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Explain/specify the grounds for saying that you come within this category (you must fill this in):  

NZTA is a Crown entity with its functions, powers and responsibilities set out in the Land Transport  

Management Act 2003 (LTMA) and the Government Roading Powers Act 1989. The primary objective of  

NZTA under Section 94 of the LTMA is to contribute to an effective, efficient, and safe land transport 
system in the public interest. 
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Number 
 

Support or 
Oppose  
 

The particular parts of the submission I support or oppose are: 
 

The reasons for my support or opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole submission be 
allowed or disallowed: 
 

Al-lek and 
Michelle White 
 
 

02 Support in 
part 

NZTA has concerns regarding the proposed rezoning and intensification 
in advance of identifying what upgrades are needed to the State 
Highway network to accommodate growth, and how they will be funded. 
 

Sufficient work has not been carried out in relation to infrastructure planning and 
how this will be funded, including whether it will be funded via a financial 
contribution, development agreement, development contributions, or some other 
funding mechanism such as rates. 
  
While we agree with the analysis in the Section 32 Report that the National Policy 
Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD) is not strictly applicable because 
Rangitīkei is not a tier 1, 2 or 3 local authority, the report clearly identifies that 
the combined urban areas of the District will increase to up to 25,000 people by 
2050. If this were contiguous, it would meet the definition of an urban 
environment and the NPS-UD would apply. 
  
Notwithstanding that position, the NPS-UD is, in our view, a useful guide as to 
how to manage and plan for urban development, including whether the 
provisions contained within PC3 are the most effective and efficient way to 
achieve the Plan Change objective to plan and provide for urban growth. 
  
Objective 6 of the NPS-UD requires that decisions affecting urban environments, 
as is the case with Plan Change 3, are: 

1. integrated with infrastructure planning and funding decisions; 
  
  
It is our view that more detailed analysis needs to be carried out in relation to the 
infrastructure necessary to accommodate growth, including a plan for how that 
will be funded, some of which, in relation to transport, is already indicatively 
shown in the Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA). 
  
This includes both a more detailed strategic assessment of the nature of any 
infrastructure upgrades required, and their timing, along with how these may be 
funded. Application of NZTA’s One Network Framework is also needed to 
consider the current and planned environment anticipated by PC3, including the 
role roads and streets play as places and movement corridors, the current and 
future performance of the corridor, the classification of multimodal networks 
including off-road routes, and how the movement of people and goods will be 
accommodated. 
  
One tool that we consider should be included is a Structure Plan for the growth 
areas in Bulls, in addition to the Marton North-West Structure Plan Area, to 
identify the sequence and timing of development, including the provision of local 
roads, intersection upgrades to the State Highway such as some of those shown 
in Figure 3-3 of the ITA, and the provision of key public transport, cycling and 
walking connections. This should be coupled with thresholds or limits on 
development based on the timing and delivery of the transport infrastructure 
necessary to accommodate growth. 
  
Generally, NZTA’s funding is intended to maintain the existing State Highway 
network and address key operational issues. NZTA is not funded to cater for 
growth. 
  
If funding for upgrades is anticipated to be sought from the National Land 
Transport Fund, a business case will be needed and appropriately funded. 
However, this source of funding is less certain than other sources, such as 
development contributions. 

That the submission be allowed in part 
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We note that while specific details regarding the detailed design of any upgrades 
to the State Highway network, including intersections, can be deferred until later, 
strategic consideration of what upgrades are required, when they are required, 
and the form and function of the future roading network as contemplated by the 
One Network Framework, are essential to a well-functioning urban environment 
and to achieving the objectives of PC3. 
  

Ashoka 
Masilamani 
 

04.01 Support in 
part 

NZTA supports the provision of public transport, pedestrian, cycling and 
walking infrastructure. 
 

The provision of appropriately planned walking and cycling infrastructure has 
multiple benefits to the community, including improved safety through the 
separation of, and appropriate provision for, both motorists and active modes of 
transport, as well as health benefits. 
  
Consideration as to where strategic cycling and walking infrastructure will be 
needed to accommodate growth should form part of PC3, including details of 
where, how, when and by whom this is to be provided and funded. 
  
As noted in response to submission 02 above, this should ideally be shown on 
a Structure Plan for the growth areas in Bulls and on an updated North-West 
Marton Structure Plan. 
  
In relation to public transport, the ITA identifies that the district has a limited bus 
service operating on weekdays between Marton, Bulls and Palmerston North via 
the State Highway network. 
  
Consideration should be given to whether this service may be expanded to 
accommodate the new growth areas, including identifying strategic locations for 
current and future bus stops, and connections between new local roads and bus 
stops on a Structure Plan, to encourage and maximise the use of public transport 
and provide modal choice. 
  
Any new connections should give suitable consideration to safety, including 
Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles and 
accessibility. 

That the submission be allowed in part. 

Noel Wright 
 

06 Support in 
part 

NZTA supports the need to fully consider the roading infrastructure 
necessary to support the plan change and has concerns as to how this 
will be funded. 
 

Refer to response to submission 02 above. That the submission be allowed in part. 

Teresa Stoltz 
 

08.04 Support in 
part 

NZTA has concerns that upgrades to intersections may be required to 
accommodate growth, including the intersection of High Street (State 
Highway 1) and Bridge Street (State Highway 3). 
 

The performance of the State Highway 1 and State Highway 3 intersections is 
identified in the ITA as degrading because of the new growth proposed by PC3. 
However, there are no specific thresholds linking development to upgrades to 
the intersections, nor any confirmation of funding. Section 7.2.1 of the ITA 
identifies that BUL02 will give rise to an unacceptable outcome. 
  
