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Riccarton Road Decision

20 May, 2010

Background

The section of Riccarton Road between Gladstone Road South and SH87 has numerous safety issues
for vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians and has been identified for upgrading in the Council’s Long Term
Council Community Plan.

Funding was set aside in the Plan for 2012/13 and 2013/14 for construction to fix the identified
issues.

The Council, in 2009, decided on a construction plan calied Option 4B, which included a separate
shared path and which required a wider road corridor and, therefore, the use of parts of some
properties adjoining Riccarton Road.

A Notice of Requirement (NoR) was lodged in December 2009 to allow the Council to place a
designation over the relevant sections of land. An NoR hearing was held in March 2010, which
resulted in the Commissioners releasing an interim decision that concluded that the Notice should be
modified by the removal of the shared path as they did not consider it “reasonably necessary” to
achieve the overall objectives being sought.

The Commissioners gave the Council until the end of May to develop a new plan to achieve the safety
outcomes sought, given the significant impact on the road design.

Decision

The Council decided at its meeting on 17 May 2010 meeting, to withdraw the Notice of Requirement
completely. (The report considered by the Council, and the ISCOM confidential report considered on
19 April 2010, are attached as the Council has decided to release both reports.)

Two things prompted the Council’s decision: the first was the interim decision by the hearings
Commissioners, as outlined above, which indicated that a separate walking/cycling path was not
likely to be approved; the second was an indication by the NZTA that neither Option 4B, nor a revised
option, Option 7, which had been developed in response to the Commissioners’ interim decision with
a lesser land reguirement, would meet current funding rules and priorities.

When the Riccarton Road work was first mooted, it met the existing NZTA rules and priorities and
was expected to be funded. However, the change of Government has meant a change in funding

priorities, which means neither the original option 4B nor the modified Option 7 would now meet

funding requirements.

Not having NZTA funding means the project fails to meet Council’s own requirements, as set down by
the Council resolution in June 2009 when it approved the project subject to a number of conditions
including NZTA funding.

Next...

The Council remains committed to addressing the road safety issues associated with Riccarton Road.
While work has been done to address some of the safety issues identified in a road safety audit, the
proposed road upgrade was to have addressed many of the remaining issues.

The Council has decided to keep the Riccarton Road funding in the 2012/2013, 2013/2014 years as
at present, while further work is done on options for addressing the road safety issues.

Staff have been asked by the Council to revisit the design options for Riccarton Road with a focus on
safety improvements and to report back to the Council for consideration as part of the Council's
2011/12 Annual Plan process.



Governance Support Officer: Lynne Robins 26 April 2010
EXTRACT FROM THE NON PUBLIC MINUTES OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES

COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON 19 APRIL 2010

Please take the necessary action or note, as indicated below:

TO: GENERAL MANAGER CITY ENVIRONMENT (TONY AVERY) - to action _
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER (JIM HARLAND) - to withdraw the n<gtice of
motion

PART C (B):

11 RICCARTON ROAD SAFETY UPGRADE - REVISED DESIGN AND PROJECT COSTS

Crs Brown and Weatherall withdrew from discussion on this itém.. The Manager
Governance, Sandy Graham took over the rofl of Governance Suppaft Officer for this
item. 5

A report from the Projects Engineer {(Evan Matheson) noted that & report was presented
to the Infrastructure Services Committee on 16 June 2009 by the Manager,
Transportation Planning, promoting a significant road upgradi: oii Riccarton Road to
address safety concerns. The recommended option wis known as Option 4B and was
presented to a Hearings Committee in March 2010 & gaii.a-finlice of Requirement to
allow the Council to gain designation over the ad)acent land to allow for the road
upgrade. .

The Hearings Committee issued an interim decisibn that rejected Option 4B and had
given the Council until 23 April to present an alt&inative design that had less impact on
adjacent land owners. '

The report was intended to give the C:.)mrﬁwttee an update on the alternative design,
known as Option 7, and to seek approvai to firesent the option to the Notice of
Requirement Hearing Committee on 23 April 72010.

It was noted that the construction costs for the project had increased. The General
Manager City Environment adviset:that NZTA were not prepared to commit to subsidise
option 7.

In discussing the report, membeis reférred to the increased construction costs; the
reasons for the proposed upgrade anda that should the Notice of Requirement be granted
the Council will have an obligatieh tcibuy the land. Discussion took place on the request
by the Commissioners and it %i#s sul;gested that the whole project should be reviewed.

It was moved (Cull/Stayliesy

"That the 'Ce;;;n_cil- withdraw the Notice of Requirement application with
a view to reassessing all the needs and merits of alternative options
and theit costings.”

