly in the determination of significance, consideration must be given to four listed matters:  

 

Considerations 
 
The addition of this project to the RLTP would not, in our view: 

a) materially affect the balance of strategic investment in the RLTP or in any one project, 

since funding remains unspent in the NLTP walking and cycling activity class; or 

b) have a significant impact on the GPS objectives or targets (since it is only one walking 

and cycling or safety project amongst many); or 

c) detrimentally affect the integrity of the RLTP, including its overall affordability, since 

funding remains unspent in the NLTP walking and cycling activity class, and because 

the cost of the project is less than $10m. 

 

It is, however, apparent from the public consultation that there is a high degree of public interest 

in the project (as indicated by the 5000 submissions). It could be assumed that the project may 
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impact a large number of residents, which indicates that adding the project to the RLTP would 

be significant.  

 

Variations generally not significant 
 

The significance policy states, however, that the following type of variation will generally be 

considered not significant:  

 

The addition of a project that has been: 

• previously been consulted on, in accordance with sections 18 and 18A of 

the Land Transport Act 2003 (the Act); and  

• which complies with the provisions for funding approval in accordance 

with section 20 of the Act. 

 
The DCC has verified that the consultation it has undertaken accords with section 18. This 

section requires that any consultation must be undertaken in accordance with the consultation 

principles in the Local Government Act 2002.   

 

Note, section 18A (1) has been repealed and the rest of this section is not relevant. 

 

Provided each stage of the business case is approved by NZTA, the project will comply with the 

conditions of funding approval in accordance with section 20.  

 

The significance policy also states that the addition of a new cycling activity, budgeted to cost 

less than $3M in any one year will generally be considered not significant. The current project 

meets this requirement. 

 

For these reasons, staff consider that the proposed variation to the RLTP is not significant, and 

does not trigger the requirement to carry out consultation. 

 

7. Recommendations 
That the Committee:  

 

a. Determine whether the requested variation is significant in terms of its RLTP significance 

policy in Attachment 4  

b. If it considers the requested variation to be non-significant, agree to vary the Regional Land 

Transport Programme 2012-15 by adding to Table 17 the proposed activities, as set out in 

Attachment 1; and recommend this variation to the Regional Council for its consideration. 

c. Alternatively, if the requested variation is considered significant, undertake public 

consultation on the variation before making a decision to vary the RLTP. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Fraser McRae 

Director Policy, Planning and Resource Management 
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ATTACHMENT ONE 
Details of the proposed variation for inclusion in Table 17 of the existing RLTP 
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Organisation 

Project 

name Description 

Phase 

scope Objective Investment Outcomes 

 

NZTA - 

Highways 

 

Dunedin 

One-Way 

System Cycle 

Lanes 

In Dunedin, to 

establish separated 

cycle lanes on the State 

Highway 1,  one-way 

routes, through the 

central city. 

Indicative 

Business 

Case 

The phase objective is to 

develop a business case 

to test the assumptions 

in the development of 

this activity to date, and 

to identify a preferred – 

to build option, should 

this be supported 

through the business 

case.  

The over-arching 

objectives are to:  

 Improve road safety 

for cyclists; 

 to provide a safe route 

choice for cyclists,  

 to facilitate the 

adoption of cycling as 

a safe and practical 

choice for inner city 

transport;  

 and to integrate with 

the wider city cycling 

network. 

Improved road safety, in particular in regard to cyclists 

and pedestrians.  This can be measured directly 

through before and after crash monitoring over time; a 

baseline is established. 

 

Increase in transport capacity of one-way system 

through a more attractive cycle lane option.  This can 

be measured directly on an annual basis through 

before and after cycle count data; a baseline is 

established.   

 

Intangible, but which is commonly recognised with 

active transport modes: 

 Improved community health 

 Reduced fossil fuel usage and corresponding 

emissions 

 Improved people choice for transport 

 Reduced cost for people of transport 

 Reduced cost to Dunedin economy for 

transport (less expenditure on outsourcing of 

petrol, which is sourced remotely from the 

Dunedin economy)  
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FAR (%) Cost ($) 

Total cost for 
3 years ($) 

Cost to NZTA 
for 3 years 

($) 
Organisation 
funding ($) 

Expected 
duration 
(months) 

 
 
 

 
 
Indicative cost to 
complete full 
package 
($) 

2012 - 13 2013 - 14 2014 - 15 2012 - 13 2013 - 14 2014 - 15 

- - 100% - - 125,000 125,000 125,000 NZTA 6 $3,500,000 - 

$4,500, 000 

 

(in future RLTP, 

and likely to span 

be cash-flowed 

across two 

financial years) 
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ATTACHMENT TWO 
Assessment of project by HNO  
 

Project owner assessment 

Project owner strategic fit profile rating High 

Project owner assessment of strategic fit Project is consistent and complementary with the South Dunedin Cycle Network Strategy (and projects), 
for which a priority of ‘high’ as been adopted.  

