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background


This submission is a joint submission of the Institution of Professional Engineers New Zealand (IPENZ) and Transportation Group. 
IPENZ is the lead national professional body representing the engineering profession in New Zealand. It has approximately 12,000 Members, including a cross-section from engineering students, to practising engineers, and senior Members in positions of responsibility in government agencies and business. IPENZ is non-aligned and seeks to contribute to the community wellbeing in matters of national interest, giving a learned view on important issues, independent of any commercial interest.

The Transportation Group is an IPENZ Technical Interest Group. It has approximately 1,100 Members who are transportation and traffic engineering and planning professionals working in central government, local government, academia, and the private sector.

Consultation 

A draft version of this submission was provided to all IPENZ Members via the IPENZ website. In addition, all Members of the IPENZ Transportation Group and other interested Members were sent the draft submission directly. All IPENZ Members were able to comment on the draft submission; their comments have been incorporated.

Submission
1. Executive Summary

The Government Policy Statement (GPS) serves a valuable role in signalling the Government’s funding priorities. However we consider it unfortunate that the proposed GPS has been prepared in the absence of any overarching government strategy for land transport. We believe this is a significant omission in the Government’s transport planning process.

We note the Engagement Document refers to a Vision for the transport sector. We believe that this Vision omits the concept of the environment. Also, it is unclear how the terms “safety”, “security”, “resilience” and “opportunities for all New Zealanders” are to be interpreted and what their implications are for Government policy. We generally agree with the impacts for 2012 but believe these should be described as objectives, not impacts.

We believe RONS projects should not be identified in the 2012 GPS. We also believe decisions on RONS should be made by the NZ Transport Agency based on a sound analysis and assessment against the Government’s objectives for land transport outlined in the GPS.

The funding forecasts show significant reductions, compared to previous forecasts, for state highway and local roads maintenance and renewal activity classes, for local roads new infrastructure and for public transport infrastructure and we are concerned about this. There are also a number of smaller activity classes with reductions, including road user safety, sector training and research, transport planning and management of the funding allocation system. The reasons given for these reductions in the Engagement Document are to “drive efficiencies” and “lowered to focus on higher priorities”.

We consider these explanations to be inadequate. We have particular concerns about the major reduction in forecast expenditure on road maintenance and renewals which by 2018/19 (in seven years’ time), will be 33 per cent for state highways and 28 per cent for local roads. There is no explanation for this major strategic shift in asset management in the Engagement Document.

We believe an analysis is required to investigate whether the reduction in renewal and maintenance funding will have a long term effect on the roading network.

2. the Role of a GPS on Funding

We query the value of the Government continuing to prepare a GPS on Land Transport Funding in the absence of any overarching government strategy for land transport. It is conventional and logical for funding to follow strategy.
However, while not necessarily informed by strategic intent, the GPS does serve a valuable role in signalling the Government’s funding priorities, and can inform the planning and funding of the organisations that rely on funding.

We believe the frequency and timing of the GPS makes it difficult for co-ordination with local government planning and funding processes. Many local authorities have significant three year and five year contractual arrangements that have been entered into in good faith and have three year planning cycles. Therefore, significant funding (and consequently policy) changes from year to year are very difficult to accommodate. The proposed GPS includes some major and unexplained shifts in policy. This highlights the need for a strategy and we recommend it be developed and implemented as soon as possible. We also recommend the GPS be reviewed every three years, rather than annually as has occurred since 2008.
We recommend a Strategy for land transport be developed as soon as possible.

We recommend the GPS be reviewed every three years.
The GPS is confined to National Land Transport Fund (NLTF) issues. We believe the GPS should at least acknowledge the GPS is a partial view of land transport system and funding, and that other elements of the land transport network (rail, cycle and pedestrian networks) are funded separately.

When the 2009/12 National Land Transport Programme was approved, a review of three activity classes (demand management and community programmes, transport planning, and sector training and research) was initiated. We suggest there be a process of rolling reviews of other activity classes. This year we suggest this be in the maintenance and renewal activity classes, for reasons stated later in this submission.
We recommend a process for regular reviews of activity classes be initiated.

We recommend this year’s review be on the maintenance and renewal activity classes. 