It was noted tial the Commissioners had requested a copy of the alternative design by
23 April. It was agread that should the motion be carried then the Commissioners will
be advised titai. the Council is required to approve the recommendation of the
Committe# ahd the decision will not be available prior to the 17 May 2010.

The moﬁon was put and carried on a division7:5
For: Crs Butcher, Cull, Guest, Staynes, Stevenson, Walls and Wilson
Against: Crs Acklin, Collins, Hudson, Noone and Mayor Chin
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DUNEDIN CITY

—— Confidential Report

TO: Infrastructure Services Committee

FROM: Projects Engineer, Transportation Operations

MEETING DATE: 19 April 2010

SUBJECT: RICCARTON ROAD SAFETY UPGRADE - REVJSE.D [ESIGN
AND PROJECT COSTS

SUMMARY

A report was presented to the Infrastructure Services Commitiee on 16 June 2009 by the
Manager, Transportation Planning, promoting a signfficant road upgiade on Riccarton Road to
address safety concerns. The recommended option was known as Option 4B and this option
was presented to a Hearings Committee in March 2018 to gain a Notice of Requirement to
allow the Council to gain designation over the adjacent {und to allow for the road upgrade.

The Hearings Committee Issued an interim decisionfchat fjected Option 4B and has given the
Council until 23 April to present an altemnativi design thark has less impact on adjacent land

owners.

This report is intended to give the Committee an ufidate on the alternative design, known as
Option 7, and to seek approval to present this option to the Notice of Requirement Hearing
Committee on 23 April 2010.

IMPLICATIONS FOR:
{I) Policy: No.

(i) Approved Annual 'B_'utilnget: : No. Approved annual budget for next financiat
year is sufficlent for planned design work.

(iii) LTCCP/ Funding Peiicy: Yes. Current approved budgets will need to
=3 { be increased due to the construction costs
associated with the revised design and to
better reffect land purchase costs.

{iv) Activi_ty_ 'ﬂan&gement Plans: No.

(v) Coemrmunity Boards: Yes. Agreement will need to be sought from
: ' the Mosgiel-Taieri Community Board
regarding the revised design, pending the
outcome of the NoR Hearing.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
1. That the report *Riccarton Road Safety Upgrade - Revised Design and Project C‘ost-
be received.

2. That the committee notes that the interim decision from the Commissioners an the
Notice of Requirement for Riccarton Road was “That the DCC submits an ali=rnative
design to address the safety issues on Riccarton Road that has less ImEact ¢y the
adjacent property owner and that the alternative design and any s*)ppd-rtmg
information be delivered to the Commissioners by 23 April 2010,

3. That the Committee approves, in principle, the revised road design far Riccarton Road
of a 9m overall seal width plus a relatively flat 2m unsealed shoultiar silltable for
pedestrians known as Option 7.

4. That the Committee approves in principal to increasing the prefect _'uudge‘t from $5.4m
to $7m to allow for the increased construction and Jand costs.
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INTRODUCTION

The section of Riccarton Road between Gladstone Road South and SH87 has numerous safaly .
issues for vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians and has been identified for upgrading in the-
Council’s LTCCP. Construction Is currently planned for 2012/13 and 2013/14.

The existing road corridor width is uncharacteristically narrow, so the project requires izig
acquisition from most properties that front this section of Riccarton Road to provide sufficient
road corridor width to allow for the upgrade. The report presented to the Irfr astructlire
Services Committee by the Manager, Transportation Planning, on 16 June 2009 1= atuc'wd for
reference. This report led the Council to adopt Option 4B.

A Notice of Requirement {NoR) was lodged in December 2009 to allow the ‘Cousicil %o place a
designation over the relevant sections of land prior to the project being %anded over from
Transportation Planning to Transportation Operations. The hearing was hela ni4darch 2010.
The outcome of the hearing was that the Commissioners believed that theQotion 4B design
submitted by the Councll was Inappropriate and instructed the Couiidli fo suomit a revised
design that had less impact on the adjacent properties. The Coungl hiss until 23 April 2010
to either: L

(a) Submit a revised design as requested.

{b) Challenge the decision, via the Environment Court, thal thea original Option 4B design
submitted is appropriate.

{c) Withdraw the NoR application completely.

It is considered that option (a), submit a revised desmn is the appropriate decision and staff
have proceeded along this path, accordingly.

DISCUSSION

1. Design

MWH Ltd are currently finalising a reisised design that lessens the impact on adjacent
properties. This revised design i knowri as Option 7. The two maln changes are the
removal of the off road walkway {»eplac#d by utilising the unsealed road shoulder as a
walking area) and a reductiop.in the Ciear zone {distance between the road edge and
the nearest roadside hazard) from.5m to 3m. The difference between the originai
preferred Option 4B and this revisad Option 7 is summarised below. Typical cross
section drawings are also.&ttachiid Tor reference.