Refer to the response to submission 02 above regarding funding. 

That the submission be allowed in part. 

Natasha Kirk 10.01 Support in 
part 

NZTA has concerns about the effects that increased traffic may have on 
the State Highway network, in particular the upgrades that may be 
necessary to accommodate growth and how these may be funded. 
 

This is also reflected in the Council’s ITA. 
  
We also note that the traffic generation rate of 8.2 used in the ITA is on the low 
side, with the figure in RR453 being based on a survey of only six sites. 
  
Rural and inner suburban generation rates are above 10, and these may not be 
reflected in the ITA, which may exacerbate traffic effects. 
  
Refer to the response to submission 02 above regarding funding. 

That the submission be allowed in part. 

G & C Holdings 
Ltd 

12.01 Oppose in 
part 

While we generally support the rezoning and intent of the Plan Change, 
we have concerns with some of the rationale for rezoning this site, 
including the ability to provide direct access to State Highway 1. 
Generally, direct access to State Highway 1 is not supported. 

Ideally, internal access should be provided via the local road network rather than 
the State Highway, as additional access points have the potential to adversely 
affect the safe and efficient operation of the State Highway through conflicts at 
higher speeds and turning movements and/or the need for intersection 

That the submission be disallowed in 
part. 
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 treatments. 
  
Any new roading connections to the State Highway will require approval from 
NZTA, as noted in the ITA, and therefore cannot be assumed at this stage. 
  
As noted in the submissions above, consideration by, and input from, NZTA as 
to where and how any new access points to the State Highway will be provided, 
and how this will be funded, is critical to delivering the objectives of PC3, and 
should ideally be shown in a Structure Plan forming part of PC3 in relation to 
growth in Bulls. 
  
More specifically, BUL01 overall has better access to the school and connectivity 
with the local road network via Wilson Street, rather than direct access to the 
State Highway. 

Neil Oldfield 14.05 Support NZTA supports integrating the staging of development with the provision 
of infrastructure. 
 

The sequence and staging of development and infrastructure including how it 
will be funded is critical to the effective and efficient expansion of the General 
Residential Zone and should form a component of a Structure Plan as noted 
above. 
 
See response to submission 02 above. 

That the submission be allowed. 

Fire and 
Emergency New 
Zealand 

15.03 Support in 
part 

NZTA supports provisions requiring development to be staged in 
sequence with the delivery of infrastructure, including upgrades to the 
State Highway network. 
 

See response to submission 02 and 14.05 above. That the submission be allowed in part. 

Ruth and Robert 
Snijders 
 

19.01 Support in 
part 

NZTA has concerns that anticipated growth will require improvements to 
the State Highway network, including intersection upgrades that have 
not yet been fully considered, and as to how these works will be funded 
in the absence of a mechanism such as development contributions. 
 

See response to submission 02 above. That the submission be allowed in part. 

Ruth and Robert 
Snijders 
 

19.05 Support NZTA has concerns regarding the funding of any upgrades required to 
the State Highway network. 
 

See response to submission 02 above. That the submission be allowed in part. 

Tony Jury 22.01 Support in 
part 

NZTA has concerns regarding increased traffic causing increased noise 
and the potential effects of reverse sensitivity. 
 

See response in original submission. That the submission be allowed in part. 

Lynne Sheridan 25.04 Support NZTA has concerns regarding rezoning and intensification occurring in 
advance of identifying the infrastructure upgrades required to 
accommodate growth on the State Highway network, and how those 
upgrades will be funded, including through mechanisms such as 
development contributions. 
 

See response to submission 02 above. That the submission be allowed in part. 

Lynne Sheridan 25.06 Support in 
part 

NZTA has concerns with any additional vehicle crossings to the State 
Highway network. 
 

See response to 12.01 above. That the submission be allowed in part. 

Lynne Sheridan 25.08 Support in 
part 

NZTA agrees that consideration should be given to adjoining land 
connections that avoid direct access to the State Highway. 
 

Refer to the response to submission 02 above regarding Structure Plans and the 
need for development to be integrated and staged, including internal local road 
connections that avoid direct access to the State Highway where practicable. 
 

That the submission be allowed in part. 

Maree Marshall 27.02 Support in 
part 

NZTA supports provisions that encourage integrated transport, including 
pedestrian, cycling and vehicle networks. 
 

See response to submission 04.01 above. That the submission be allowed in part. 
 

Te Runanga O 
Ngāti TamaKōpiri 

28.02  While the submission is focused on Taihape, NZTA supports the notion 
that growth must be aligned with infrastructure capacity, including the 
need to introduce staging or trigger-based provisions linked to 
infrastructure capacity and performance at the subdivision or 

See response to submission 02 above. That the submission be allowed in part. 
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development stage. 
 

Interested 
Residents of 
Marton and 
Rangitīkei 
 

29.06 Support in 
part 

NZTA supports new roads being designed to provide cycling and 
pedestrian links. 
 

See response to 12.2, 12.5 and 12.9 above. That the submission be allowed in part. 

Interested 
Residents of 
Marton and 
Rangitīkei 

29.07 and 29.15 Support in 
part 

NZTA supports the need to adequately consider how the infrastructure 
required to accommodate growth will be funded, which may include 
development contributions. 
 

See response to submission 02 above. That the submission be allowed in part. 

Mangapapa Trust 
No. 2 

32.01 Support in 
part 

While NZTA is not opposed to rezoning, it must be considered alongside 
the infrastructure required to accommodate growth and the means by 
which that infrastructure will be funded. 
 

See response to submission 02 above. That the submission be allowed in part. 
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