3. A Statement of Strategic Direction

The Engagement Document states the Vision for the transport sector is:

An effective, efficient, safe, secure, accessible and resilient transport system that supports growth in our country’s economy in order to deliver greater prosperity, security and opportunities for all New Zealanders.

This Vision seems to be new. It is not in legislation, the Government Policy Statement (amended November 2010), on the Ministry of Transport website, or on the New Zealand Transport Authority website. 
We note the Vision is missing the concept of the environment. About 40 per cent of our carbon dioxide emissions are from road transport and this is equivalent to around 20 per cent of our total national greenhouse gas emissions. Recognising our international obligations this omission is of concern.
We question the need for the word “secure” in the Vision as it seems to be redundant when “safe” is also included. 
The concept of resilient is also new – it is not in the 2008 NZ Transport Strategy. In its simplest meaning it implies the absorption of disruption and quick recovery. Other aspects of resilience are redundancy, reduced dependency on oil imports, planning for oil shocks, and more accessibility to alternative and more sustainable transport modes. There is little indication in current Government policy or the Engagement Document that these issues are being given serious consideration.
In a transport sense we are also unclear as to how “opportunities for all New Zealanders” is to be interpreted. We note it is not inclusive as it does not seem to include foreign residents or international visitors.

We recommend the Vision be amended to include the concept of environment, to improve clarity, and to be more inclusive.
4. The Impacts for the 2012 GPS

The Engagement Document sets out a number of specific targets known as “impacts”. We consider these appear to be objectives rather than impacts or targets.

We agree with the impacts (objectives) but note there is misalignment with the Vision as: 

· There is no reference in these impacts to accessibility, unless it is through “more transport choices, particularly for those with limited access to a car”. We suggest the concept of accessibility is wider than this and includes the transport disadvantaged.

· The impacts refer to environmental effects while the Vision does not.
· The Vision refers to opportunities for all New Zealanders while the impacts do not, except in relation to social connectedness.
This also raises the issue of whether the GPS should contain targets as the 2008 GPS did. It is suggested that targets (along with the Vision and Objectives) should be in the proposed Forward Plan for Transport, which is mentioned in the Engagement Document.

We recommend the impacts should be re-labelled as objectives.

We recommend the impacts be amended to be better align with the Vision.

We recommend the GPS include targets.

5. Roads of National Significance (RONS)
From the first GPS, IPENZ has been concerned that the GPS refers to specific projects. We believe the GPS should address the policy, strategy, objectives and targets the Government is seeking to achieve. We believe the NZ Transport Agency should be the organisation that selects projects using an evaluation and allocation mechanisms to meet the Government’s objectives. We would therefore hope RONS projects are not listed in future GPSs.

To highlight the issue, we note that the NZ Transport Agency’s current evaluation system (which considers strategic fit, effectiveness, economic efficiency) does not independently evaluate RONS. This is because of the circular arguments on a RONS project’s assessment, in relation to the “strategic fit” criteria. 

We are puzzled to see that the draft State Highway Classification System is referred to in the Engagement Document and that it may be used to identify potential new RONS projects. 

There is no doubt some roading projects that would make a much more positive contribution to the Government’s objectives are in the economic powerhouse of the economy - in the Auckland, Hamilton, and Tauranga triangle. There are also some very worthwhile local freight orientated projects such as the roads that service the Clandeboye dairy factory which contributes six per cent of New Zealand’s exports. However we doubt whether projects such as the Hawke’s Bay expressway will meet the Government’s economic objectives.

We hope future RONS decisions are based on sound analysis using economic, safety, and environmental criteria, i.e. based on their ability to meet the Government’s objectives. We also hope major national projects are not assessed on the basis of a relatively operational tool such as the state highway roading Classification System. This would lead to funding on the basis of meeting a road standard rather than on realising tangible benefits. In simple terms a two star road should often remain a two star road. To highlight the shortcomings of using the Classification System, we note there is very poor alignment between the draft Classification criteria and the Government impacts in the Engagement Document. The Classification criteria are focussed on volumes and economic factors (appropriately) and make no reference to wider Government objectives of safety, security, resilience, transport choices, and environment.

We recommend future GPSs not include projects.

We recommend future RONS projects be based on sound analysis and assessed against the Government’s impacts (objectives) for land transport.

