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Introduction

The Regional Land Transport Programme is prepared in accordance with the Land
Transport Management Act by the Regional Transport Committee (RTC). The purpose
of the Regional Land Transport Programme (RLTP) is to:

e Identify key transport issues in the Tasman region and how transport activities
proposed in the RLTP will address these issues.

e List significant transport activities for national funding that will be undertaken between
2012/13 and 2014/15.

e Provide a ten year forecast of anticipated revenue and expenditure on transport
activities.

Purpose

The RLTP allows the Tasman District Council and the New Zealand Transport Agency
(NZTA) to recommend funding for land transport activities or combinations of activities
from the National Land Transport Fund (NLTF).

Scope

The RLTP has been prepared by the Tasman Regional Transport Committee (RTC).
The committee . is satisfied that the Tasman RLTP contributes to:

e The aim of achieving an affordable, integrated, safe, responsive and sustainable
land transport system.

e And each of the key government objectives as set out in the Government Policy
Statement.

The Government Policy Statement on Land Transport Funding (GPS) sets out the
government's priorities for expenditure from the National Land Transport Fund over the
next 10 years. It sets out how funding is allocated between activities such as road
safety, policing, state highways, local roads and public transport.

The following three priorities are be included in GPS 2012.

e A strong and continuing focus on economic growth and productivity - The
government’s investment in land transport should support increased economic
growth and productivity in New Zealand. This includes providing any ongoing
support necessary to repair the land transport system in Canterbury over the
next 3 to 4 years alongside continuing to improve the State Highway network,
particularly through the RONS programme.
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e Value-for-money - As for other areas of public spending, it is expected that land
transport services should be delivered better and smarter. Asset management
will be improved to boost the performance of roading infrastructure. Although
value-for-money is stressed in GPS 2009 its focus is on the initial selection of
projects and activities. GPS 2012 will make it clear that getting more out of what
is spent is an expectation.

e Road safety - Road safety is a transport priority for the government; this will be
reflected in the GPS so that the direction outlined in Safer Journeys, the
government’s road safety strategy, will be supported through the next National
Land Transport Programme.

The GPS sets out a number of specific targets known as impacts. In GPS 2012, the
Minister of Transport intends to continue the impacts set out in GPS 2009. These are:

e Improvements in the provision of infrastructure and services that enhance
transport efficiency and lower the cost of transportation through:

Improvements in journey time reliability

Easing of severe congestion

More efficient freight supply chains

w0 DdPE

Better use of existing transport capacity

e Better access to markets, employment and areas that contribute to economic
growth

o A secure and resilient transport network

¢ Reductions inroad deaths and serious injuries

e More transport choices, particularly for those with limited access to a car
¢ Reductions in adverse environmental effects from land transport

e Contributions to positive health outcomes

Background

The RLTP is essentially a programme of works through which the New Zealand
Transport Agency (NZTA) and Tasman District Council bid for funding assistance from
the New Zealand Transport Agency. The NZTA administers the National Land
Transport Fund and can only allocate funds to activities included in a RLTP or to
national activities.
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There are principally two types of NZTA (government subsidy) funding currently
available to the region. Those with the highest priority receive ‘R’ (Regionally
distributed) funding. ‘R’ funding comes from a portion of fuel excise duty and light road
user charges. It is allocated to regions based on population. In Tasman, this funding
had been committed and use for the construction of the Ruby Bay Bypass. New
projects for local roads and state highways will nhow be funded from nationally
distributed funds (N).

Strategic Context

The development of a Regional Land Transport Programme must consider the national
strategic documents along with the regional strategy documents. These documents
guide the focus of the RLTP and ensure that they achieve both national goals and meet
the demands of the region they are developed for.

The documents that have been used in developing this RLTP include the following:
e New Zealand Transport Strategy
e Safer Journeys
¢ “Connecting Tasman” (Regional Land Transport Strategy)
e Passenger Transport Plan
e Government Policy Statement
The main.issues for Tasman include:

e Rising demand for personal mobility and freight movement is placing the
transportation network under increasing strain

e The unacceptably high number of crashes occurring on the road network

e The lack of alternative transport modes, which results in people without access
to a private motor vehicle being limited in their ability to participate in social and
economic activities in the district.

e High number of single occupancy cars having an effect on both the efficiency
and sustainability of the transport network.

Connecting Tasman also provides a set of opportunities for which the Regional Land
Transport Programme can enable implementation. These opportunities include:

¢ Improve road safety by increasing education



Tasman Regional Land Transport Programme

- fasman

district council 2012/13-2014/15

e Encourage and promote land developments that reduce adverse impacts on
transport and the environment

e Develop a road network that supports and responds to economic development
in the region

¢ Provide safe and efficient and effective freight corridors
e Provide clear identifiable walking routes

e Provide clear identifiable cycling routes

e Undertake school and work travel plans

e Develop central business district parking strategies

e Work with Nelson City Council to develop an implementation plan for improved
passenger transport services.

These elements amongst other initiatives will provide a robust and accessible road
network for the residents of the District and visitors to the region. The Regional Land
Transport Programme has been developed to make the most of these opportunities
where local and central funding will allow.

Statement of National Land Transport Priorities

The 2012-2015 National Land Transport Programme and corresponding regional land
transport programmes are expected to prioritise activities that advance this strategic
direction including the 2012 GPS’s priorities of economic growth and productivity, value
for'money and road. safety. In doing so, the following impacts should be achieved
through the allocation of funding from the National Land Transport Fund:

Short to medium term impacts

e Improvements in the provision of infrastructure and services that enhance
transport efficiency and lower the cost of transportation through:

o improvements in journey time reliability
o easing of severe congestion

o more efficient freight supply chains

o better use of existing transport capacity.

e Better access to markets, employment and areas that contribute to economic
growth.
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Reductions in deaths and serious injuries as a result of road crashes.

More transport choices, particularly for those with limited access to a car.

A secure and resilient transport network.

Reductions in adverse environmental effects from land transport.

Contributions to positive health outcomes.

It is expected that the 2012-2015 National Land Transport Programme and Regional
Land Transport Programmes will be developed to contribute to the strategic direction,
priorities and impacts outlined above. The government’s expectations for how these
are progressed are outlined below.

Economic growth and productivity

o

o

o

(@]

Investing in the State highway network

Continuing to progress the Roads of National Significance (RoNS)
Rebuilding the land transport system in Canterbury

Getting Auckland’s transport working well

Making quality investments in public transport

Improving the local road network

Investing in walking and cycling

Considering networks from a national perspective

Integrated planning continues to be important

A sharper and broader focus on value for money

Improving road safety

Funding Plan

This section sets out the financial forecast from 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2015.

Proposed Funding Sources

The following funding sources are identified in the 10-year forecast of anticipated
revenue for Tasman District Council.

National Land Transport Fund (NLTF)



Tasman Regional Land Transport Programme

- fasman

district council 2012/13-2014/15

This is the funding which Tasman District applies for through the RLTP.
There are two different types:

1. National (N) Funds
These are contestable funds distributed across the country by central

government.

2. Regional (R) Funds
These funds are based on a proportion of fuel excise duty and road user

charges collected over a 10-year period (2005-2015), and are distributed to
the regions by the NZTA on a population basis.

For Tasman District the whole of these available funds have been committed
to the State Highway 60 Ruby Bay Bypass project due for completion in
2011.

e Local (L) Share

This is funding sourced by the Tasman District Council e.g. rates or non-project specific
development contributions. Council is required to part fund all of its activities, with the
proportion of ‘L’ funding required for each activity. class based on a Financial
Assistance Rate (FAR) subsidy received from central government.

For Tasman District, most local road activities are currently funded by a government
FAR of 49% and improvement projects by a government FAR of 59%. This is expected
to remain unchanged for the three year period 2012 — 2015.

For all state highway activities, NZTA receives a government FAR of 100%.
Total funding

Table 1 shows the expenditure target (the expected level of expenditure) along with the
maximum and minimum range for National Land Transport Programme expenditure for
the first 3 years of this 2012 GPS. The total level of funding represents a balance
between achieving the government’s expected impacts and the level of revenue that
can be raised.

Table 1 — Total Expected Expenditure Levels for NLTP

1213 | 1314 | 14145 | 16ME | 16M7T | 17118 | 1819 | 192720 | 20/21 21/22
$m $m $m $m m $m $m $m $m sm

Expenditure target 2,950 | 3,100 | 3,250 | 3,400 | 3,500 | 3,650 | 3,800 | 3,900 | 4,050 | 4,150
Maximum expenditure | 3,200 | 3,300 | 3,400
Minimum expenditure | 2,500 | 2,500 | 2,500
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The table above also provides indicative expenditure targets for 2015/16—-2021/22.
The expenditure target figure for each year is deemed to be the maximum level of
National Land Transport Programme expenditure.

Funding ranges for activity classes

Funding in the National Land Transport Programme is allocated to activity classes
established in the GPS. The allocation of funding to these activity classes reflects the
strategic direction the government has set. For each activity class, a funding range is
given which sets out how much can be spent.

The NZTA is required to allocate funding to activity classes within the funding ranges
set out in Table 2. The expenditure targets do not envisage funding being allocated at
the top end of every activity class range. By specifying the funding allocations as a
range, the NZTA has some flexibility in responding to requests for funding set out in
regional land transport programmes and actual funding applications received, and in
managing overall expenditure under the National Land Transport Programme.