Traffic Lane | tydia Lane Pedestrian Clear Zone Overall

Width . wWidth Path Width

Option 4B 2X3.5n | 52X0.75m 1X3.0m 5.0m 16.5m
Option 7 2 X 3.5m 2X 1.0m 1X2.0m 3.0m 14.0m

As a further comprﬂson, the land take for Option 4B was 36,340 m2 while Option 7 is
currently estlmated at 4,000 m2, but subject to confirmation.

Staff are sav.-na'.'_l“..ed that Option 7 will address the safety Issues identified and provide a good
balance betveeit.recommended design guldelines and site constraints while reducing impact
on adjacen: land owners,

2. ' Project Costs

While costs for Option 7 are still being finalised it is clear that the budget for Option 4B
was inadequate to cover land purchase. Based on information available at the time of
this report, the following table summarises the two options.
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Design Land Purchase | Construction Total |
($000) {$000) ($000) ($000) 3
Option 48 300 225 4902 5427 /|
Option 7 300 1200 5500 70190 _‘

Work Is ongoing on refining the design and construction costs as well as the antiCipated land
costs and should be finalised by 17 April. The costs in the table above will be updated where
necessary at the Committee meeting.

The Benefit Cost Ratio for Option 7 is currently 2.3 versus the BCR for Opticr, 48 of £.6.

3. Funding

Staff have approached NZTA regarding the llkellhood of recstwirsy a subsidy for this
project based on the total costs and BCR of Option 7. NZTA have advised that, subject
to their normal reviews, the project has merit and that they weild, i principle, support
the Councll In Its application for NZTA funding. '

It should be noted, however, that this is not a gt.anﬂtee but It is encouraging
nevertheless.

The Council would need to allow for Its share of the funding and amend the LTCCP to
suit.

4. Notice of Requirement Obligation

We have sought advice from Anderson tloyd tawyers regarding the Council’s obligations
should the Notice of Requirement for Op izn 7 be granted and the new road designation

becomes effective.

Thelr advice was that whlle the &ouncil would become the Requiring Authority, it was
under no obligation to purchase any land until such time as it determines the project
should proceed. Alternatively, the Courci! could withdraw or lift the designation at any
time it saw fit.

This advice suggests that ghe Council would be wise to complete this Notice of
Requirement application, '

CONCLUSION

It Is unlikely that the originai preférred Optlon 4B submitted for the Notice of Requirement for
the Riccarton Road Safefy Upgrade will be approved by the Hearing Commissioners. It is
recommended that the & vised design option, Option 7, be promoted as a design with a better
balance between land requiéments and road safety needs.

At this stage the jiroject tosts, while increased over those put forward and approved for
Option 48, still provide. a ftrong BCR at 2.3 and the project has the support of the local office
of NZTA. '

Itis unfortUn&i'e that the land costs for option 4B were significantly under-estimated as this
has put.the Councliin a difficult position now that we are attempting to progress the project.

While there is 2 reasonabie degree of Hsk remaining with this project, it is requested that
approval Ba, given by the Committee to proceed with the lodging of the revised design for
Optiin 7 to the Notice of Requirement Hearing Commissioners by 23 April,
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Prepared by: Approved for submission by:

Evan Matheson Graeme Hamilton
Projects Engineer, Transportation Manager, Transportation Operatlc ns .
Operations

D

Approved by:  Tony Avery
Mﬁ""’ﬁ General Manager City Environment

Date report prepared: 13 April 2010

Attachments

o Report to the Infrastructure Services Commd:ee by Transportation Planning Manager,
dated 16 June 2009

o Typical Cross Section Drawing for Optidﬁ 4B

o Typical Cross Section Drawing for Option 7
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DUNEDIN CITY

— Report

TO: Infrastructure Services Committee @ S
FROM: Transportation Planning Manager ‘O @E

MEETING DATE: 16 June 2009

SUBJECT: RICCARTON ROAD PROJECT REVIEWS

SUMMARY

Following representations made by a small number of resicd&nts, the Council requested that
a safety audit be carried out of Riccarton Road West. Aldts 20 Aprir 2009 meeting, the
Infrastructure Services Committee considered a report Bn the safety audit and
subsequently arrangements have been made to make safety impsovements indentified by
the audit.

The Committee also asked for a review of the design, timing and funding for the overall
Riccarton Road project. MWH have now completed this reyiew and have recommended a
preferred option which involves widening and, stretigthening of the carriageway and
provision of an off-road path for pedestriais aril cyclisis, This reports further on this
matter. ‘

IMPLICATIONS FOR:

(I Policy: No

(i) Approved Annual Budget: " No

(iii) LTCCP/ Funding Pollc.y:' = Potentially, as adoption will require additional
funding for the project.

