
   

Level 5, 43 Ashley Street 

PO Box 1947 

Palmerston North 4440 

Phone: (06) 953 6396 

Fax: (06) 9536203 

 

www.nzta.govt.nz 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9 October 2019 

    

Manawatu District Council 

Private Bag 10001   

FEILDING 

 

Attn: Allie Dunn  

 

Via email: districtplanreview@mdc.govt.nz  

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

RE: PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 51 – GROWTH PRECINCT 4 & NEW DISTRICT PLAN 

STRUCTURE 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a response to the ’Right of Reply’ on Proposed Plan 

Change 51 to the Manawatu District Plan.  

 

This submission from the NZ Transport Agency (Transport Agency) is in response to the Right 

of Reply and Minute no. 3 provided to the Transport Agency on 4 October 2019. This 

submission seeks to respond to those matters directly raised in the Right of Reply and 

anticipates the Transport Agency’s previous submissions where they remain relevant to the 

decision process.   

 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

 

Kelly Standish  

Consultant Planner 

Consents and Approvals 

 

Ph:  027 202 3092 
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NZTA Response to Right of Reply (Andrea Harris) 

 

Manawatu District Council Operative District Plan- Proposed Plan Change 51: 

Growth Precinct 4 and New District Plan Structure  

 

To: Manawatu District Council 

Private Bag 10001,  

Feilding 

Attention: Andrea Harris  

 

From: NZ Transport Agency 

 PO Box 1947 

 Palmerston North 4440   

 

 

1 The Transport Agency thanks the commissioners for the opportunity to provide a further 

response to the Right of Reply submitted to Council, dated September 2019.   

 

2 The Transport Agency remains supportive of the overall intent of Proposed Plan Change 

51insofar that it supports regional growth and acknowledges the proposed inclusion of 

a matter of discretion for: ‘The safe and efficient operation of the roading network’.  

 

3 The Transport Agency considers that, overall, the current provisions of the proposed plan 

are not sufficient to address the matters raised in the Applicant’s Traffic Impact 

Assessment, submissions from NZTA and matters discussed during NZTA’s appearance 

at the hearing.  The key area of concern for the Transport Agency remains the safe and 

efficient operation of State Highway 54 and how the proposed planning provisions will 

provide certainty that the effect to the State Highway will be effectively mitigated once the 

plan is operative and development proceeds. The specific points raised in the Right of 

Reply are further discussed below.  

 

4 PROPOSED MATTER OF DISCRETION 

4.1 Paragraph 38. of the Right of Reply states that a matter of discretion has been 

recommended which may go some way to addressing NZTA’s concerns: ‘The safe 

and efficient operation of the roading network’.  Paragraph 40. Of the Right of 

Reply further identifies that ‘No upgrade of the intersection could reasonably be 

required as a condition on a subdivision consent as the intersection is outside the 

Growth Precinct area’.     

4.2 NZTA also has concerns on how in practice the proposed matter of discretion 

would address the identified effects as follows:   
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• The proposed matter of discretion provides no context with regard to the 

expected effect to the State Highway.  The likelihood of plan users identifying 

the State Highway as an area of roading which should be considered under this 

matter is reduced due to the distance between the State Highway and the 

proposed plan change area.   

• It is acknowledged that a matter of discretion could technically be used to 

ensure the identified effects are addressed prior to occurring.  However, as 

discussed during the Transport Agency’s hearing attendance, this is not 

considered to be a particularly equitable or appropriate option given it would 

place the burden and costs of potential upgrades on a single developer when 

the effect is, in reality, of a cumulative nature. The effect to the State Highway 

is not immediately apparent therefore earlier development will have no effect 

to address.  Over time however the effect will become apparent and the cost of 

addressing those effects will only be put onto developers once the effect is a 

reality despite the contribution of previous developments to the problem.   

