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1.1 Definition of Road

L Potential to extend to cover other public
open spaces, eg reserves

L District Plan alignment

L Does hierarchy of road have impact. Some
arterials act like motorways.

L High congestion of u/g zone



1.2 Relative Priority of Users

L Public interest has been compromised by monopolistic
defensive tactics by some utilities, eg empty ducts,
redundant lines/equipment.

I Roads should have top priority — improvements have
high space need

L Limited space in road
L High congestion of u/g zone
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1.3 Guardianship of Corridor

Fair treatment capability

L Permanency of rights of occupation for old utility services
needs review

L Existing facilities should not be forever unchallenged

Power of guardian to require changes and allocate costs
for changes

L RCA as guardian supported but not on an arms length
basis from roading

Resources and systems needed
L Advocacy for property owners
Protection of rights of adjacent property owners



1.3 Guardianship of Corridor — cont’d

L Resources and systems needed
L Move from the first up best dressed approach

L Mechanisms for utilities to co-operate with each other
needed

L Disruption of traffic is big economic cost

L Roading interests likely to be weakened through a
separated guardianship

I Reimbursement of “actual” costs promotes poor
practices by utilities

L Laws have changed distorting the balance
- further future change likely



1.4 Management of Corridor "

RCA should set conditions, specifications
Advocacy role for best practical option (BPO)
Unbundling or sharing of ducts

Provides teeth for guardianship role

Further development needed for this

Public interest v private commercial interest needs to be
addressed.

L Adjacent property effects
L Resource Consent process for exceptions
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1.4 Management of Corridor — cont’d

L Adjacent property effects
L Resource Consent process for exceptions
L Different core needs for upgrading of services:

Utilities — technology focussed
minimal additional space
minimal conflict/ need for

relocation

Roads — vehicle lane focussed
takes berm space
significant conflict of need for
relocations
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1.5 Codes and Standards

Local emphasis preferred
Why Ministry of Economic Development
Mandatory use of codes

Ability to enforce compliance - key aspect of governance
role

L 'Why not Ministry of Transport or LGNZ
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1.6 Disputes

Most common dispute is over cost sharing
Agreed that simple, low cost process is required
Fewer disputes if rules are clear

Community interests v corporate owner benefits



1.7 Notification

L This is happening voluntarily
L Synchronised forward plans

L Major works only where interference/overlap is likely
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1.8 Utility Information Base &

Utilities generally do not have adequate as-built plans
Services often not found where plans say they are
Urgent need for improvement required

GIS based

Inter communicative GIS systems between authorities
Protocols and access to view GIS

Third party use not significant

Cost to keep updated and accurate

Return on investment for GIS and data management
system
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1.9 Reasonable Conditions @

L Current legislation good start
- RCA sets the conditions
- appeals provision

Some utilities have “no go “ protective zones
Cost allocation

Anti competitive practices

RCA to set and control

Longer length of occupation priority

Future proofing issues

Adjacent land use effects (access, amenity)
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1.10 Cost Sharing

L Current situation problematic
L Damage

I Roading development should not be penalised due to

short sighted practices of past where utilities poorly
located

L Costs to utility is quantifiable, costs to public not easy to
guantify eg disruption, delay



1.10 Cost Sharing — cont’'d

L Previous utility practices with assumed no cost to RCA
now proving heavy cost burden to ratepayers in
relocation or avoidance of utilities

L Utility focus on shareholder return in all matters is
stronger than RCA focus on community/political issues.



1.11 Access To Rall & I\/Iotorway

RCA'’s mostly 3rd party
Risk lies mostly with utility provider
Condition likely to be tough

Higher risk of disruption to public in maintenance or
renewal
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2. Key/lssues facing Urban Areas

Avallablility of Space

Safety

Disruption to Traffic & Other Utilities
Damage to Council Road Assets
Damage to Other Utilities

Urban Design

Removal of Redundant Ultilities
Future Road Improvements

Depth of Underground Services
District Plan Requirements




2.1 Availability of Space

L Preference for installation of utilities in the berms for
best convenience.

L Central city and regional centres have congestion in
the underground areas i.e. stormwater, water
supply, power, gas, telecommunications (multi,)
traffic control ducts.

L Care needed in optimising usage of this space
Berm footpath width often 3-5 metres max.

L Some services not used anymore but still occupy
the space

L Trees also need space in the berm.



2.1 Avallability of Space — cont’d

A

Overhead cables remain in road airspace — pole
locations often not suitable for Council.

Directional drafting for new services requires
500mm clearance for construction tolerance — 1
metre clear u/g space.

Utilities cannot guarantee location of their u/g
services.

Council codes have standard templates — good for
new but not suitable for old streets.

Future stormwater treatment devices will require
space eg raingardens

Future road widening requires space



2.2 Safety

A
A
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Key concern is public
Public open space often difficult to barricade.

H & SE places responsibilities on utility owner, contractor
and Council in respect of incidents — need to comply with
procedures and codes. Code of Practice —Working in
the Road.

Work sites need to be planned to fit both the utility work
requirement and the public’s right of safe movement e.g.
If a work site occupies the full footpath, a barricaded
temporary footpath may be required in the road

Councils should have a system for approving all works
e.g. Road Opening Notices.