(iv) Activity Managem ent Pians: No

{v) Community Boa'_i-_ﬁs & Yes, as the project lies within the Mosgiel-

Taieri Community Board area.

RECOMME®DATIONS

1. Tial Option 4B is adopted as the Council’s preferred option for upgrading Riccarton
Road.

2. _ That the additional funding required to implement Option 4B be added to the LTCCP
during the 2010/11 Annual Plan round.
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INTRODUCTION

The Council’s Transportation Strategy includes a proposal to upgrade Riccarton Road as an.
arterial route. The preferred option for this upgrading included widening of the carriageway
and provision of an off-road facility for pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders.

Early in the year a group of residents raised concerns regarding safety and questlsﬁner:; the
need for the proposed upgrade. As a consequence, an independent safety audit was
undertaken of Riccarton Road West. .

A report on the safety audit was considered by the Committee at its meeting on "20 Apﬁ'.‘ last,
and the Committee moved:

"1. That the Riccarton Road Safety Audit report be received.

2. That due to the safety Issues identified in the report, staff be asied to review the
design, timing and funding of the overall project for Riccarton Ri»ag.

3 That staff be asked to implement the safety improvements lifentified within current
budgets.

4. That the audit and report be referred to the Mosg,?:'h.-ﬁ-'_areri Community Board for
comment. T

5. That the audit be made public and circulated to interasted parties.”

BACKGROUND

With respect to items 3 and 5 above, these have =en aci‘oned. With respect to item 4 the
Mosgiel-Taieri Community Board received and nited thasufety audit and report, Also in their
submission on the LTCCP the Mosgiel-Taieri {zmmunity Board asked that any upgrade be
undertaken as one project rather than in parts overa 10 year period.

As a consequence of item 2, staff met witk MWH and engaged them to undertake the review
of design, timing and funding. A copy of liieir report is attached and a copy of their full
report, with appendices, is in the Counciilor Roam on Floor 2.

The review considered two basic cgxicnis with a sub-option for each. The basic options are
known as 4B and 5 while the sub-aptizns are labelled 4C and 6.

Option 4B will provide:
. an 8.5m wide sealed sutfate (2 x 3.5m wide lanes with a 750mm wide sealed shoulder

on each side);
i, a 3m wide shared ;"t-a'th on the western side of the road separated from the carriageway.

While Option 5 will prawide:

i. A 10 m wide sealed surface (2 x 3.5m wide lanes with 1.5m wide sealed shoulders on
each side).

Both optichz aliow tGu ditches and power poles to be relocated behind a 5m wide “clear zone”
where the wusk necessitates changes to these features. A “clear zone” provides an
obstruction'free arza so a vehicle running off the road has reduced risk. “Clear zones” will
only be pioiided where physical works are taking place. In areas where work is confined to
one sida of inefoad no clear zone has been allowed for on the opposite side of the road.
Option 4€ and 6 allow for guardralls to be installed where “clear zones” are not being

provided.

4s both options allow for all the full widening, cycling and pedestrian features and pavement
strengtiehing to be undertaken as one project they satisfy the request of the Mosgiel Taieri
Corimunity Board for all the work to be undetaken at one time,
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The report summarises the costs and BCR's of the options as follows:

Option Cost BCR

4B $5,427,000 2.6

4ac $6,002,000 2.3
$6,350,000 1.6 !
$8,878.000 1.1 _l |

It should be noted theses costs and benefits are for the work in Riccarton<Road ofidy and
exclude the components in Dukes Road included in the original scheme.

The principal reason for the cost difference between option 4B and 5 the ati-:lltional road
pavement area in option 5 (6,300 m?) which is much more expensive to canstruct than the
pedestrian and cycdling path.

DISCUSSION

Financlal assistance will be dependent on the project categofy and ecensmics. As Option 4B
is primarily a walking and cycling project, and has a BCR of 2.&, i is likely to receive financial
assistance, particularly as the project is included in the draft Regiinal Land Transport Plan.

Option 5 is primarily a road safety project and with g BCR of 1.6, is unlikely to receive
financial assistance.

MWH’s report recommends that the Council adopt-Qﬁtioh 4B as their preferred option and
proceed on that basls. ]

Dolng this would confirm the approach allowsg-for in'tis2 LTCCP with funding being provided
in 2009/10 and 2010/11 to gain a designation ardl.purchase land required for the work.

Design and construction would then praceed over 2011/12 and 2012/13. Additional funding
will need to be introduced into the LTCER during the 2010/11 Annual Plan round as the
current budgets do not allow for full pivem&nt construction to proceed in conjunction with
construction of the off-road pedestrian and cycle facilities.