6. Explicitly Stating the Extent of Investment in Road Safety

We support, in principle, the intention to make explicit the roading expenditure that is expected to mainly provide safety benefits. However we question the practicality of doing so. We note the Engagement Document has dealt with this issue by using very broad ranges. We consider that it is not feasible to decide what proportion of road reseals provide improved skid resistance and what proportion improves water proofness. When wide ranges need to be used, it is questionable what value the separation of expenditure adds, in light of the transaction costs of the analysis. 

Furthermore, reducing congestion can result in lower road safety as a result of increased speeds. Therefore it is possible some projects may have a negative safety benefit, but an overall positive benefit. We question whether this will be explicitly shown.
7. Canterbury Earthquakes
We support the need to prioritise funding for Canterbury and the use of the special funding assistance rate for emergency works.

8. Funding Allocations

8.1 Specific Comments on Three Year Funding by Activity Class

8.1.1 New and Improved Infrastructure for State Highways

We note the actual expenditure in this activity class for 2009/10 ($1,102 million) has exceeded the upper band of the 2008 GPS (of $500 to $700 million) and is at the upper band of the 2009 GPS (of $800 million-$1.150 billion). The proposed increase to cover costs comes at a time when other activity classes struggle for the limited funding available.

This emphasis on state highways comes at a time when state highway traffic volumes overall have experienced a clear static trend for several years, with volumes in 2010 the same as in 2005 (with minor fluctuations both up and down in the interim years, including a 2.8 per cent reduction in 2008)
. At the same time public transport use has increased markedly, especially in the Auckland Region, with comparatively minor investment when compared to the total budgets.

The focus of the GPS on spending $2.73 to 3.65 billion on new and improved state highways in the coming three years is contrasted by very limited expenditure on new and improved local roads (of $0.39 to $0.55 billion) and minimal public transport infrastructure spending (of $0.06 to $0.18 billion).
Whilst it is recognised that the state highway network plays a key transport role, given the growth in urban areas in some parts of New Zealand and the corresponding greater investment in local roads, active modes and public transport are also vital parts of New Zealand’s transport network.

8.1.2 Maintenance and Renewal of State Highways and Local Roads

We can understand why Government would wish to decrease funding for some activities as the Government struggles to meet its commitments. This is apparent in the renewal, maintenance and operation of state highways and local roads.

It is unclear whether the projections take into account the reduced income as a result of the recent decision not to implement the proposed 1.5 cents per litre increase in fuel excise duty.

The Engagement Document suggests decreasing funding for renewal and maintenance will encourage efficiency. We believe this is unrealistic. Maintenance and renewal work is outsourced to the private market where bitumen prices are increasing and conventional and cost effective technologies (e.g. road rehabilitation and resealing) are used. Thus, the result can only be that less work will be undertaken. By inference this may mean low levels of service performance will need to be accepted. 
Since this trend will now go on for a total of six years (three past, three future), the Government needs to analyse and evaluate the effect that this lower level of current and future funding for renewal and maintenance may have on New Zealand’s roading assets and levels of service. Roading assets are to some extent reasonably resilient, but New Zealand has had some stark examples of the results of under investment in infrastructure in the 1990s, particularly urban rail, road congestion in Auckland, and electricity transmission.

Highly relevant is the recent introduction of the Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Dimensions and Mass 2010 Amendment, which allows for the granting of permits for “high-productivity motor vehicles” (HPMV) to operate on approved routes at greater dimension and mass limits. These vehicles will impose more damage on pavements and bridges, and given the need to strengthen bridges, it does not seem reasonable to constrain renewal and maintenance funding.
We question whether the proposal to reduce maintenance and renewal funding is consistent with the impact (objective) of more efficient freight supply chains.

To maintain New Zealand’s commodity international competiveness and increase our economic earning capacity from the primary industries, farming and forestry have and continue to make efficiency gains in production processes. The fundamental gain is through increased economies of scale. Farming has become more intensive, particularly through conversions to dairying; use of irrigation that has allowed year round production and higher production; increased mechanisation has allowed greater production with similar labour input. 
The outcome of this is that larger, heavier and more mobile machinery is being used, often on a contract basis servicing many farms in a district.  There are greater heavy vehicle movements and heavier vehicles to transport. Roads accessing these farms are local roads that were never designed for such vehicles and both renewal and maintenance needs are increasing. 
The increasing world food and timber commodity prices are New Zealand’s major export earner and are critical to our economic growth. Therefore the Government must invest to facilitate further growth in the primary sector and ensure there is adequate funding for rural road improvements. 