Table 2 — Funding for Activity Areas for NLTP
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MNew and improved
infrastructure for
State highways

Renewal of State
highways

Maintenance and
operation of State
highways

Mew and improved
infrastruciure for
local roads

Renewal of local
roads

Maintenance and
operation of local
roads

Road policing

Public transport
SEMVICes

Public transport
infrastructure

Road safety
promaotion

Walking and cycling

Sector research

Transport planning

Management of the
funding allocation
system

Investment in Road Safety

Funding ranges Farecast funding ranges
1213 1314 | 1415 | 1516 | 16M7 | 1718 | 1819 | 19720 | 20021 | 24122

$m $m $m $m $m $m $m $m $m tm
875 oao 050 1000 | 1050 | 1100 | 1150 | 1200 | 1250 ( 1300
1150 1200 1300 1400 1450 1500 1550 1600 1700 1750
180 180 180 180 180 180 200 200 200 200
220 220 220 230 230 230 240 240 240 240
255 255 255 255 255 255 255 255 255 255
325 325 350 350 350 3680 380 380 380 380
130 130 130 140 140 140 150 150 150 160
180 185 180 210 210 210 230 230 230 250
180 180 180 200 200 200 210 210 210 210
250 250 250 250 250 270 270 240 280 310
205 205 205 205 205 205 205 208 208 205
300 300 300 310 310 310 310 310 310 320
280D 280D 280 280 280 280 280 280 280 280
310 310 310 315 315 35 320 320 320 320
220 230 240 255 270 280 295 285 285 245
280 300 330 340 3680 370 380 410 420 440
20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
80 80 80 0 40 40 30 an 30 30
29 29 29 29 29 29 M Eh| Eh| 33
36 36 36 36 36 36 as 38 38 35
12 12 12 14 14 14 15 15 15 16
30 30 30 3z 3z 3z 34 34 34 36

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

k] k] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]

14 14 14 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23
26 26 26 26 26 26 26 28 28 28
30 30 30 30 30 30 30 an an an

Safety is a key priority of this GPS. To reflect this priority, this GPS makes explicit the
amount of roading expenditure that is safety related.
safety related roading expenditure was included as roading improvements or
maintenance with the safety gains tending to be understated. However, roading
improvements have contributed significantly to the gains that New Zealand has made
over time in reducing deaths and serious injuries from road crashes. Further
investment is a key part of the Safer Journeys road safety strategy. This expenditure
will target safety priorities and will focus on:

In previous GPS in 2009 the

o safety improvements such as installing safety barriers, improving line markings,

providing
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e better passing opportunities, intersection improvements, rural road realignments,
and

e demonstration projects

e safety improvements that target high-risk rural roads and high-risk urban
intersections

e maintenance and renewal activity for safety for example providing the
appropriate level of

e skid resistance.

Table 3 below indicates how much of the State highway and local road expenditure is
expected to be safety related.

Table 3 — Expenditure on Road Safety

» 2012113 2013114 201415
Activity class $ million $ million $ million
State highways 150-240 150240 150-240
Local roads 80-120 80-120 80-120

There is no increase in road safety spending planned.in the three years covered by this
RLTP.

Assessment of Roles to the Regional Land Transport
Programme

New Zealand Transport Agency

The NZTA was established on 1 August 2008, taking over the functions of Land
Transport New Zealand and Transit New Zealand. The Agency’s objective is to carry
out its functions in ways that will contribute to producing an affordable, integrated, safe,
responsive and sustainable land transport system.

The NZTA plays a pivotal role in New Zealand’s land transport planning and funding
system. Its planning role is expressed through the three-year National Land Transport
Programme, which contains all the activities that the Agency has agreed to fund, or
anticipates funding, over the duration of the programme. Further, the evaluation policy
that the Agency adopts has a strong influence on the kinds of projects and services
that are funded.

The NZTA also provides guidance to Regional Transport Committees on the
development of RLTPs. With regards to the development of this RLTP, the NZTA has
two distinct roles to play. These are:
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1. The state highways section of the NZTA submits their state highway

programme of activities to the RTC for inclusion in the RLTP. The RTC is
required to decide which activities to include in the RLTP and then prioritise
them.

The Tasman District Council submits the RLTP to the NZTA for consideration
in the development of the National Land Transport Programme. The NZTA
must take into account the regional priorities when deciding on national
priorities, but may end up with a different order of priority for activities. The
NZTA cannot include anything in the National Land Transport Programme
that has not been included in a RLTP.

Tasman District Council

The role of the Tasman District Council with regard to the RLTP is as follows:

1.
2.

5.

Ensure that the RTC prepares a RLTP.

Consider and approve a RLTP by 30 April2012. If not approved the Council
must forward the unapproved programme by the same date, along with
reasons for not approving it.

Ensure that details of the RLTP are correct in Transport Investment Online
(T10) and confirms this to the NZTA.

Forwards copies of the RLTP to the NZTA and other parties listed in section
18 of the Land Transport Management Act and make it publicly available.

Varies the RLTP in accordance with statutory requirements.

Tasman Regional Transport Committee

The Tasman Regional Transport Committee includes representation from the Tasman
District Council, the NZTA, as well as one cultural representative, and one
representative. of each of the five objectives listed in the New Zealand Transport
Strategy 2010 (economic development, safety and personal security, public health,
access and mobility, and environmental sustainability).

The purpose of the RTC is to:

Prepare, review or vary a RLTP.
Prepare, monitor and review a regional land transport strategy.

Provide advice on transport matters, as and when requested, by the Tasman
District Council.
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Statement of Regional Transport Priorities

Local Road Programmes for maintenance, renewals and minor capital projects are
included in this programme and, as for all activities, have been assessed against the
objectives to be achieved. However, they are not included in the priority rating process.

Taking into account the NZTS, the 2012 GPS, Connecting Tasman 2010 and the
Passenger Transport Plan 2011, a list of priorities has been developed for types of
activities within the Tasman District. The list below is in priority order.

Due to funding constraints, not all projects and measures proposed in the district will be
able to be undertaken. Accordingly, these priorities will be used to guide decisions on
funding for proposed activities and are set out in Table 4.
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Table 4 — Issues that will guide funding priorities.

Activities that contribute to issue
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Roads and Traffic
Policy 4

Ensure the integrated,
efficient and safe
provision for freight
activity in support of
regional economic growth
and development while
minimising adverse
impacts on the regional
community.

The strategic road network, both in Tasman and
neighbouring regions, is a key element of the
freight system, although some local roads can
take on temporary or long term roles in
supporting freight movements, such as during
logging operations in a particular forest block
over a set period. Freight activity can have
negative impacts on communities and the
environment, such as safety issues, increased
road maintenance and noise nuisance,
especially at night.

Walking Policy

Promote and support the
convenience and safety
of walking to increase
usage and mode share

The strategy aims to recognise the importance of
walking and promotes a pedestrian friendly built
environment. Walking routes should be well
signposted, connected, convenient, comfortable
and convivial. Walking does include those using
walking aids such as wheelchairs and mobility
scooters. It also includes those with specific
requirements such as people with pushchairs. A
walking environment designed with the needs of
mobility impaired pedestrians in mind will often
create excellent levels of service for all
pedestrians.

Cycling Policy

Promote and support the
convenience and safety
of cycling to increase
usage and mode share

It is key to improving cycle usage to recognise
that different types of cycling environments will
suit different cyclists (learners, commuters, social
and serious recreational) have different
infrastructural needs. Cycling forms an important
element of a sustainable land transport system
and this policy aims to change the current trends
and situation in the Tasman region by enhancing
the volume of cycling trips.
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Over the 10 years of the RLTP the available funding will not support the
implementation of all desired activities in the region. Therefore the RTC adopted a
prioritisation process to select those activities that represent the best value for money.
This process was guided by the priorities outlined below in the RLTP.

Assessment of the Tasman Regional Land Transport
Programme

The Tasman RTC has assessed this RLTP and is satisfied that it contributes to the aim
of achieving an affordable, integrated, safe, responsive; and sustainable land transport
system, and contributes to each of the following:

a) Assisting economic development
¢ Growth and development are increasingly integrated with transport.
e Transport usersdncreasingly understand and meet the costs they create.

e New Zealand’s transport system is improving its international and domestic
linkages including inter-modal transfers.

e The effectiveness of the transport system is being maintained or continuing
to improve.

e The efficiency of the transport system is continuing to improve.

e The negative impacts of land-use developments on the transport system are
reducing.

b) Assisting safety and personal security
e New Zealand’s transport system is increasingly safe and secure.

e The transport system is improving its ability to recover quickly and effectively
from adverse events.

c) Improving access and mobility

e The transport system is increasingly providing affordable and reliable
community access.

d) Protecting and promoting public health

¢ Negative impacts of transport are reducing in terms of fatalities, injuries and
harm to health.

e) Ensuring environmental sustainability
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e The transport system is actively moving towards reducing the use of non-
renewable resources and their replacement with renewable resources.

¢ Negative impacts of transport are reducing in terms of human and natural
environments.

It is consistent with:
e The Government Policy Statement (GPS); and
e “Connecting Tasman” 2010,

It has taken into account any:
e National Strategy and Policy Statements.

e National energy efficiency and conservation strategy, relevant national policy
statement and any relevant regional policy statement or plans that are for the
time being in force under the Resource Management Act 1991.