Major urban area & key routes.  Dunedin falls within the Statistics NZ definition of a Major Urban area. 
The one-way routes, form part of the ‘national’ state highway classified routes.  It directly links the 
residential areas of North East Valley, and the South Dunedin Cycle Network, with the major 
employment zones associated with the hospital, university, and inner city business/retail areas.  

The catalyst for this project was succession of cycle fatalities on the one-way pair in 2011 and 2012, 
and the ensuing public feedback during the course of 2013.  Thus it has not been through the nominal 
‘model walking/cycling community’ promotion and Board adoption process.  There are however direct 
synergies with the investment being made by the Transport Agency through the South Dunedin Cycle 
Network programme of initiatives (DCC), and the harbour-side shared cycle paths (DCC and Transport 
Agency).  And although this project has singular output focus (on the one-way routes), this stems from 
an area wide view of the inner city cycle route options (Dunedin Central City Cycling Options report – 
October 2013).  

Actual Crash Risk. Between 2003 – 2012 (10 yrs) there were 3 fatal and 13 serious injury crashes; in the 
inner city area.  All 3 fatalities, which follow an earlier fatality in 1998 occurred on the one-way routes  

Project owner effectiveness profile rating Medium 
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Project owner assessment of effectiveness Contributes, and indeed is the integral component to the overall city cycle network (ie integrates with 
the South Dunedin Cycle Network), will be linked (is partly) with the harbourside shared paths, links 
directly to North East Valley; and overall provides the best ‘north-south’ linkage through the city.  The 
only alternative being George St/Princes St, with other routes (eg Leith St providing an alternative in 
part only.  See: Dunedin Central City Cycling Options report – October 2013; this can be found on the 
project website: 

http:// www.nzta.govt.nz/network/projects/project.html?ID=236  

Project owner efficiency profile rating Medium  

Project owner assessment of efficiency BCR above 2 – 2.2, depending on option. This is based on November 2013 consultation options; which 
are under development.  
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ATTACHMENT THREE 
Request for variation from HNO  
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ATTACHMENT FOUR 

Policy on the significance of variations to the RLTP 

Purpose 

This policy sets out how to determine the significance of variations to Otago’s RLTP, in accordance with section 106(2) of the Land Transport 

Management Act 2003 (the Act).  

Application 

The RLTP can be varied at any time. Consultation will be required in accordance with section 18 of the Act, unless the variation is not 

significant. 

When considering variations, it is necessary to ask whether: 

 the matter requires variation 

 the variation is significant. 

In its Planning, Programming and Funding Manual, NZTA has listed those activities which it considers do not require a variation. When 

determining whether a matter requires a variation, the advice of the NZTA must be sought.  

Determination of significance 

When determining the significance of a variation, consideration must be given to the extent to which the variation: 

 materially changes the balance of strategic investment in an RLTP or project  

 impacts on the objectives of the targets in the GPS and/or any NZ Transport Strategy  

 affects residents (variations with a moderate impact on a large number of residents, or variations with a major impact on a small 
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number of residents will have greater significance than those of a minor impact) 

 affects the integrity of the RLTP, including its overall affordability. 

Consideration should also be given to any likely impacts of time delays or cost on public safety and economic, social, cultural and 

environmental wellbeing because of running a consultative process. 

Variations generally not significant 

Subject to the general determination of significance, the following variations to the RLTP will generally be considered not significant: 

 the addition of an activity or activities that have previously been consulted on, in accordance with sections 18 (Consultation 

requirements) and 18A (Consultation principles) of the Act, and which comply with the provisions for funding approval in accordance 

with section 20 (Approval of activities and combination of activities) of the Act 

 replacement of a project within a group of generic projects by another project of the same type 

 a change to the duration and/or order of priority of the activity or activities that the Regional Transport Committee decides to include in 

the programme, which does not substantially alter the balance of the magnitude and timing of the activities included in the programme, 

provided that the change does not entail a delay of more than 18 months in the introduction of a walking, cycling, public transport or 

road safety promotion activity 

 on its own, a change from Regional (R) funding to National (N) funding or Crown (C) funding 

 on its own, a change of responsibility for implementing an approved activity from one agency to another  

 deletion or delay of an improvement project for local roading that is less than $3M in budget 

 addition of a new walking, cycling, public transport or demand management activity, budgeted to cost less than $3M in any one year 

 activities that are in the urgent interests of public safety.   

 

 
 

33

Agenda RTC meeting 3 April 2014



34

Agenda RTC meeting 3 April 2014



35

Agenda RTC meeting 3 April 2014



36

Agenda RTC meeting 3 April 2014



37

Agenda RTC meeting 3 April 2014



38

Agenda RTC meeting 3 April 2014



39

Agenda RTC meeting 3 April 2014



40

Agenda RTC meeting 3 April 2014



41

Agenda RTC meeting 3 April 2014


	01 Agenda RTC 3Apr14
	02 Minutes RTC 13Feb14
	03 RLTP development - joint process
	04 NLTP Otago mid term report
	05a RLTP variation- HNO's Dn cycleways project
	06 Submission on FAR review 2014
	07 Otago Regional Council feedback on GPS development