With regard to Dukes Road a sugge:stion has been made that it may be better to develop a
watking and cycling route along tliz fanks of the Silverstream which runs parallel to Dukes
Road. This has merit and will_be &xanined to determine its feasibility and costs so any
budgetary requirements can be considered during the 2010/11 Annual Plan round.
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CONCLUSION

119

The work undertaken to review the project design timing and funding has identified an optian
which will provide a fundable solution and it is considered this optlon, which Is 4B should

proceed.

Prepared by:

DCon Hill
Transportation Planning Manager

Approved by:

Kate Styles

General Manager Strategy and
Development

Date report prepared: 29 May 2009

Attachments
MWH Report

Agreed by:

Graeme Hamilton
Transportation Operations #anager

Tony Avery
General Hanager City Environment
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Governance Support Officer: Pam Jordan 19 May 2010
EXTRACT FROM THE NON-PUBLIC PART OF THE MINUTES OF A COUNCIL MEETING

HELD ON 17 MAY 2010

Please take the necessary action or note, as indicated below:

TO: GENERAL MANAGER CITY ENVIRONMENT (TONY AVERY) - to note

25

INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE - 19 APRIL 2010
It was moved (Noone/Acklin):

"That the following Part C item of the minutes or '_th_e ‘Infrastructure
Services Committee meeting held on 19 April 2010 be approved:

Item 10: Landfill Operation Review Phase 1 Update.”

Motion carried

Councillor Wilson returned to the meeting at 1.33 pm. 'Couﬁf:illors Brown and Weatherall
withdrew from the meeting at 1.38 pm and Councillor Weatherall ¢t the room.

Following questions it was moved (Noone/Acklin);

"That the following Part C item of: the minutes of the Infrastructure
Services Committee meeting held ¢n 19 April 2010 be approved:

Item 11: Riccarton Road Sai*-tt-y Upg-radé - Revised Design and Project
Costs."

Councillor Collins left the meeting during the course 6f discussion from 2.02 pm to 2.12 pm.

Following additional discussion thé motidiz was put and carried.

It was here agreed to take the 'Riccagton ®oad Safety Upgrade - Update' Report at this point
in the agenda.

26

RICCARTON ROAD SAFETY I'J.PGRADE - UPDATE

A report from the Geferal Mahager City Environment (Tony Avery) noted that a report
was presented to thie IntfEstructure Services Committee on 19 April 2010 providing an
update on the Rigzsrton Road Safety Upgrade, including a revised design and project
cost estimate. The report was in response to the interim decision issued by the
Riccarton Road:Mééice of Requirement Hearings Committee which had indicated that the
preferred option, Option 4B was not likely to be accepted and inviting the Council to
present an alternativi: design that had less impact on adjacent landowners.

The 49 Wpril 2010 report included a new option, Option 7, for the Committee's
consideration which required a third less land with similar total costs. Due to concerns
abait cost ‘Sucgalations and the indications from the Hearings Panel, the Committee
resofved to withdraw the Notice of Requirement application.

The r'r.‘:;\ort' provided additional information on the Riccarton Road applications and the

stmplications of the resolution to withdraw the Notice of Requirement, for the Council's

considiration.
roilowing discussion it was moved (Noone/Acklin):

"1 That the report "Riccarton Road Safety Upgrade - Update" be
received.



2 That the Council note that there are road safety issues to_be
addressed on Riccarton Road as identified in the Riccarton Ro:sd
safety audit.

3 That as the Council has confirmed the resolution of the
Infrastructure Services Committee to withdraw the application for
the Riccarton Road Notice of Requirement, that staff be. instructed,
through the General Manager City Environment, to:

a) revisit the design options for Riccarton Road with a focus on
safety improvements; and

b) report back to the Infrastructure Services Commtittee on the
findings of that investigation and the funding implications of
the various options, in time for consud&r&tlor as part of the
2011/12 Annual Plan process."

Motion carried
Councillor Brown returned to the meeting at 2.26 pm, and Clignglilor Weatherall at 2.27 pm.
The Council agreed that the Chair of the Infrastructure Services Committee and General

Manager City Environment should be authorised 0 release to the public appropriate
parts of the reports and recommendations.



DUNEDIN CITY

. S Confidential Report

TO: The Council

FROM: General Manager City Environment

MEETING DATE: 17 May 2010

SUBJECT: RICCARTON ROAD SAFETY UPGRADE — _UF"IDJATE
SUMMARY

A report was presented to the Infrastructure Services Conimitiss on 19 April 2010
providing an update on the Riccarton Road Safety Upgrada inciuding a revised design and
project cost estimate. The report was in response to the int#sim decision issued by the
Riccarton Road Notice of Requirement Hearings Committee who had indicated that the
preferred option, Option 4B was not likely to be agiépted and inviting the Council to
present an alternative design that has less impact ontjacent landowners.