¢ Likely funding from any source.
The priorities for the region consist of the following:
¢ Reducing fatalities.and casualties associated with Tasman’s roads.
e Promoting affordable alternative transport options to the private motor vehicle.
e Promoting network efficiency.

o Promoting the integrated, efficient and timely and safe provision for freight
activity.

The land transport issues and challenges facing the Tasman region, as identified in the
2010 RLTS ‘Connecting Tasman’ and provides the countermeasures to address the
identified issue. Population growth and associated demands for accessibility, personal
mobility and freight movement could place sections of the transport network under
increasing strain unless strategies are developed to address these issues. In urban
areas, congestion leads to increased travel times, reduced trip reliability and increased
costs for users.

The Regional Land Transport Programme details the transport issues, problems and
opportunities for Tasman which address the five objective areas in the National Land
Transport Strategy; economic development, safety and personal security, access and
mobility, protecting and promoting public health and environmental sustainability.
Table 5 below shows the issues and activities that contribute to the five objective
areas.
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Table 5 - Regional transport issues and countermeasures

Issues Countermeasure

Economic Development

The transport demand within a region is derived from a need to move freight
and people. An efficient transport network that permits the efficient and
sustainable flow of freight and people is therefore crucial to the economic
vitality of a region.

Issue 1:
Decreasing level of service on critical | Road renewals

routes Road operations and
maintenance

Issue 2:

Limitations of local road network to cater | New and improved infrastructure
for heavy vehicles for local roads

Issue 3:

Low commuter vehicle occupancy rates | Travel Demand Management

Road Safety and Travel Planning
activities

Issue 4:
Route security on major arterial Minor safety improvements

Safety and personal security

The increased traffic over the past decade has resulted in an increase in the
number of injuries and deaths from motor vehicle crashes; the social cost of
crashes in the Tasman region now averages over $30 million a year. It is
considered to be unacceptably high. The Tasman region represents 1% of
the nation’s population, but accounts for 3% of the number of crashes.

Issue 5:
Loss of control on bends Realignment of bends

Road Safety activities
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Issue 6:
Vulnerable road user casualties Road Safety activities

Minor safety improvements

Issue 7:

Increasing trend of crossing/turning injury | Intersection upgrades:
crashes

Issue 8:
High risk drivers Road Safety activities

Issue 9:

Personal safety and security Road Safety and Travel Planning
activities

Access and mobility

Accessibility relates to the ability of people to access jobs, education,
services and recreational facilities via the transport network and is critical to
promoting community well-being and the economic development of the
region. It is critical to promoting community wellbeing and the economic
growth and development of the region. Mobility relates to the quality and
ease of that movement. Access to the land transport network provides for the
social, cultural and economic wellbeing of regional communities and it is
important that residents can potentially employ all transport modes.

Issue 10:

Accessibility  for  non-car  owning | Minor safety improvements
households, mobility impaired and the | continued contributions and
elderly support of the Total Mobility
scheme

Passenger Transport

Issue 11:

Reduced community cohesion due to | Cycling and walking activities
transport network barriers, especially for Community focused activities
walking and cycling
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Issues Countermeasure

Protection and promotion of public health

Changing the way people travel can have significant benefits in terms of
public health. The increased physical activity associated with walking, cycling
or using other active modes significantly reduces the risk of health problems.
Further, by reducing the amount of private vehicle travel, fewer pollutants
such as exhaust emissions, contaminants, dust and noise are produced,
reducing their adverse effects on the community.

Public health — Issue 12:
High use of private motor vehicles for | Cycling and walking activities
short distance trips Travel Demand Management

Public health - Issue 13:
Poor air quality in sensitive environments | Cycling and walking activities
Travel Demand Management

Public health — Issue 14:

Health effects of dust from unsealed | Sealed and wunsealed road
roads renewal and maintenance

Environmental sustainability

The environmental consequences associated with the land transport network
in the Tasman region are similar to those being experienced in other regions
of New Zealand.

Environmental sustainability — Issue 15:
Greenhouse gas emissions Walking and cycling activities
Travel Demand Management

Environmental sustainability — Issue 16:

Land use planning impacts on | Activities outside the direction of
transportation network the RLTP
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Issues Countermeasure

Affordability

All projects and measures that are progressed in the region need to provide
justification of their benefits, whether they are based on economic, safety,
accessibility, health or environmental factors. Projects that make better use of
existing infrastructure can defer, or reduce the need altogether, for new
infrastructure, resulting in savings.

Issue 17:

Value for money community perception Applicable to all activities

The issues described in this section have been categorised by the five objective areas
representing Government transport policy, as set out in.the NZTS. Most issues relate to
more than one objective area.

Assessment of Police Activities to the Regional Land
Transport Programme

The Tasman RTC has assessed the relationship of policy activities to the RLTP, as
required under Section 16(2) (b) of the LTMA.

Through the Road Palicing Programme funded from the National Land Transport Fund,
the New Zealand Police focus on the delivery of enforcement activities. The NZ Police
also support and work with .the Tasman District Council to deliver community and
educational programmes such as safety of vulnerable road users, driver fatigue,
restraints, drive licensing and younger drivers.

These projects. in the RLTP aim to increase road safety and security within Tasman
District by reducing the number of crashes and/or fatalities. The projects will also aim
to increase the number of cyclists and pedestrians commuting to work and school and
for recreation.

The NZ Police is represented on the RTC and through groups such as Road Safe
Nelson Bays, the Road Safety Action Plan Committee and the Nelson-Tasman Active
Transport Forum.

The NZ Police will continue to be included in the studies, strategies and community
programmes included in the RLTP.
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During project development the NZ Police will continue to provide advice and
information on safety related issues to assist in establishing the most sustainable and
safety improved solutions.

Through the above the NZ Police are assessed by the RTC as having a high
relationship to the RLTP and the achievement of the impact statements in the GPS and
the RLTS.

Monitoring, Reviews and Variations of the RLTP

Monitoring Implementation of the Programme

The Tasman RTC shall, with the support of the Tasman District Council and the NZTA,
monitor the implementation of the RLTP which will include:

e Gathering and reviewing information to determine the effectiveness of the RLTP.

¢ Annually updating progress towards completion.of activities and projects listed in
the RLTP, including expenditure.

¢ Maintaining an overview of regional trends and statistics that measure progress
against the objectives, priorities and targets in the RLTP and the RLTS.

¢ Review the ‘Annual Achievement Report” from the Tasman District Council and
the NZTA'that details how all funded activities are being delivered.

Further to the above, the Tasman RTC will report on the above via the Tasman District
Council’s significant activity report on transport matters. This report will be provided to
the NZTA, neighbouring territorial authorities, the Commissioner of Police, and will be
available to the public.

Review of the RLTP

A full review of the RLTP will be commenced by the Tasman RTC in the following
circumstances:

e Prior to the completion of the RLTP’s three-yearly cycle - 30 June 2015.

e Following a request by an approved organisation (Tasman District Council or
NZTA) seeking ‘significant’ changes to the RLTP that vary, suspend or abandon
activities in the RLTP.

In accordance with section 18A of the LTMA, a full review of the RLTP will use the
special consultative procedure (as specified in the Local Government Act 2002).
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Variations to the RLTP

The RLTP will remain in force until 30 June 2015 — or unless a variation is required
under Section 18D of the LTMA.

Over the duration of the RLTP, activities or projects could change, be abandoned or
added.

Variation requests are likely to occur due to variations in the time, scope or cost of
proposed activities (especially given that a funding application can be made three
years before an activity is to be undertaken). Tasman District Council, or the NZTA,
can therefore request that the Tasman RTC prepare a variation to the RLTP, or the
Committee can prepare variations on its own initiative.

The Tasman RTC will consider requests for variations promptly and forward the
amended RLTP to the Tasman District Council for its consideration.

When variations are ‘significant’, in terms of the Tasman RTC’s significance policy (set
out in Section 9.3.4 below), the Committee must consult on the variation before
adopting it and forwarding it to the Tasman District Council and ultimately the NZTA.

Public consultation is not required for any variation that is not significant in terms of the
significance policy adopted in Section 9.3 of this RLTP or arises from the declaration or
revocation of a state highway. It is probable that the majority of variations will not be
significant.

Summary of Significance Policy for Tasman District

Policy Intent

The intent of this policy is to provide a clear understanding of what is considered
significant. in terms of variations to the proposed or adopted RLTP. It provides the
thresholds and procedures that the RTC will use in assessing which variations are
deemed significant and the subsequent consultation requirements.

Legislative Requirements

Section 106 of the LTMA requires each RTC to adopt a policy that determines
significance in respect of variations made to the RLTP and regional land transport
strategies.

General Approach

The Tasman RTC has the final decision on what is considered significant in terms of
requested or recommended variations to the RLTP.
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In determining the significance of a proposed variation, the RTC will be guided by the
following:

e Whether the variation contributes to the objectives of the RLTS.
e Whether the variation is in the interest of public safety.

e Whether the activity or activities have previously been consulted on in
accordance with section 17 and 18 of the LTMA.