We recommend the Government make its reasons for reducing some funding allocations transparent, and recognise reductions will result in less work being undertaken.

We recommend that an analysis be undertaken to investigate the impact reduced funding for renewal and maintenance will have on the national roading network.

8.1.3 Public Transport Services

We support the Government’s ongoing commitment to funding for land transport for the next 10 years. We also support the additional funding for public transport services (to provide for metro rail).

8.1.4 Public Transport Infrastructure 

We note the decreased funding for public transport infrastructure. While reference is made in the Engagement Document to metro rail infrastructure being funded from Crown funds, the note in Table 1 suggests this is lowered (by 43 per cent) to enable a focus on highest priorities. This is hardly a rational reason for making a major reduction in forecast budgets. Projects should be evaluated against the Government’s objectives.

Under-funding of public transport infrastructure reduces the ability to move people in congested urban corridors through more fuel-efficient modes, such as high-capacity bus ways and trains. This means New Zealand's trade balance will continue to be heavily impacted by fuel imports. Developing a transport network requires the balanced development of both the roading and public transport networks.
We note better public transport infrastructure is an important goal of Auckland Council. The proposed GPS is in direct contradiction conflict with this goal. We are aware of the publically released Cabinet papers relating to Auckland’s Spatial Plan and the need for Auckland Council and the NZ Transport Agency to reconcile planning assumptions and forecasts for Auckland. This work will have implications for future public transport infrastructure. We consider the level of funding in the proposed GPS pre-empts this collaborative dialogue and the ability to improve public transport in Auckland will be severely hamstrung by this proposed level of funding.

We recommend the Government explain the reasons for forecast reductions in public transport and the implications for levels of service of this.

We recommend the public transport infrastructure funding levels not pre-empt discussions between Auckland Council and the NZ Transport Agency.
8.1.5 Road User Safety

We consider there are unreasonable reductions planned in the area of road safety funding. Despite New Zealand having a road safety record worse than that of comparable overseas countries, the new GPS proposes to lower the available funding and "drive efficiencies".  The GPS explains there will be a more detailed breakdown identifying road-safety related spending involved in other roading projects. 

We are concerned by this approach, as there is no overall additional funding for safety funding. While new state highways built to current standards are certainly likely to be safer than those built in the past, accounting of the safety-related costs in these projects provides no assessment that the road safety spending within the RONS projects will be a better use of road safety funds than alternatives. These alternatives include addressing existing road safety issues with targeted, smaller projects or programmes.
We recommend the funding levels for road user safety be reconsidered. 
8.1.6 Walking and Cycling Facilities

From the document it is unclear why there seems to be an increase in the upper range for walking and cycling – the note suggests there is “no change”. Historically the actual expenditure has been near the bottom of the funding range.

There are many walking and cycling projects that have good benefit-cost ratios. Examples include the Central Motorway Junction cycle way, the improvements to Tamaki Drive, and various cycle ways along the western, southern and eastern railway corridors.

As the funding appears to be available there does not seem to be any reason why high benefit projects are not being funded.

We recommend walking and cycling projects be approved so actual expenditure is at least near the middle of the funding range.

There is also a suggestion that the proposed GPS may align with the NZ Cycle Trail Network Expansion Project. We have reservations about this because the Expansion Project is to meet tourism objectives, and not the impacts outlined in this GPS. This would be mixing Government initiatives and we believe the funding for the Expansion Project should be kept separate.
8.1.7 Sector Training and Research

This activity is important for the long term viability and direction of land transport. Given current investment is only $6 million per annum, any reduction in funding is likely to come from cancelling programmes, rather than efficiencies. 
We understand the NZ Transport Agency’s support for the Masters in Transportation Engineering at Auckland and Canterbury Universities is to be cancelled as a result of this reduction. This Masters programme has provided benefit to the industry in up-skilling professionals in the sector. Research into the land transport asset and its operations is very important in delivering long term efficiency and productivity gains.  Reducing investment in research will detract from this. It has been suggested that the initial funding was “seed” funding. However from an industry perspective it is important the outcome of ensuring skilled professionals, is achieved. To this end, a review of this reduction is requested which may necessitate some changes in the basis of funding and what is delivered for it.