The 19 April 2010 report included a new option, Cgilich. 7 for the Committee's consideration
which required a third less land with simitar total costs. Due to concerns about cost
escalations and the indications from the Heahfigs Fanel, the Committee resolved to
withdraw the Notice of Requirement applicatigin.

This report provides additional information on the Riccarton Road applications and the
implications of the resolution to witridyaw the Notice of Requirement, for the Council's
consideration. - W

IMPLICATIONS FOR:

(i) Policy: No

(i} Approved Annual Budget: No

(iii) LTCCP/ Funding F_alicy: Yes — depending on the decision made by the
- Council.

(iv) Activity Managemeant Plans: No

(v) Comm_un':lfy E;afds: Yes - depending on the outcome of the

Council decision.

(vi) Sustainability: No
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RECOMMENDATIONS
1 That the report "Riccarton Road Safety Upgrade — Update” be received.

2 That the Council note that there are road safety issues to be addressed on Faccartan
Road as identified in the Riccarton Road safety audit.

3 That should the Council confirm the resolution of the Infrastruciu re Semvices
Committee and withdraw the application for the Riccarton Road Notice of Reguirement,
that staff be instructed, through the General Manager City Environmest, @n:

a) Investigate safety improvement options for Riccarton Bgad with a focus on a
minimal improvement option that would move to address 2 sigriricant safety

concerns; and

b) To report back to the Infrastructure Services Committea,ﬁh thie findings of that
investigation and the funding implications of the variois alstions, in time for
consideration as part of the 2011/12 Annual Plan protiess.

BACKGROUND

The Infrastructure Services Committee received a refiort entitled "Riccarton Road Safety
Upgrade - Revised Design and Project Costs" at its 19 Aprfl.2010 meeting. The report noted
that the Council approved Option 4B for the upgraflz of Riccarton Road on 16 June 2009 and
that a Notice of Requirement Hearing was heid in iMarch 5010. The outcome of that hearing
was that the Commissioners believed that thg Qitict 48 design submitted by the Council was
inappropriate and they asked the Council to siulimit a revised design that had less impact on
the adjacent properties. The report noted that“the Council had a number of options to
consider by the Hearing Panel's 23 April 2010 deadline:

Submit a revised design as requesiiad ;5- 4

Challenge the decision, via the Enwironfnent Court that the original Option 4B design
submitted is appropriate; or

c Withdraw the Notice of Requirentent sipplication completely.

The report recommended the"'adc::ri'oh of a new option, Option 7 which had a narrower
footprint requirement.

The report also provided an uipdat_e on project costs. An allocation of $5.4 million had been
allowed in the Council's LTCCP to fund the costs associated with the Riccarton Road upgrade.
The new estimates, whichr were updated verbally at the meeting, are as follows:

T “Design Land purchase Construction Total
|__£$000) ($000) ($000) ($000)
Current Budgg_:' '''' '

Option 4B (LTCCP) | 300 | 225 | 4,902 | 5,427
Revised estimates

Option 48 , 300 1,800 6,000 8,100
Option 7 : 300 1,200 6,400 7,900

It shoula & noted that the majority of this expenditure would be in the 2012/13 and 2013/14
earemnd that there would be no immediate impact on the 2010/11 or 2011/12 budgets.
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19 APRIL 2010 INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE MEETING

The Infrastructure Services Committee resolved, on 19 April 2010 as follows:

"That the Council withdraw the Notice of Requirement application with a virew
to reassessing all the needs and merits of alternative options and the.r

costings."

The Commissioners were advised that the Council would not be responding te the 23 April
deadline for the submitting of a new proposal and that the Infrastructure Servilles Coiimittee
had considered the matter but the decision of the Committee could not be relessed until it
was confirmed by the Council meeting on the 17 May 2010. The Hearings Coiviinissioner
subsequently granted an extension of time to the end of May for a response fram the Council.

NZTA FUNDING

Previously the Infrastructure Services Committee had considered the issiiz of the Riccarton
Road upgrade at its meeting on 15 June 2009. At that meeting, the Commiittee resolved:

"1. That option 4B is the Committee's preferresl cption for upgrading
Riccarton Road, noting that it would be subject to inclusion in the
201072011 Annual Plan.

2. That confirmation of option 4B would devend on:

a Referral to the Mosgiel/Taieri Céinmunity Board

b NZTA funding

c The outcome of the notice of veqiifrement

d The updated district plan rogding kiferarchy schedule.