¢ Whether there is a change in scope of the project.
e The variation requested relates specifically to a prioritised activity.
Thresholds

The thresholds that are established in this section are quantifiable and allow for a
predetermination of the outcome. Therefore this threshold test can be applied to give a
clear indication of whether a particular variation.is deemed significant or not.

The following amendments or variations are considered significant and will be required
to undergo public consultation prior to adoption:

a) Change in scope of a project that substantially alters the original objectives of
the projectin a way that reduces the contribution of the project towards the New
Zealand« Transport Strategy objectives or the GPS targets or the RLTS
objectives.

b) Scope change resulting in cost increases of more than 15% of the NZTA
approved allocation and more than $10 million in value.

¢) Addition of the construction phase of any activity that has not previously been
consulted upon in accordance with section 18 of the LTMA, and the total project
cost is over $10 million.

d) Any activity or combination of activities that the RTC considers to be regionally
significant.

Set out below, for purposes of clarity are examples of variations that do not meet the
thresholds set out in this policy and are therefore considered not significant:

e) Funding requirements for preventative maintenance and emergency
reinstatement activities.

f) Changes to activities relating to local road maintenance, local road renewals,
local road minor capital works or existing public transport services. This refers
to activities in the aforementioned areas that have been included in the RLTP.

g) Variations to timing, cash flow or total cost (resulting from a change in inputs
costs), for the following:

e improvement projects,
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¢ demand management,
e community-focused activities.

h) Transfer of funds between activities within a group.
i) End of year carryover of allocations.

j) Addition of the investigation or design phase of a new activity, one which has
not been previously consulted upon in accordance with section 18 of the LTMA.

k) Variations to timing of activities if sufficient reasoning is provided for the
variation and such that the variation does not substantially alter the balance of
funding or make the RLTP unaffordable.

Procedures

The decision to determine whether or not a requested variation is significant and
requires a variation to the RLTP will be decided by the RTC. Once a variation has
been determined to be significant, then the variation to the RLTP will be consulted
upon in accordance with the consultation principles set out in Sections 17 and 18 of the
LTMA.

Where possible any consultation required for the RLTP will be carried out in
conjunction with any other consultation undertaken by the Tasman District Council, an
example of which is-the Annual Plan consultation, in order to optimise consultation
costs.

Regional Land Transport Programme 2012 - 2015

Projects included in the RLTP

Appendix 1 details the activities that the approved organisations, Tasman District
Council.and the NZTA have submitted for funding approval from the National Land
Transport Fund for the three years 2012 - 2015.

Assessment and Prioritisation of Activities/Projects Requiring Prioritisation

The RTC is required to prioritise activities or combinations of activities that Tasman
District Council (for local road activities) and the NZTA (for all state highway activities),
submit in their respective land transport programmes. Projects relating to local road
maintenance, road renewals, minor capital works and existing passenger transport
services are excluded from the prioritisation process.

The assessment and prioritisation process determines which projects are put forward
for inclusion in the National Land Transport Programme.

The Tasman RTC used the following process:

¢ Identified activity classes that needed prioritisation.
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Determined whether the total number of projects in each activity class lies within
the regionalised funding range for that activity class identified in the GPS.

Ranked projects in line with the NZTA ranking process.

Rankings were then adjusted within activities or groups of activities to better
reflect how the project would best contribute to the objectives and targets of the
Tasman RLTS and the GPS.

The RTC accepted that adjustment to the ranking of projects would be required
from time-to-time where delays in programmes occurred or activities were
varied, suspended or deleted.

Programming of projects may not follow exactly the prioritised order of projects
due to the varying stages of development with which projects are situated. This
may therefore result, for example, in a project ranked number 6 constructed
ahead of a project ranked number 3.

The NZTA process for assessment and prioritisation is summarised as follows:

Assessment Process

Each activity or project requiring prioritisation has been assessed according to:

the strategic fit of the transport issue, problem or opportunity addressed, taking
account of relevant strategies and regional priorities

the effectiveness of the proposed activity or combination of activities in dealing
with the issue, problem or opportunity

the economic efficiency of the proposed activity or combination of activities.

Three main functions are to plan and invest in land transport networks, manage the
state highway network and provide access to and use of the land transport system.
These are underpinned by four functional strategies, one of which is the Investment
and Revenue Strategy (IRS). This document sets out the changes made to the IRS that
are necessary to align it with the 2012 Government Policy Statement on land transport
funding. Under the Land Transport Management Act 2003 (LTMA), we must ensure
that the National Land Transport Programme (NLTP) ‘gives effect to the 2012 GPS'.
The IRS is the investment prioritisation tool that is use to ensure that investment
targets in value for money activities that collectively achieve the impacts set out in the
2012 GPS.
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Project Profiling

Each project is rated High (H); Medium (M) or Low (L) for each of the three assessment
factors listed above resulting in a ‘profile’ for the project (e.g. HHM). The default
ranking for all projects is Low, unless evidence is supplied to support a higher ranking.

Appendix 2 details the prioritised activities that the approved organisations, Tasman
District Council and the NZTA have submitted for funding approval from the National
Land Transport Fund for the three years 2012 - 2015.

Prioritisation Process
Projects are ranked according to their assessment Profile as set out in Table 6:

Table 6 — Assessment Profile Ranking

Assessment Profile Priority
(Strategic fit, effectiveness,
economic efficiency)
HHH 1
HHM, HMH, MHH 2
HHL, HMM 3
HLH, MHM, MMH 4
LHH, HML 5
HLM, MHL, MMM 6
MLH, LHM, LMH 7
HLL, MML, MLM, LHL 8
LMM, LLH 9
MLL, LML, LLM 10
LLL 11

The primary focus of the NZTA’s investment will be on those projects that make the
greatest contribution to economic growth and productivity while safety, social and
environmental impacts remain relevant. Some project profiles are likely to change and
may affect the final priorities within the approved 2012 — 2015 NLTP as it relates to the
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Tasman RLTP. Projects with the highest funding profile will be funded first and NZTA
will be ensuring that the final draft of the RLTP will reflect this.

Consultation on the RLTP

The following steps are being undertaken in the development of the RLTP:

1. The Regional Transport Committee (RTC) carried out an assessment of
those activities requiring prioritisation and submitted a draft RLTP to NZTA
on 30 November 2011.

2. A consultation process is undertaken by the RTC using the special
consultative procedures specified by the Local Government Act 2002.
Following public hearings and deliberations on the submissions, a final RLTP
will be developed by the RTC.

3. The RTC must submit the RLTP to the Tasman District Council for adoption.
If amendments are sought, the RTC will need to revise the RLTP before
resubmission to the Council. NZTA will also carry out a moderation process
to rank projects nationally. This was expected to be completed by mid

February 2012.

4. The Council is required to submit the final RLTP to the NZTA by30 April
2012.

5.  NZTAwill consider the Tasman RLTP and issue the National LTP by 30 June
2012.

Relationship between the Regional Land Transport Plan and the Long Term Plan

In“accordance with the Local Government Act, Tasman must prepare a Ten Year Plan
(Long Term Plan) every three years.

The Ten Year Plan outlines how Tasman District Council contributes to community
outcomes and what services and projects the Council will deliver. It also identifies how
the Council will'pay for what it does. The Ten Year Plan covers all the activities
undertaken by the Council, including transportation activities.

The local roading programme, covering the maintenance, renewal and minor capital
works for Tasman’s local roads is outlined in the Council’s Ten Year Plan. The public
are consulted on the service levels and projects in the local roading programme
through the Ten Year Plan process.

This RLTP incorporates the local roading expenditure programme outlined in the
Council’'s 2012-2021 Ten Year Plan and the expenditure on all NZTA state highway
activities within Tasman District.
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The RLTP covers the Tasman District Council region only. It does not include any part
of Nelson City or West Coast Regional Council.

Period of the RLTP

The RLTP is a three year document that will remain in force until 30 June 2015 unless
there is any significant variation undertaken in terms of the RTC’s significance policy.

Submissions

Many of the submissions addressed the local roading programme, covering the
maintenance, renewal and minor capital works for Tasman’s local roads which are
outlined in the Council’s Ten Year Plan. The public are consulted separately on the
service levels and projects in the local roading programme through the Ten year Plan
process.
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Appendix 1 — Detailed Regional Land Transport Programme with Priorities



Total
phase 2012/1 ‘21013/1 5014/1 2015/1 %016/1 5017/1 5018/1 5019/2 i020/2 2021/2 NZTA Profile oA Draft
Funding RTC
priorit

priority
y

. Work Indicati
Profil categor  ve cost

y FAR

Project Name Description

priorit
y

Strategi  Effectivene  Efficien

($000) (S000) ~ ($000) ~ ($000) ($000) ~ ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000)  ($000) ce oy

Renewal of state
highways

Road renewals 80347.0 16403.7 63943.3 5485.5 | 5475.2 | 5443.0 | 8144.5 | 8307.7 | 8471.7 | 9281.8 | 9588.6 | 9849.3 20299'

mggﬁﬁ%'ed road zg‘:‘:m':’g road ﬁ}gﬁf’vays 211 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -

o Ssuer?;i?n . road ii"ﬂffg cing road ﬁfgﬁv ays | 212 53790.7 10979.3 42811.4 3666.0 | 3602.6 | 3710.7 | 5339.9 | 5500.1 | 5665.1 | 6170.1 @ 6478.9 | 6737.6 | 6919.5 ;
Drainage renewals Drainage renewals afg:/vays 213 5168.8 1236.3 3932.5 418.2 425.4 392.7 550.0 550.0 550.0 566.5 566.5 566.5 583.0 -

reﬁ:&ﬁgﬁg‘; :Zi‘;ebri'l‘i‘fa”ttion a}g;eways 214 13217.8 2729.8 10488.0 726.8 | 928.2 | 1074.8 | 1380.0 | 1380.0 | 1380.0 | 1541.0 | 1541.0 | 1541.0 | 1725.0 -