We recommend the proposed funding reduction that supports the Masters programmes be reviewed.

8.1.8 Transport Planning:

Some of the points raised within the transport planning activity class are considered to be valid in that past activities have not always added the value they should have. We support the general thrust of review in ensuring that such work is necessary, focused, fit for purpose and integrated with other work streams. 

However there are concerns that reductions in this category may affect medium to long term outcomes. The early stages a project cycle can influence the scope, cost and direction. For land transport projects this is the transport planning phase. Reduced investment at this phase can lead to projects with ill defined objectives and scope, resulting in substantial rework adding cost and time to completion. The creation of robust evaluation tools to deal with complex issues relating to growth and mode share also necessitates the development of some resource hungry tools and strategies. 

In addition the activities within this class are sometimes driven by the need to support funding applications to NZ Transport Agency. It is important therefore that the NZ Transport Agency is equally realistic on the extent of strategic planning work and modelling required to support applications. 

8.1.9 Management of the Funding Allocation System

There is a strong and appropriate emphasis within the GPS on the need for efficiencies and be smarter in the way we do things. In practise such achievements are usually underpinned by appropriate analysis and prioritisation. This submission highlights the importance and value of sound analysis and assessment of activities against the Government’s objectives for land transport. It is important such activities are adequately resourced and encouraged by the NZ Transport Agency. 

8.2 Ten year funding ranges

We have plotted the 10 year funding ranges for both state highways and local roads and compared these to the August 2008 GPS and the current Government’s 2009 GPS (as amended in November 2010).

The state highway (SH) funding for the renewal, maintenance and operation activity classes are shown in the following graph:  
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This shows the drop from the 2008 GPS to the 2009 GPS, but the trend for the 2011 GPS is significantly lower in future years. We do not understand the reason for this and there is no explanation in the document. 
A similar trend occurs in the local roading (LR) renewal, maintenance and operation activity classes:
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A possible explanation for the decreases in future years may be provided in the Engagement Document. It states in the current economic environment “there will need to be greater emphasis on finding efficiencies and savings and making appropriate trade-offs”. We suppose this levelling off of expenditure could be intentional and the hope is that through efficiencies and saving costs can be held at 2011/12 levels. We believe this situation would be unrealistic. Reductions to this level would require significant cutbacks in renewal and maintenance activities, resulting in a detrimental long term impact on the useful lives of pavements and structures. If such an under-investment were to occur it would be very difficult and costly to restore levels of service to an acceptable standard.

We recommend the Government explain why the 10 year funding projections are well below the 2008 and 2009 projections. 

8.3 Overall Comment on Funding Ranges
The overall impression of the funding forecasts is that funding for road maintenance and renewal, new local roading, public transport infrastructure and a range of small but important activity classes is being reduced to fund the RONS projects. This is concerning, given the over-expenditure relative to forecasts that has occurred already in 2009/10 for new state highway projects. If future expenditure on RONS projects exceeds forecasts (a very likely scenario) then the implications at that time for all the other activity classes will be problematic.

In effect, it appears that New Zealand’s strategic policy direction for land transport, in the absence of a formal strategy, is being driven by the need to fund RONS projects.

CONCLUSION

IPENZ and the Transportation Group appreciate the opportunity to make this submission and are able to provide further clarification if required. 

For more information please contact:

Tim Davin, Director - Policy, IPENZ

Email dir-pp@ipenz.org.nz
Phone 04 473 2027

PO Box 12241, Wellington 6144

� March 2011 Traffic Volumes Monthly Report, NZTA
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 Renewal + Mtce SH2008 GPS	2011	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	467	510	540	575	620	652	675	715	750	785	820	Renewal + Mtce SH2009 GPS	2011	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	481	512	522	532	562	592	622	652	682	722	752	Renewal + Mtce SH 2011 GPS	2011	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	539	501	502	475	475	475	512	512	518	528	528	538	538	

Sheet1

						Aug 2008 GPS Statehighwasy

						2008/09		2009/10		2010/11		2011/12		2012/13		2013/14		2014/15		2015/16		2016/17		2017/18		2018/19