2.3
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Disruption to
Traffic & Other Utilities

Disruption to traffic is a quantifiable economic cost to the
nation.

Traffic congestion in cities and delays to traffic around
work sites is costly in road user costs and time losses.
Effort is required to minimise disruption. The Councill
may place controls e.g. time limits.

Many businesses rely on passing foot traffic or nearby
convenient parking. Recognition of their situation must
be considered in planning works — duration and time.



2.4 Damage to Council Road Asset

L This can be a significant cost to Council.

L Trenches and road openings create a weakness in the
subground layers of roads and paths. These
weaknesses occur despite best methods to minimise the
Impacts, Faults in the roads assets often do not show
for some period later (even > 1 year).

L Wheel loads from traffic will reveal weaknesses in road
sublayers.

L Utilities should take full responsibility for this damage.

L Trenchless methods or use of chambers rather than
open cuts may ease this issue.

L Utility companies hide behind their errant contractors.



2.5 Damage to Other Utllities

L Interference or disruption to other utilities should be
avoided.

L Can then lead to other third party damage.
L Each utility should endeavour to do their work right.

L Sometimes damage occurs due to lack of knowledge of
location of services.

L Utility asset records seem to be poor and are not readily
available.



2.6 Urban Design

L Move towards improved visual amenity of roads in towns
and commercial areas.

L Trees form a predominant element of urban design of
streets.

L Street furniture, special paving materials, creates
Improved civic pride, tidier cleaner streets and pleasant
environment.

L Possibly adds to reinstatement costs and difficulty.

Some utility contractors are not good at reinstatement of
such amenities as specialist skills may be required.



2.7 Removal of Redundant Services

L How do you remove a disused cable or even identify it
as redundant. Power and gas equipment can be
dangerous.

L Old power or phone poles may still be left standing,
creating a safety hazard to traffic, sight impaired people
(but useful for dogs).

L Why do utility companies not remove their unwanted
equipment from the roads e.g. one utility company has
said “they won’t remove old poles because it's an

uneconomic task”.



2.8 Future Road Improvements

L Some utilities are in the way of road widening. There will
always be roading improvements somewhere.

L Shallow underground services cause extra problems.

L Cost of relocation of services — currently mostly
absorbed by Councils — is this appropriate?

L Delay to road works contractors while services relocated
— delays also when services are not where they are
supposed to be.

L This is a significant cause of concern to Councils.



2.9 Depth of Underground Services

L Tension often occurs regarding depths of service
between utility organisations and Councils.

L Shallow services are a big nuisance particularly for
others digging or for road widening.

L Stricter controls, enforcement and penalties are needed
for compliance.

L Councils should set tougher standards to provide for
separation between utilities and future road project

Impacts (this is not an easy task).



2.10 District Plan Requirements

Alignment of provisions between TLA’s
Resource Consent backup

Design guidelines and codes
Community protection

Affected parties consideration
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Summary

Focus of RCA - public good (Local Govt Act - four well beings)

— multiple range of facilities in road: trees, seats, signs, lights,
paths, roads, bridges, walls, drainage, barriers.

— Safety of public
— Ease of movement — all modes of travel
— Streetscape

Focus of Utility

— Narrow range of physical assets in road.
— Asset protection

— Asset

— Return on investment

— Profit

— Market share

Historically many utility assets have been located poorly
in the road and do not fit with the current or future
roading needs.

The previous co-operative spirit that prevailed (pre 1990)
has been replaced with strong commercial and profit
focused behaviour by utilities.



Summary — cont’'d

RCA'’s are wearing the cost of this change. This was an
unrecognised factor in the utility privatisation process of
the 1990’s.

If utilities were required to carry the cost of relocation
etc, then they would need to be very careful in their
planning, design and construction.

For roading authorities the inclusion of the cost of
relocation often reduces the economic benefit of the road
project to below the LTNZ funding threshold.

Modern road design — significantly different from
previous design

Power line companies have capped income which
Inhibits a co-operative approach for cost sharing.



(Anzac St power pole and patch) after undergrounding project.

Council has undergrounded its street lighting asset. This pole used by
Telecom for private supply. Pole on edge of 4 lane on arterial road
and is considered a hazard.



(East Coast Rd concrete block on power pole repair of broken pole)

Pole was broken in 2003 in collision by car in a fatal crash (note

part of cross on concrete repair) and power company ‘repaired’
pole as shown.



Cables shallow — to be removed to install water main in
close proximity.



(Bentley — Camrose 2) Glenfield Rd — Vector duct location approx
CH 180 showing broad spread of utility ducts and cables.



Tree Canopy — Franklin Road, Ponsonby.



Upgrade- Esmonde Road, Takapuna.



Recent Upgrade- Glenfield Road, Glenfield.



English Oak Drive, Albany.



Third one
this week!

Let's go
back to the
mesh
barrier style

Perhaps
the footpath
needs
sweeping?

I've been
here since
closing time
last night.

Officer, |
wasn’t
speeding.

How long
has this
trench been
open?

Oh, not
again!

When will
they fill in
this hole?