3. That a report be presented to 't:'ét:' 201072011 Annual Plan LTCCP
process."”

At the time of writing the 19 April 20310 report, and as recorded in the report to the
Infrastructure Services Committee megling an 19 April 2010, the New Zealand Transport
Agency (NZTA) had indicated that, subjéct to t¥ieir normal reviews, the project had merit and
that they would, in principle, support the ©gwisil in its application for funding.

However, by the time of the Infrastrutture Services Committee meeting itself, further advice
had been received, and Councillors were werbally advised, that staff had received subsequent
verbal advice from NZTA that tite Ceuncil may not receive NZTA subsidy for the work that had
been undertaken to date on the Ritcarton Road design and Notice of Requirement hearing and
that the Riccarton Roax .upgrads project may not receive subsidy for the physical
construction. Such an ougcomie would be in breach of condition 2(b) above, with the effect
that the Council would fherefore not proceed with the upgrade even if all other conditions
were met,

Further discussions f&vere field with the NZTA after the 19 April 2009 2010 meeting and we
can now confirm that subsifly has been obtained for design and Notice of Requirement fees for
the approximately $30,000 expended to date.

However it betame clear during the discussion that the NZTA expectation is that at least 50%
of the Riccaiton Hgad upgrade benefits should come from safety improvements because this
is how the project Is being promoted, and it is from this funding category that the upgrade
would be funded. However neither Option 4B nor Option 7 provide anywhere near this level
of safety darived benefits given that the bulk of the benefits derive from the cycling and
walking impro¥ements. The walking and cycling category has a much higher benchmark for
strategic fit 2nd because Riccarton Road is not an inner city site, it does not rank highly for
thic category and consequently would be ranked below current funding parameters.

Based on the above profile, the Riccarton Road upgrade has a "Low" rating for strategic fit
and 7 likely overall rating of LMM and the proposed upgrade would not be recommended for
fundirig assistance by NZTA.
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Based on those discussions, the proposed upgrading of Riccarton Reoad Is unlikely to receive
NZTA funding assistance.

It should be noted that the funding emphasis of the Government has changed since the
original plans for the upgrade of Riccarton Road were developed. With the giiange in
Government and the subsequent release of the Government Policy Statement, whizh st out
the Government's strategic direction, the funding focus and criteria changed with one impact
being a limit to available funding and a change in focus for cycling related prijects: So
although the project had and continues to have a good BCR, the funding rulet chiangéd part
way through the project which is one reason why the project is unlikely to rective funding
assistance from the NZTA for any further phases.

Currently the Riccarton Road upgrade is funded from R-funds ukider thi= Ré&gional Land
Transport Strategy. With the NZTA stance, there is a significant risk tiiat the R-funds will be
lost to the Dunedin City Council projects as other projects on the Regignal Teansport Strategy
seek to make use of those funds. Given that, the Council may fiid that there is no NZTA
subsidy that it will be able to make use of to upgrade Riccarton Ro&tl i the future as a capital
project.

CURRENT SITUATION

The safety issues associated with Riccarton Road remain. Previous reports had noted that a
safety audit had been done on Riccarton Road. The attathed spreadsheet identifies the safety
improvements that were recommended as part of thal safety audit and what progress has
been made on those safety improvements. It sheuld D& noted that some of the safety
improvements identified can be remedied only by physically widening the road which may
require moving the ditches on either side furtfier cut in sgime locations. The current proposal
to upgrade Riccarton Road would have achievidithis, '

The ongoing maintenance of the road will contimig: to receive NZTA funding and the road
width can be increased by up to 20% at the time that any major maintenance works are
done. However the timeframe for recotstructing all of Riccarton Road Is 10-15 years and
there are limits on how much wider the foad @an be made at the time of that work due to the
narrow road reserve. In addition and a3 already noted, it is likely that some areas of land will
be required in order to meet minimum saiey ctandards.

OPTIONS

There are a number of optiaps available to the Council at this time. All of the options
potentially will result in trie Zouncil Eaving to go back te relook at the Riccarton Road upgrade
to see if there is another viabi® option that both minimises the requirement to obtain land and
which can be done in a away to oltain NZTA subsidy. The options are as follows:

1 Confirm the 19 April 2010 Infrastructure Services Committee recommendation and
withdraw the designatwin.

2 Eilther retain Optlan 4% as the Council's preferred option or put forward the amended
Option 7 ford&nsideration.

Option & <onfirim the 19 April 2010 Infrastructure Services Committee
recomrimendation and withdraw the designation

Under this Cption, the Council would advise the Hearing Committees Commissioners that it
has withdraw:: the designation application. The implications of this option are:

o The Riccarton Road safety concerns in their totality will not be addressed.
*./Uncertainty would remain for residents on Riccarton Road.