Structures

reﬁg{‘:‘gﬂﬁscomponem component f'faﬁf,va < | 215 3439.5 762.1 2677.4 2852 | 2665 | 2104 | 369.6 | 369.6 | 369.6 | 387.2 | 387.2 | 387.2 | 407.0 -
P replacements 9 Y

refgxgg“me”ta' Fem‘gxgg‘e”ta' ﬁ}gﬁvays 221 3400.8 448.8 2952.0 2652 | 183.6 | 0.0 3600 | 360.0 | 360.0 | 456.0 | 456.0 | 456.0 | 504.0 -

re;é\‘;‘vfglcs services gﬂg\';als services ﬁ}gﬁvays 222 1329.4 247.4 1082.0 1241 | 68.9 54.4 1450 | 1480 | 147.0 | 161.0 | 159.0 | 161.0 | 161.0 -
Associated Associated State

improvements Imorovements Highways | 231 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -

Preventative Constructi

maintenance on 241 0 0.0 0.0 )

Operations and

maintenance of State

Highways

Road operations and 99592.2 | 262245 | 73367.7 8744.8 | 8756.8 | 8722.9 | 9768.2 | 9919.1 | 10080. | 10590. | 10722. | 10920. | 11367.

maintenance 2 2 8 2 0

" ;ﬁf‘;;’gnce pavement ﬁ']fi?r'ft’gnancpj"eme”t ﬁ}gﬁvays 111 33144.1 7958.0 25186.1 2653.0 | 2652.6 | 2652.4 | 3380.0 | 3392.9 | 3406.2 | 3666.9 | 3681.0 | 3695.5 | 3963.7 -
Unsealed pavement | Unsealed pavement | State )

it e Highways 112 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

m;ﬁfet;';ce drainage mﬁggiancgra'”age ﬁ}gﬁf’vays 113 5637.0 1377.0 4260.0 4632 | 4548 | 459.0 | 5700 | 5850 | 580.0 | 625.0 | 620.0 | 6250 | 655.0 -

. as;:]rt”ecr::;ise f‘nt;‘:tt:r::fl e a}gﬁvays 114 5275.0 1545.0 3730.0 5150 | 5150 | 515.0 | 505.0 | 5050 | 505.0 | 550.0 | 550.0 | 550.0 | 565.0 -

maEir’]‘;’e'f;nrggma' Eq’;‘l’:]rt"e’:gﬁg;a' ﬁ}gﬁvays 121 174756 | 3767.6 13708.0 1265.9 | 1255.7 | 1246.0 | 1802.0 | 1843.3 | 1885.9 | 1968.7 | 2013.8 | 2066.8 | 2127.5 -

m;:tlgrance services Lr;fr:'t‘;nancese“"ces ﬁfg:ﬁvays 122 15071.1 3682.9 11388.2 1239.4 | 1233.0 | 12105 | 1493.9 | 1536.0 | 1569.7 | 1636.0 | 1672.3 | 1710.1 | 1770.2 ;

m;}ggg‘é’:ﬁ' traffic 32?125332% traffic ﬁfg}ivays 123 2234.7 1302.5 932.2 4501 | 4575 | 3949 | 1250 | 1271 | 129.3 | 1315 | 133.8 | 139.0 | 1465 -

mgr{tce'iance path fﬂi‘i’r'ﬁenance path a}gﬁvays 124 320.1 76.4 2437 247 | 255 |262 |318 |328 |337 |[347 |358 |369 |380 -
Level crossing | Level crossing | State )

warning devices warning devices Highways 131 53.4 53.4 0.0 LT Lo Lo

mg‘ﬂ?;”é’r;kenta”d asset :?r\?fgtngg asset ﬁ%g:ﬁvays 151 20381.3 | 6461.7 13919.6 2115.7 | 2144.9 | 2201.1 | 1860.6 | 1897.0 | 1970.5 | 1977.4 | 2016.1 | 2097.0 | 2101.1 ;

Emergency works grc])nstructl 141 0.0 0.0 0.0 -

New & improved

infrastructure for State

Highways

HPMV y TDcos Investigati

Lansdowne Rd to Port 9 LMH 16.0 16.0 0.0 16.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7c

( on

Nelson)

HPMV - TDCO08 | HPMV route

(Lansdowne Rd to Port | upgrades including | Design LMH 33.0 33.0 0.0 33.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7c

Nelson) Jenkins Bridge

HPMV y TDCo8 Constructi

Lansdowne Rd to Port LMH 318.0 318.0 0.0 0.0 3180 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7c

( on

Nelson)

HPMV . Tbcor Investigati

88Valle to  Port 9 HMH 41.0 41.0 0.0 410 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4c

( y on

Nelson)

HPMV -  TDCO7 | HPMV route

(88Valley to Port | upgrades including | Design HMH 52.0 52.0 0.0 52.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4c

Nelson) Jenkins Bridge

HPMV . Tbcor Constructi

(88valley to  Port - HMH 690.0 690.0 0.0 0.0 690.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4c

Nelson)

HPMV . TDCO9 Investigati

Motueka to  Port | HPMV _ route 9 LMH 16.0 16.0 0.0 16.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7c

(

Nelson) upgrades including | On

HPMV - TDcog | Jenkins Bridge Design LMH 33.0 33.0 0.0 330 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7c




Project Name

(Motueka to Port

Description

Profil
e

Work
categor

y

Indicati

ve
FAR

Total
phase
cost

($000)

2012/1
3

($000)

2013/1
4

($000)

2014/1
)

($000)

2015/1
6

($000)

2016/1
7

($000)

2017/1
8

($000)

2018/1
9

($000)

2019/2
(0]

($000)

2020/2
1

($000)

2021/2
2

($000)