• This approach would likely require additional provisions within the plan to 

ensure development does not exceed the point of failure through some form of 

monitoring by Council or through provision of Traffic Impact Assessments to 

be submitted with all applications applying for subdivision 

• If Council chooses to rely on the matter of discretion proposed to mitigate 

effects then direct reference to effects to State Highway 54 should be included 

to ensure they are not overlooked at the time of application and assessment for 

subdivision consents,  

4.3 The Transport Agency is of the view that the proposed matter of discretion, whilst 

useful for consideration of overall impacts to the roading network is not sufficient 

to address the particular issues affecting the State Highway.  The Transport 

Agency’s preferred approach as highlighted during our attendance at the hearing 

is that the matter be addressed at a Policy level.  This is further discussed in section 

7 below.  

 

5 FUNDING DISCUSSIONS 

5.1 Right of Reply: Paragraph 40. states: ‘….the issue should be addressed by an 

agreement between NZTA funding now for the future, particularly given the more 

pressing safety issues NZTA have on other parts of the network’.  NZTA highlights 

the following points regarding funding: 

• The Transport Agency regularly enters into agreements regarding funding and 

that may still occur however whether or not a funding agreement is reached 

is s a separate issue to the matter of ensuring adverse effects from the 

proposal will be sufficiently addressed through planning provisions.    

• No agreement regarding funding for any potential solution has been reached 

to date.  
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• As stated in our previous submissions and at the hearing the Transport 

Agency currently has no plans to carry out any upgrades at this location on 

the State Highway and no funding commitment has been made. 

 

6 ADVERSE EFFECTS TO THE STATE HIGHWAY 

6.1 The Right of Reply identifies that there is sufficient time to address the matter of 

effects to the State Highway outside of the District Plan process (para 44.).  This 

approach assumes that a solution will be designed, funded and constructed prior to 

any effects occurring.  No certainty can be given with respect to the timing of this 

process however particularly given the processes each stage of the design, funding 

and construction will have to go through.  Therefore, it is not appropriate to rely on 

time and good intentions to address the effect, rather certainty must be achieved 

within the planning provisions to ensure such effects are not allowed to occur as a 

direct result of PC 51.  

6.2 The potential effects of an intersection failure are varied but potentially significant, 

Mr Dan Tate – Team Leader Safety Engineering, has provided the following summary 

of likely effects should development proceed beyond the expected point of failure 

unchecked: 

Traffic Impact on Efficiency 

At stage 3 to 4 the impact of the traffic on SH54 (Kimbolton Road) will be felt as the 

queue lengths for turning traffic will interfere with the through lanes based on their 

current lengths.   

 

The side roads (Pharazyn Street/ Seddon Street) will have level of service “F” for most 

movements which means the Average delay is 50.1 seconds or more.  Note that this 

means 50% of vehicle will be delayed longer than 50.1 seconds.  This is deemed 

unacceptable in general by the public and will generate a demand for treatment of 

some sort.   The effects of this treatment has not been assessed and any likely 

treatment (roundabout or signals) has not been modelled.  The introduction of a likely 

treatment will impart a delay on SH54 (Kimbolton Road) which may or may not be 

acceptable to the Agency. 

 

These delays mean the traffic is likely to redistribute through the rest of the network 

changing their performance somewhat. 

 

While the peak traffic is likely to be problematic, there is no assessment of the off 

peak issues, which depending on volume, may also be an issue as the area grows and 

is occupied. 

 

Traffic Impact on Safety 

Despite public concern, there is no safety issue with the SH54 intersection currently.   

 

At stage 3-4 the crashes will increase via two mechanisms; exposure and risk 

taking.  Exposure means as the traffic volume increases, the crashes also increase as 

there are more opportunities for a collision and more opportunities for drivers to 

make mistakes with the involvement of another vehicle.  Risk taking refers to the 
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queues behind a driver putting pressure on them to try to use smaller gaps in the 

traffic they are trying to enter meaning less margin for error and increasing 

mistakes. 