				Renewal SH 				200		215		230		245		255		265		270		285		300		315

								220		235		250		275		290		305		320		335		350		365

				Renewal SH Average		196		210		225		240		260		277		285		295		310		325		340

				Maintenance of SH				290		305		320		340		355		370		390		410		430		450

								310		325		350		380		395		410		450		470		490		510

				Average		271		300		315		335		360		375		390		420		440		460		480

						2008/09		2009/10		2010/11		2011/12		2012/13		2013/14		2014/15		2015/16		2016/17		2017/18		2018/19

				 Renewal + Mtce SH 2008 GPS		467		510		540		575		620		652		675		715		750		785		820

				Renewal + Mtce SH 2009 GPS		481		512		522		532		562		592		622		652		682		722		752

						March 2009 GPS Statehighways (same asNov 2010)

				Renewal SH				190		190		200		210		220		240		250		260		280		290

								230		230		240		250		260		280		290		300		320		330

				Average SH renewal		202		210		210		220		230		240		260		270		280		300		310

				Maintenance of SH				270		280		280		300		320		330		350		370		390		410

								335		345		345		365		385		395		415		435		455		475

						279		302		312		312		332		352		362		382		402		422		442

				Total Renewal + Mtc SH 2009		481		512		522		532		562		592		622		652		682		722		752

						Aug 2008 Local Roads

				Renewal LR				225		235		245		255		265		275		290		300		310		320

								235		245		255		275		285		295		330		340		350		360

				Average		215		230		240		250		265		275		285		310		320		330		340

				Maintenance LR				250		260		270		270		280		290		290		300		310		320

								260		270		280		290		300		310		330		340		350		360

						238		255		265		275		280		290		300		310		320		330		340

				Renewal + Mtce  LR 2008 GPS		453		485		505		525		545		565		585		620		640		660		680

						March/2009 Local Roads ( minor amend Nov 2010)

				Renewal LR				200		210		220		230		240		250		270		280		300		310

								240		250		260		270		280		290		310		320		340		350

				Total Renewal LR		216		220		230		240		250		260		270		290		300		320		330

				Maintenance LR				200		215		225		235		255		265		285		295		315		335

								265		280		290		300		320		330		350		360		380		400

				Total Mainenance		237		232		248		258		268		288		298		318		328		348		368

				Renewal + Mtce 2009  LR GPS		453		452		478		498		518		548		568		608		628		668		698

						2008/09		2009/10		2010/11		2011/12		2012/13		2013/14		2014/15		2015/16		2016/17		2017/18		2018/19

				 Renewal + Mtce 2008 LR GPS		453		485		505		525		545		565		585		620		640		660		680

				Renewal + Mtce 2009 LR GPS		453		452		478		498		518		548		568		608		628		668		698

						draft May 2011 State Highway																						2019/20		2020/21		2021/22

				Renewal SH 										180		180		180		190		190		190		200		200		200		200

														220		220		220		230		230		230		240		240		240		240

						Average		232		202		202		200		200		200		210		210		210		220		220		220		220

				Maintenance of SH										225		225		225		255		255		255		255		255		255		255

														325		325		325		350		350		360		360		360		380		380

						Average		307		299		300		275		275		275		302		302		308		308		308		318		318

				Renewal + Mtce SH 2011 GPS				539		501		502		475		475		475		512		512		518		528		528		538		538

						draft May 2011 Local roads

								2009/10		2010/11		2011/12		2012/13		2013/14		2014/15		2015/16		2016/17		2017/18		2018/19		2019/20		2020/21		2021/22

				Renewal LR										190		190		190		200		200		200		210		210		210		210

														240		240		240		250		250		270		270		290		290		310

						Average		205		232		236		215		215		215		225		225		235		240		250		250		260

				Maintenance LR										205		205		205		205		205		205		205		205		205		205

														260		260		260		280		280		280		300		300		300		300

						Average		224		248		251		232		232		232		242		242		242		252		252		252		252

				Renewal + Mtce LR 2011 GPS				429		480		487		447		447		447		467		467		477		492		502		502		512

				Total SH + LR Renewal + Mtce 2011				968		981		989		922		922		922		979		979		995		1020		1030		1040		1050

						2011		2009/10		2010/11		2011/12		2012/13		2013/14		2014/15		2015/16		2016/17		2017/18		2018/19		2019/20		2020/21		2021/22