NZTA Profile

Strategi
c fit

Effectivene
ss

Efficien
cy

Funding
priority

RCA
priorit
y

Draft
RTC
priorit
y

Nelson)
HPMV . TDCO9 Constructi
Motueka to  Port LMH 446.0 446.0 0.0 46 |00 4460 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 7c 4 4
( on
Nelson)
'F‘,'sr'gv - TDC10 (MDF to L”r:’es“ga“ HMM 17.0 17.0 0.0 37 |00 170 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 H M M 3b 1 1
HPMV route
;'Er':’)'V'TDcm (MDFto |\ \horades  including | Design HMM 35.0 35.0 0.0 37 | 00 0.0 350 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 H M M 3b 1 1
Jenkins Bridge -
'F‘,'sr':;'v - TDCI0 (MDF to gr?”s"”c“ HMM 326.0 0.0 326.0 37 |00 0.0 0.0 3260 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 H M M 3b 1 1
Rural narrow bridge
replacement and :
g;‘g . Doctors  Creek | ohway realignment gr?”s"uc“ MMH 659.0 0.0 659.0 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 659.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M H 7a 5 5
9 and removal of out
of context curve
g%\rgg Bridge Traffic 'S?g:li:gtm;n L |an0; L”r:’es“ga“ LMH 32.0 0.0 32.0 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 320 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 7a 6 16
g'g"r‘gg Bridge  Traffic ggg?fachw'thspehe'gz Design LMH 275 0.0 27,5 4 00 0.0 0.0 275 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 7a 6 16
and poor Vvisibility,
. ) integrate with .
gf“n";ﬁ? Bridge Traffic | \bBo Gions for grcl’”s"uc“ LMH 457.0 0.0 457.0 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 4570 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 7a 6 16
9 over dimension
vehicles
gg‘fonsﬁﬂgieoid Valley i‘f]?é’rrsa:giocr:oss rv(\’,ﬁg L”r:’es“ga“ MMM 116.0 0.0 116.0 37 |00 0.0 0.0 116.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8¢ 7 6
dedicated right turn
gg‘fonsﬁﬂgieoid Valley ggzzle?;?onbﬂk;#ég gr?”s"uc“ MMM 1808.0 0.0 1808.0 37 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 892.0 | 916.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8¢ 7 6
for both side roads
ggl’i';f]%em Creek ‘S‘p‘;‘g dOf;j’rr\‘lfé‘t C\'I%E L”r:’es“ga“ MMM 111.0 0.0 111.0 36 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 111.0 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8¢ 8 13
ggl’i';i%em Creek Eirsc’tr(‘fr’;“czgor Ccrlaej: Design MMM 132.0 0.0 132.0 36 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 1320 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8¢ 8 13
g;‘;‘l’i';i‘r’nem Creek | zone a":l'::i COST'Sgh sonstruetl | v 2247.8 0.0 2247.8 36 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 2247.8 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8¢ 8 13
[S)zﬁaﬁon . Lamcghmond ﬁé’v’f”“tfo”nhgung 'O”r:’es“ga“ MMM 179.0 0.0 179.0 33 | 00 0.0 0.0 179.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8¢ 9 14
lanes on Richmond
e on4 Larﬁr'%hmo”d gf;’f'ta“oH';bitgf“"Q:g Design MMM 0.0 0.0 0.0 33 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8¢ 9 14
and McGlashen St
g':gﬁir']";mh'son Bridge - m‘ée“ f)’r‘i'zggg o"° | Design LMH 89.0 0.0 89.0 55 |00 0.0 0.0 89.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 8¢ 10 15
. . _ | upstream side to two .
g':gﬁir']"”mh'son Bridge - | |anes  and  widen gr?”s"uc“ LMH 1018.0 0.0 1018.0 55 | 00 0.0 0.0 1018.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 8c 10 15
9 approaches
Renewal of local roads
Road renewals 67962.0 | 19656.1 | 483059 | - 6466.2 | 6552.0 | 6637.9 | 6617.7 | 6795.5 | 6825.7 | 6859.9 | 6928.3 | 7016.4 | 7262.4
mgtgﬁ’i‘:g'e‘j road ﬁl‘?’iﬁ'ﬁ; road Ié%(;ills 211 49% 8000.0 2400.0 5600.0 ; 800.0 | 800.0 | 800.0 | 800.0 | 800.0 | 800.0 | 800.0 | 800.0 | 800.0 | 800.0 | - - - - - -
refuer?;i?ng road i‘ﬁﬁgcmg foad | Local 212 49% 26054.2 | 8216.9 178374 | - 2730.0 | 2739.0 | 2739.0 | 2632.2 | 26322 | 2489.2 | 2489.2 | 2531.5 | 25315 | 25315 | - - - - - -
Drainage renewals Drainage renewals 'Ef(’)‘;”(‘j's 213 49% 14913.0 | 43616 10551.4 | - 14438 | 1453.8 | 1464.0 | 1474.4 | 14850 | 14959 | 1506.9 | 1518.2 | 1529.6 | 1541.4 | - - - - ; -
opvement e Iﬁ%(;ills 214 49% 8410.0 1914.0 6496.0 - 580.0 | 6380 | 696.0 | 7540 | 8120 | 8700 | 9280 | 986.0 | 1044.0 | 1102.0 | - - - - - -
Structures component Structures Local
oouctures comp component Loca 215 49% 3000.0 900.0 2100.0 - 3000 | 300.0 | 300.0 | 3000 | 300.0 | 3000 | 300.0 | 300.0 | 3000 | 300.0 | - - - - ; -
P replacements
refé‘v‘\’lgl‘;”me”ta' Fer;l‘g;f/’glg‘e”ta' Ié%(;ills 221 49% 0.0 0.0 0.0 ; 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - - - - -
o aific services | Traffic ~ sefvices | Loca 222 49% 4669.6 1200.8 3459.8 ; 3076 | 4032 | 409.0 | 4148 | 4208 | 591.7 | 544.9 | 489.4 | 4958 | 502.4 | - - - - - -
im’;fj\f’;féi‘zs i’?}fgf’;\gﬁgms Iﬁ%(;?jls 231 49% 2915.2 653.8 2261.4 - 205.8 | 218.0 | 230.0 | 2423 | 3455 | 2789 | 291.0 | 303.2 | 3154 | 4851 | - . . - - -
f:;‘r’]f:;:tr']‘g gr?”s"uc“ 241 49% 1425.0 440.0 985.0 - 100.0 | 130.0 | 2100 | 850 | 1500 | 150.0 | 150.0 | 150.0 | 150.0 | 150.0 | - - - - - -
Operations and
maintenance of local
roads
Road operations and 67859.2 24104.5 43754.7 - 5871.0 | 6029.8 | 2293 | 61918 | 6191.9 | 6224.7 | 6243.1 | 6338.1 | 6189.7 | 6375.3
maintenance 7




Total

boso 2012/1 2013/1 2014/1 2015/1 2016/ 2017/1 2018/1 201972 20202 20212 . rA profile Draft
brofil | Work Indicati Eost 3 4 5 6 7 8 ) ) 1 2 Funding RCA  Rre
Project Name Description categor ve Inding priorit .
FAR Strategi  Effectivene priority priorit
y ($000) (S000) ($000) ($000) (3000) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) -c°
masiﬁf‘;ﬁgnce pavement iz?r']‘i’gnancp:"eme”t Ili%?(lils 111 49% 11329.9 2500.7 8829.2 ; 12146 | 12146 | 715 | 12415 | 12415 | 12415 | 1269.1 | 1269.1 | 1269.1 | 1297.3 | - - ; - ;
m;rr]‘tseiﬂﬁge pavement %’;fﬁ;'ﬁgncp:"eme”t 'é%‘;ﬂs 112 49% 3398.1 7433 2654.8 ; 3572 | 360.8 | 254 | 368.0 | 3717 | 375.4 | 379.2 | 3830 | 386.8 | 390.7 | - - ; - ;
m;r?t“;r'{;ce drainage Eg‘i‘rﬁ'tgiancgra'”age 'é%‘;ﬂs 113 49% 5678.9 1431.6 4247.3 - 546.0 | 555.6 | 330.0 | 575.3 | 5855 | 5958 | 606.4 | 617.1 | 628.0 | 639.2 | - - - - -
m;gé‘ﬁ;;iz at;‘r‘]’tg:ﬁce Ili%?(lils 114 49% 3563.7 1243.1 2320.7 - 3315 | 3315 | 580.0 | 331.5 | 3315 | 3315 | 3315 | 3315 | 3315 | 3315 | - - - - -
maEi;‘;’e';oa“n’Eg”ta' ?;ﬂlrt‘;’:]'gﬁgéa' 'ﬁ%ﬁ's 121 49% 11840.1 2606.7 9233.4 ; 1300.0 | 1302.7 | 4.0 1308.7 | 1311.9 | 13152 | 1318.7 | 1322.4 | 1326.3 | 1330.3 | - - ; - ;
m;g’t‘g:fance services Lr:ifrf]'t‘;nanceser"'ces 'é%‘;ﬂs 122 49% 5846.2 1507.8 4338.4 ; 568.5 | 5749 | 364.4 | 587.3 | 597.8 | 608.5 | 619.4 | 630.4 | 6418 | 653.3 | - - ; - ;
m;‘;eg':rﬁ']‘;?]”t" traffic ggﬁfgf;zht traffic 'E;(’);"’(‘j's 123 49% 612.4 570.4 42.0 - 40 40 562.4 | 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 ; - - ; -
m;%gflance path %‘gﬁename path Ili%?(lils 124 49% 1724.3 1492.7 231.6 - 642 | 288 | 1399.7 288 | 288 | 288 |288 |288 | 588 | 288 | - - - ; -
Level = crossing | Level crossing | Local 131 49% 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ; - - ; -
warning devices warning devices Roads
Network and asset | Network and asset | Local 151 49% 23865.5 12008.1 11857.3 ; 1485.0 | 1656.9 | 8866.3 | 1744.6 | 1717.2 | 1722.0 | 1684.1 | 1749.8 | 15415 | 1698.2 | - - ; - ;
management management Roads
Emergency works g;’”s"uc“ 141 49% 7000.0 2100.0 4900.0 - 700.0 | 700.0 | 700.0 | 700.0 | 700.0 | 700.0 | 700.0 | 700.0 | 700.0 | 700.0 | - - - - -
New & improved
infrastructure for local
roads
Road Studies ;Ladslzs reduction | oy gy 311 59% 120.0 30.0 90.0 - 0.0 300 |00 300 | 0.0 0.0 300 | 0.0 0.0 300 | - - - - -
Sites yet to be
determined,
Bridge Renewals f)z'seefé'mon Wllpl)riorﬁf/ gﬁ”s"ua' M- 322 59% 5000.0 1500.0 3500.0 - 500.0 | 500.0 | 500.0 | 500.0 | 500.0 | 500.0 | 500.0 | 500.0 | 500.0 | 500.0 | M - - - -
matrix and NZTA
funding criteria
: : .
m’;‘r’gvemems Safety ;ﬂj’ré’;gg%eurg;e 'F';;‘;%'S 341 59% 111541 | 32493 7904.8 - 1063.6 | 1082.7 | 1102.9 | 1097.3 | 1116.8 | 1121.8 | 1126.0 | 1139.1 | 11343 | 1169.4 | - - - ; -
Richmond Construction - | Construction of new
Queen/Salisbury intersection  layout | Design MMH 324 59% 99.0 99.0 0.0 5.1 0.0 0.0 99.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 4c 1 7
Intersection with traffic signals
Richmond Construction - | Construction of new Constructi
Queen/Salisbury intersection  layout on MMH 324 59% 920.2 0.0 920.2 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 920.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 4c 1 7
Intersection with traffic signals
Richmond Construction -
(":)‘L"éee[]/Lans downe I':;grrgsg“r;’é‘ms layout | egign LMM | 324 59% 188.6 188.6 0.0 3.6 |00 659 | 1227 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M 9%a 5 12
Intersection
Richmond Construction -
(S?JgiL/Lans downe :ms:zsgﬂqc’:nts layout gr?”S"“d' LMM | 324 59% 4427 0.0 442.7 36 | 00 0.0 0.0 4427 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M 9a 5 12
Intersection
Richmond Construction -
m‘;"ﬁ;/waimea West I'::grrgsg“rﬁé‘ms layout | Hegign MMM | 324 59% 2227 2227 0.0 38 |00 313 | 1914 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 6c 2 8
Intersection
Richmond Construction -
m%trj]tv?/;?/wmmea West :Qfﬁﬁiiéﬂf’gms layout gﬁ”s"uc“ MMM | 324 59% 6415 0.0 6415 38 |00 0.0 0.0 6415 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 6c 2 8
Intersection
Motueka Valley | Corner widening
\C/glrl‘s;r“c“o“ - '\H"I‘;t}:‘v‘;',:; gfrt;‘g‘;e”an § Cﬁgﬁgﬁ Design LMH | 324 59% 194.3 0.0 194.3 48 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 150.4 | 439 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M 7c 3 10
Widening Heights
Motueka Valley | Corner widening
\C/glrl‘g;“‘c“on - m;tr“‘v‘;g; gfrt:g‘;e”and Cﬁgﬁgﬁ gr?”s”uc“ LMH | 324 59% 885.7 0.0 885.7 48 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8857 | 0.0 0.0 L M 7c 3 10
Widening Heights
Widening of out of
Moutere Construction - context curves
Moutere Highwa between Kelling | Design LMH 324 59% 58.6 0.0 58.6 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.3 37.3 0.0 0.0 L M 7c 4 11
ghway Road and George
Harvey Road
Widening of out of
. context curves .
mgﬂtgz H?g"r:‘;g;"“o” " | between  Kelling gr?r‘s"“"“ LMH | 324 59% 436.4 0.0 436.4 44 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 436.4 | 0.0 L M 7c 4 11