 

At 50km/h, this usually results in minor or non-injury crashes except where 

vulnerable users are involved (pedestrians, cyclists, motorcyclists and drivers with 

condition which make them susceptible to injuries).  Increasing crashes puts these 

users at increasing risk of serious or fatal crashes. 

 

Again, the impact of solutions has not been assessed for safety and we do not have 

an assessment of the effectiveness of any likely solution.  Most solutions have pros 

and cons with respect to who is still at risk. 

 

Overall, once 50% of the site is occupied, the traffic creates issues on the SH54 

intersection/s with respect to delays and safety.  The effectiveness, timing and 

funding of the treatments to address these effects is not been examined in sufficient 

detail.  With respect to funding, my experience in the Agency and local government 

has observed that programmes are often oversubscribed and the creation of new 

issues on a SH network without  planned treatment means the effects may not be 

addressed in a timely manner.  The effects described are serious enough to concern 

the Agency. 

 

6.3 It is important that the District Plan includes appropriate provisions to address the 

identified effects on the State Highway.  In lieu of an identified solution, provisions 

within the plan can be used to ensure any required upgrades are achieved prior to 

such effects occurring.   

 

7 ALTERNATIVE POLICY 

7.1 To assist the hearing panel in its deliberations, the Transport Agency has also 

outlined below an alternative policy given Council’s intention to restrict Policy 4.4 

to only reference Council Infrastructure.  This proposed policy would also provide 

better flexibility should another intersection be upgraded first.  In addition, an 

explanatory note would again provide context for plan users and guidance on when 

the proposed roading upgrade will need to be in place.   

 

• To restrict subdivision and development within Growth Precinct 4 until 

provision of suitable roading treatments are in place and of sufficient 

capacity to service the increased traffic volumes onto State Highway 54 from 

development within Precinct 4, prior to Stage 2 (50 % of development). 

  

Advice Note:  It is anticipated that roading upgrades for intersection(s) onto 

State Highway 54 will be required due to the increased volume of traffic 

generated from Precinct 4 prior to 50% of Precinct 4 being developed.  NZTA 

are the road controlling authority for the State Highway network and any 

upgrades to the State Highway network are required to be undertaken in 

consultation and agreement with the Transport Agency.   
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7.2 It is acknowledged that some form of monitoring by Council would likely be 

required to ascertain whether they were approaching the ‘tipping point’ for 

effects to the State Highway.  Given it is anticipated that the development will 

take a number of years to reach this point, this approach would still enable 

development to get underway without immediate constraint, and avoids putting 

the burden of upgrades on individual applicants.  Provided a solution is 

achieved prior to development exceeding the identified point then applicants 

avoid onerous information requirements and Council could discontinue 

monitoring.   

7.3 Should the required upgrade not be achieved prior to the development meeting 

the point at which effects begin to exceed an acceptable level, the policy 

provides Council with the ability to halt subdivision until that is achieved.  

7.4 The Transport Agency maintains that a policy similar to the above is a suitable 

mechanism to achieve certainty that adverse effects to the State Highway are 

appropriately mitigated.   

 

7.5 The Agency seeks the following decision from the Manawatu District Council: 

That Proposed PC 51 be approved subject to the above amendments (or 

amendments to the same effect). 

 

The Transport Agency is happy to attend a reconvened hearing should it be 

required.  

 

Dated at Palmerston North the 9th day of October 2019. 

 

pp.   

 

Richard Shaw 

Team Leader – Consents and Approvals 

Pursuant to a delegation from the Chief Executive of the NZ Transport Agency. 

 

 

 

Address for service: Kelly Standish  

    Consents and Approvals 

    NZ Transport Agency 

    PO Box 1947 

  Palmerston North 4440 

 

Telephone Number: 027 202 3092 

E-mail:    kelly.standish@nzta.govt.nz  
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