= The withdrawal would in part be as a result of the NZTA indication that funding for the
current proposal would not receive NZTA subsidy.
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. The message from the Council would be clear that it now considers the proposed Option
4B can not be justified.

. It would be seen as the DCC withdrawing from the process and there may he &
perception that the Council does not see that there is a safety issue on Riccarton Pﬁad
sufficient to be dealt with at this time. .

. This is likely to result in the loss of the R funding which may not be availaki= ﬁ:-r ay
future upgrade of the road.

Option 2 Either retain Option 4B as the Council's preferred optmn ‘or put
forward the amended Option 7 for consideration

Under this option, the Council would respond to the Hearing Commissioners that £ither Option
4B or the revised Option 7 was the preferred option. The implications Gf'¢his option are;

. The Commissioners may decline the Notice of Requirement aH':-u:atlon as they appear
to believe that the extra width is not justified.

Option 7 while retaining a shared path, has a narrower footpriatand therefore lesser
requirement for land, which may address the congzrns of the Commissioners and
therefore be approved.

The Council would be seen as still being focused on addressiiyg the safety issue.

. This is unlikely to receive NZTA funding and insreased funding would need to be
provided by the Council.
. If the Commissioners did decide to approve Optiorr 8 or the revised Option 7, then it

would still be subject to the Council decision 281G funding.

DISCUSSION

It seems unlikely at this stage that Option 4B for Kiccarton Road would be approved by the
Hearing Commissioners. It is unknoviy whether the revised Option 7 would be approved
although the land required for that optior 1ias been reduced by one third.

However it has also become clear that neither/&f the current upgrade options (Option 4B or 7)
would be funded by the NZTA.

The options before the Council at tii& stai;e therefore relate to whether the Council wishes to
withdraw the Notice of Requirgfvient (in accordance with the resolution of the Infrastructure
Services Committee) or to coniplei e current process with the Hearings Committee and the
NZTA to work through tizir prccessus to determine whether there is an option that would
both get approved and get fuided.

In the event that the curfént approach is overturned, then the Council would have to relook at
the overall Riccarton Road sityation, particularly given the road safety audit that was done.

Staff and the consuitants krould relook at the overall design with a view to undertaking a
minimal improvemerit ggilon that would address the significant safety concerns but which
may leave othel <afety issues unaddressed. Under this scenario, the focus would be on
taking no lang or at i@ast minimising the amount of adjacent land required for an upgrade.
While this wouli not result in the optimal safety upgrade, it would provide for some
improverieiit in safeéty. However it is likely that, given the narrowness of some parts of
Riccarton Roawd, thet adjacent land would still be required in some areas in order to provide
for the minimum acceptable improvements that might be sought. This would possibly require
a future Notiiz of Requirement process to secure the necessary Roading corridor for any such
widenwig althisugh this could require lesser land than either of Option 4B or Option 7.

‘As alvemdy noted it is also possible to widen the road slightly in parts as the roading surface is
rehahbllitated. Such an approach does attract subsidy from NZTA but the timeframe for
recgnstructing all of Riccarton Road is in the 10-15 year timeframe. ‘There are limits on how
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much wider the road can be made at the time of that work and as noted above, it is likely
that some additional land will be required in order to meet minimum safety standards.

It is recommended that at this stage the existing funding for the Riccarton Road upgreiie Le
retained in the Annual Plan as it is. Further work will be required on the future options fou the
road depending on the outcome of the Council consideration and it is not possible at tiis time
to determine what funding may be required to address the Riccarton Road safety Issuis. A
fuller report will be provided to the Infrastructure Services Committee once the appioach to
be taken is known which would then provide a basis for funding consideration ig i 2011/12
Annual Plan. '

CONCLUSION

The 19 April 2010 Infrastructure Services Committee recommended. that the Notice of
Requirement designation be withdrawn for Riccarton Road. This report ouilines some of the
implications of withdrawing the application at this stage and offers # number of other options
for consideration. It is likely that the original proposal for upgrada will not be approved by
the Hearing Commissioners. However it is also likely that the prestfiefitions would not get
funding from NZTA. Should the current Riccarton Road widéning approach not be supported,
either by the Council, the Hearings Commissioners or the 8ZTA, théi an alternative approach
of relooking at the overall design with a view to undertaking & minimal improvement option
that would address the significant safety concerns is recommendet.

Prepares &nd approved by:

Graeme Hamilton Tony Avery

MANAGER TRANSPORTATION GENERAL MANAGER CITY ENVIRONMENT
OPERATIONS

Date report prepared: 4 May 2010

Attachments

1. Riccarton Road safety audit spreagisheet
2: Aerial photo of Riccarton Read!
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