Road and George
Harvey Road
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Construction of a
o . new road alignment
Ech;tgg dCO”St"‘C“O” " | between Cederman | Design LMM | 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 39 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M M %a 6 9
Drive and Martin
Farm Road
Construction of a
N . new road alignment :
xaerer Construction = | petween Cederman | SO | imm | 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 39 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M M 9a 6 9
Drive and Martin
Farm Road
Upgrade of Martin
Kaiteriteri Construction - | Farm Road to match
Martin ~ Farm Road | speed environment | Design LMM 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M M 9a 6 9
Upgrade of new adjoining
road section
Upgrade of Martin
Kaiteriteri Construction - | Farm Road to match Constructi
Martin ~ Farm Road | speed environment on LMM 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M M 9a 6 9
Upgrade of new adjoining
road section
Reconstruction  of
Kaiteriteri Construction - | Riwaka-Kaiteriteri
Turners Bluff to Tapu | Road between | Design LMH 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 9a 7 17
Bay Turners Bluff and
Tapu Bay
Reconstruction  of
Kaiteriteri Construction - | Riwaka-Kaiteriteri Constructi
Turners Bluff to Tapu | Road between on LMH 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 9a 7 17
Bay Turners Bluff and
Tapu Bay
Reconstruction  of
Kaiteriteri Construction - | Riwaka-Kaiteriteri
Tapu Bay to Cederman | Road between Tapu | Design MMM 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 9a 8 18
Drive Bay and Cederman
Drive
Reconstruction  of
Kaiteriteri Construction - | Riwaka-Kaiteriteri Constructi
Tapu Bay to Cederman | Road between Tapu on MMM 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 9a 8 18
Drive Bay and Cederman
Drive
Motueka Valley Realignment of poor
Construction - McLean's road geometry p Design LMM 324 59% 372.8 0.0 372.8 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.0 27.4 334.4 0.0 L M M 9a 9 19
Corner Realignment
Motueka Valley Realignment of poor | Constructi
Construction - McLean's road geometry P on LMM 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M M 9a 9 19
Corner Realignment
Replacement of
Motueka Valley | Narrow Bridge with
Construction - Narrow | two lane bridge and | Design L-L 324 59% 1255.7 0.0 1255.7 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.1 99.3 1141.3 | 0.0 0.0 L - L - 10 20
Bridge Realignment realignment of
approaches
Replacement of
Motueka Valley | Narrow Bridge with Constructi
Construction - Narrow | two lane bridge and on L-L 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 12 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L - L - 10 20
Bridge Realignment realignment of
approaches
Richmond Construction - f;c&r:]sdt;gg:;n of ts
Hill/Champion . ' Design L-- 324 59% 88.0 0.0 88.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 88.0 L - - - 11 21
Intersection service future traffic
from growth areas
Richmand Construction - ﬁ)?]?iit;:)%ttlj(in o tz Constructi
Hill/Champion ) ) L-- 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L - - - 11 21
Intersection service future traffic | on
from growth areas
Ring route
Richmond Construction - | improvements from | pyo 0, L-- 324 59% 12115 0.0 12115 00 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12115 | L - - - 12 22
Wensley Road Oxford Street to
Bateup Road
Ring route
Richmond Construction - | improvements from | Constructi o
Wensley Road Oxford  Street 1o | on L-- 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L - - - 12 22
Bateup Road
Demand management
& community
programmes
. Community Local
Community Programmes coordination, Roads 432 2160.0 648.0 1512.0 - 216.0 | 216.0 216.0 216.0 | 216.0 216.0 216.0 | 216.0 216.0 216.0 | - - - - - -
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programmes and
advertising
Transport planning
Regional Land Transport | RLTC administration | Implement | o B ) } : R :
Planning /RLTP / RLTS ation 001 50% 320.0 100.0 220.0 20.0 20.0 60.0 20.0 20.0 60.0 20.0 20.0 60.0 20.0
Consultation and
updates for two
pean Industry - Impact | oors and full review | Study 002 59% 80.0 25.0 55.0 5.0 150 | 5.0 5.0 150 |50 5.0 150 | 5.0 5.0 - - - - - -
every three. Quarry,
Dairy and Forestry
Regional Transport | Passenger transport _ R R R _ R
Studies studies Study 002 59% 20.0 5.0 15.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
. Walking, cycling and o B ; ; ) R )
System Use Studies system use studies Study 002 59% 40.0 10.0 30.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0
L ; Review  of  car
District * Car  Parking | paning  facilities | Study 002 59% 50.0 30.0 20.0 0.0 300 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 200 | - - - - - -
Strategy Review
strategy
Three year activity
LTP/AMP Review management  plan | Study 003 59% 276.0 92.0 184.0 0.0 46.0 46.0 0.0 46.0 46.0 0.0 46.0 46.0 0.0 = = = - - -
update
dims Modelling dims =~ modelling | o 003 59% 71.3 23.8 475 0.0 238 | 0.0 0.0 238 |00 0.0 238 | 0.0 0.0 - - - - - -
excluding validation
Road Asset Valuation Asset revaluation Study 003 59% 127.5 51.0 76.5 255 0.0 255 0.0 255 0.0 255 0.0 25.5 0.0 = = = - - -
a a D
O pe a
P pose Roaa
Renewal of local roads
Road renewals SPR 100% 431.0 154.5 276.5 | 75.5 39.5 39.5 39.5 39.5 39.5 39.5 39.5 39.5 39.5 = = = - - -
Operations and
maintenance of local
roads
Road operations  and SPR 100% 717.9 213.0 504.9 7.0 | 710 |710 |70 | 710 |71.0 | 710 |71.0 | 710 |789 |- - - - - -
maintenance
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HPMV - TDC10 | HPMV route upgrades | Investigati

(MDF to Port) including Jenkins Bridge on HMM 17.0 17.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 17.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 H M 3b 1 1

(HNTSAFVto-Po:t)DClO Design HMM 35.0 35.0 0.0 37 |00 0.0 350 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 H M 3b 1 1

(H,\/FI’S"FVtO'PO:t)Dcm Sonstiuetl | i 3260 | 0.0 326.0 37 |00 |00 |00 3260 00 |00 |00 |00 |00 0.0 H M 3b 1 1

HPMV - TDCO7 | HPMV route upgrades Investigati

(88Valley to Port | including Jenkins Bridge HMH 41.0 41.0 0.0 5.3 41.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 H M 4c 2 2

Nelson) on

HPMV - TDCO7

(88Vvalley to Port Design HMH 52.0 52.0 0.0 53 52.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 H M 4c 2 2

Nelson)

HPMV - TDCO7 Constructi

(88Vvalley to Port on HMH 690.0 690.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 690.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 H M 4c 2 2

Nelson)

HPMV - TDCO08 | HPMV route upgrades Investigati

(Lansdowne Rd to | including Jenkins Bridge on LMH 16.0 16.0 0.0 6.8 16.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M 7c 3 3

Port Nelson)

HPMV - TDCO08

(Lansdowne Rd to Design LMH 33.0 33.0 0.0 6.8 33.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M 7c 3 3

Port Nelson)

HPMV - TDCO8 Constructi

(Lansdowne Rd to on LMH 318.0 318.0 0.0 6.8 0.0 318.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M 7c 3 3

Port Nelson)

HPMV - TDCO09 | HPMV route upgrades Investioati

(Motueka to Port | including Jenkins Bridge on 9 LMH 16.0 16.0 0.0 4.6 16.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M 7c 4 4

Nelson)

HPMV - TDCO09

(Motueka to Port Design LMH 33.0 33.0 0.0 4.6 33.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M 7c 4 4

Nelson)

HPMV - TDCO9 Constructi

(Motueka to Port on LMH 446.0 446.0 0.0 4.6 0.0 446.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M 7c 4 4

Nelson)

SH6 Doctors | Rural narrow bridge

Creek Bridge [gg:%cnerg’eenqtasg‘:e::g\r,‘;‘l’% gﬁ”s"uc“ MMH 659.0 0.0 659.0 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 659.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 7a 5 5
out of context curve

SH6 Aniseed | Upgrade cross road

Valley intersection with dedicated Investigati

Reconstruction right turn bays and left turn on MMM 116.0 0.0 116.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 116.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 8c 7 6
deceleration lanes for both
side roads

SH6 Aniseed | Upgrade cross road

Valley intersection with dedicated Constructi

Reconstruction right turn bays and left turn on MMM 1808.0 0.0 1808.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 892.0 916.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 8c 7 6
deceleration lanes for both
side roads

Richmond Construction of new

gﬁgsetr:fscgﬁgbury - 'trr‘;?fréesclgggls layout  with | 5oqign MMH | 324 59% 99.0 99.0 0.0 511 | 0.0 0.0 990 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 4c 1 7

Intersection

Richmond Construction of new

gﬂgztr:;’ggﬁgbury - 't?;?frlifgzgls layout  with gﬁ”s"uc“ MMH | 324 59% 9202 | 00 920.2 511 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 9202 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 4c 1 7

Intersection

Richmond Intersection layout

Construction - | improvements

Moutere Design MMM 324 59% 222.7 222.7 0.0 3.8 0.0 31.3 191.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 6c 2 8

Highway/Waimea

West Intersection

Richmond Intersection layout

Construction - | improvements Constructi

Moutere on MMM 324 59% 641.5 0.0 641.5 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 641.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M 6c 2 8

Highway/Waimea

West Intersection

Kaiteriteri Construction of a new road

ﬁgcvsgg‘;zm - g';gdrg‘rigtn Drivé’et""zﬁg Design LMM | 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 39 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M %a 6 9
Martin Farm Road

Kaiteriteri Construction of a new road

ﬁg\r,‘fgg‘;zo“ ; ‘é';gdrg‘rﬁgtn Driv:EtWZﬁg gr‘]’”s"uc“ LMM | 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.94 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M %a 6 9
Martin Farm Road

Kaiteriteri Upgrade of Martin Farm

,\CA‘;rr‘t?rt‘“,‘f:r‘r): coad Er?\‘;"i‘rjo nrf]oemmatc:f Spﬁ:vov' Design LMM | 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.94 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M %a 6 9

Upgrade adjoining road section
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Kaiteriteri Upgrade of Martin Farm
Construction - | Road to match speed | Constructi
Martin Farm Road | environment of new | on LMM 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M M 9a 6 9
Upgrade adjoining road section
Motueka  Valley | Corner widening between
Construction - | College Street and Mytton
Motueka  Valley | Heights Design LMH 324 59% 194.3 0.0 194.3 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 150.4 | 43.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 7c 3 10
Highway
Widening
Motueka  Valley | Corner widening between
Construction - | College Street and Mytton Constructi
Motueka  Valley | Heights on LMH 324 59% 885.7 0.0 885.7 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 885.7 0.0 0.0 L M H 7c 3 10
Highway
Widening
Moutere Widening of out of context
Construction - | curves between — Kelling | 1o LMH | 324 59% 58.6 0.0 58.6 44 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 213 | 373 | 00 0.0 L M H 7c 4 11
Moutere Highway Road and George Harvey
Road
Moutere Widening of out of context
,(\:AO”S"UCM.’“ - | curves between Kelling | Constructi | |\ | 324 59% 4364 | 0.0 436.4 44 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4364 | 0.0 L M H 7c 4 11
outere Highway | Road and George Harvey | on
Road
Richmond Intersection layout
Construction - | improvements
Lower Design LMM 324 59% 188.6 188.6 0.0 3.6 0.0 65.9 122.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M M 9a 5 12
Queen/Lansdown
e Intersection
Richmond Intersection layout
Construction - | improvements Constructi
Lower on LMM 324 59% 442.7 0.0 442.7 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 442.7 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M M 9a 5 12
Queen/Lansdown
e Intersection
Crooked  Creek | 4 out of context high speed
Realignment curves with pronounced Investigati
crash history, poor clear on MMM 111.0 0.0 111.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 111.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8c 8 13
zone and high
maintenance costs
Crooked Creek | 5 out of context high speed
Realignment curves with pronounced
crash history, poor | Design MMM 132.0 0.0 132.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 132.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8c 8 13
clearzone and high
maintenance costs
Crooked Creek | 6 out of context high speed
Realignment curves with pronounced Constructi
crash history, poor | = MMM 2247.8 0.0 2247.8 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 2247.8 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8c 8 13
clearzone and high
maintenance costs
SH6 Richmond | Construction of 2 new
Deviation 4 | northbound lanes on Investigati
Laning Richmond Deviation on MMM 179.0 0.0 179.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 179.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8c 9 14
between Craft Habitat RAB
and McGlashen St
SH6 Richmond | Construction of 2 new
Deviation 4 | northbound lanes on
Laning Richmond Deviation | Design MMM 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M 8c 9 14
between Craft Habitat RAB
and McGlashen St
SH65 Hutchison | Widen existing one land
Bridge - 2 Laning | bridge on upstream side to | 1, LMH 89.0 0.0 89.0 55 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 89.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 8c 10 15
two lanes and widen
approaches
SH65 Hutchison | Widen existing one land
Bridge - 2 Laning bridge on upstream side to | Constructi
two  lanes and widen | on LMH 1018.0 0.0 1018.0 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1018.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 8c 10 15
approaches
Newton Bridge | Installation of signals on 1
Traffic Signals lane bridge with high
approach speeds and poor | Investigati
visibility, integrate  with | on LMH 32.0 0.0 32.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 32.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 7a 6 16
warning signs for over
dimension vehicles
Newton Bridge | Installation of signals on 1
Traffic Signals lane bridge with high
ﬂ’gﬁ:;h S?net:gfaf‘;d Nt | Design LMH 275 0.0 275 40 |00 0.0 0.0 275 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 7a 6 16
warning signs for over
dimension vehicles
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Newton Bridge | Installation of signals on 1
Traffic Signals lane bridge with high
3@%3@;“ S?ri:gfa?:d padr | Sonstructi | m 4570 | 0.0 457.0 40 |00 0.0 0.0 457.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H 7a 6 16
warning signs for over
dimension vehicles
Kaiteriteri Reconstruction of Riwaka-
%{:fg:c“gl”uﬁ o .*ﬁﬁ;fé'rt:”Bmadanzet‘ﬁzgﬂ Design LMH | 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 39 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H %a 7 17
Tapu Bay Bay
Kaiteriteri Reconstruction of Riwaka-
o #3:;3;:3&”85;"“13“26“#;;3 constiuetl | mH | 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 39 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M H %a 7 17
Tapu Bay Bay
Kaiteriteri Reconstruction of Riwaka-
%Sj"”cggg o %‘;)tﬁ"tBe;'y Eggdcgggﬁzﬂ Design MMM | 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 39 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M %a 8 18
Cederman Drive Drive
Kaiteriteri Reconstruction of Riwaka-
(T:;’Sj"ucggr; . ?Zgﬁr'tggy Eggdcgggfnﬁgﬂ constiuetl | vium - | 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 39 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 M M M %a 8 18
Cederman Drive Drive
Motueka  Valley | Realignment of poor road
ﬁ‘é[ﬁgﬂ?s“or(‘:ome; geometry Design LMM | 324 59% 372.8 0.0 372.8 32 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.0 | 27.4 | 3344 |00 L M M 9%a 9 19
Realignment
Motueka  Valley | Realignment of poor road
ﬁ‘éﬂseg‘;,cst'oncome; geometry gﬁ”s"ua' LMM | 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 32 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L M M %a 9 19
Realignment
Motueka  Valley | Replacement of Narrow
(N:gprf;x”"’”&i dge gr']'(‘j‘ge""'rg’a}i‘gﬂri]a:rib”dg; Design L-L 324 59% 1255.7 | 0.0 1255.7 12 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 151 | 99.3 | 1141.3 | 0.0 0.0 L - L - 10 20
Realignment approaches
Motueka  Valley | Replacement of Narrow
ﬁg?ritx‘c“onBri dge Srr]ggew'rg‘aﬂ’é’ﬁrfe”rib“dg; gr?”s"uc“ LL 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 12 |00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L - L ; 10 20
Realignment approaches
Richmond Construction of a
ﬁfl’l'/‘éﬂgﬁ';gn - ;S&antt’g#ic o Z?g"m',‘iﬁ Design L 324 59% 88.0 0.0 88.0 00 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 88.0 L - ; ; 11 21
Intersection areas
Richmond Construction of a
Construction - | roundabout —to ~service | Constructi || 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 |00 |00 |00 |00 |00 |00 |00 |00 |00 |00 L : : - 11 21
Hill/Champion future traffic from growth | on
Intersection areas
Richmond Ring route improvements
Construction - | from Oxford Street to | Design L-- 324 59% 1211.5 0.0 1211.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1211.5 L - - - 12 22
Wensley Road Bateup Road
Richmond Ring route improvements Constructi
Construction - | from Oxford Street to on L-- 324 59% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L - - - 12 22
Wensley Road Bateup Road