				 Renewal + Mtce SH2008 GPS		467		510		540		575		620		652		675		715		750		785		820
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						Aug 2008 GPS Statehighwasy

						2008/09		2009/10		2010/11		2011/12		2012/13		2013/14		2014/15		2015/16		2016/17		2017/18		2018/19

				Renewal SH 				200		215		230		245		255		265		270		285		300		315

								220		235		250		275		290		305		320		335		350		365

				Renewal SH Average		196		210		225		240		260		277		285		295		310		325		340

				Maintenance of SH				290		305		320		340		355		370		390		410		430		450

								310		325		350		380		395		410		450		470		490		510

				Average		271		300		315		335		360		375		390		420		440		460		480

						2008/09		2009/10		2010/11		2011/12		2012/13		2013/14		2014/15		2015/16		2016/17		2017/18		2018/19

				 Renewal + Mtce SH 2008 GPS		467		510		540		575		620		652		675		715		750		785		820

				Renewal + Mtce SH 2009 GPS		481		512		522		532		562		592		622		652		682		722		752

						March 2009 GPS Statehighways (same asNov 2010)

				Renewal SH				190		190		200		210		220		240		250		260		280		290

								230		230		240		250		260		280		290		300		320		330

				Average SH renewal		202		210		210		220		230		240		260		270		280		300		310

				Maintenance of SH				270		280		280		300		320		330		350		370		390		410

								335		345		345		365		385		395		415		435		455		475

						279		302		312		312		332		352		362		382		402		422		442

				Total Renewal + Mtc SH 2009		481		512		522		532		562		592		622		652		682		722		752

						Aug 2008 Local Roads

				Renewal LR				225		235		245		255		265		275		290		300		310		320

								235		245		255		275		285		295		330		340		350		360

				Average		215		230		240		250		265		275		285		310		320		330		340

				Maintenance LR				250		260		270		270		280		290		290		300		310		320

								260		270		280		290		300		310		330		340		350		360

						238		255		265		275		280		290		300		310		320		330		340

				Renewal + Mtce  LR 2008 GPS		453		485		505		525		545		565		585		620		640		660		680

						March/2009 Local Roads ( minor amend Nov 2010)

				Renewal LR				200		210		220		230		240		250		270		280		300		310

								240		250		260		270		280		290		310		320		340		350

				Total Renewal LR		216		220		230		240		250		260		270		290		300		320		330

				Maintenance LR				200		215		225		235		255		265		285		295		315		335

								265		280		290		300		320		330		350		360		380		400

				Total Mainenance		237		232		248		258		268		288		298		318		328		348		368

				Renewal + Mtce 2009  LR GPS		453		452		478		498		518		548		568		608		628		668		698

						2008/09		2009/10		2010/11		2011/12		2012/13		2013/14		2014/15		2015/16		2016/17		2017/18		2018/19

				 Renewal + Mtce 2008 LR GPS		453		485		505		525		545		565		585		620		640		660		680

				Renewal + Mtce 2009 LR GPS		453		452		478		498		518		548		568		608		628		668		698

						draft May 2011 State Highway																						2019/20		2020/21		2021/22

				Renewal SH 										180		180		180		190		190		190		200		200		200		200

														220		220		220		230		230		230		240		240		240		240

						Average		232		202		202		200		200		200		210		210		210		220		220		220		220

				Maintenance of SH										225		225		225		255		255		255		255		255		255		255

														325		325		325		350		350		360		360		360		380		380

						Average		307		299		300		275		275		275		302		302		308		308		308		318		318

				Renewal + Mtce SH 2011 GPS				539		501		502		475		475		475		512		512		518		528		528		538		538

						draft May 2011 Local roads

								2009/10		2010/11		2011/12		2012/13		2013/14		2014/15		2015/16		2016/17		2017/18		2018/19		2019/20		2020/21		2021/22

				Renewal LR										190		190		190		200		200		200		210		210		210		210

														240		240		240		250		250		270		270		290		290		310

						Average		205		232		236		215		215		215		225		225		235		240		250		250		260

				Maintenance LR										205		205		205		205		205		205		205		205		205		205

														260		260		260		280		280		280		300		300		300		300

						Average		224		248		251		232		232		232		242		242		242		252		252		252		252

				Renewal + Mtce LR 2011 GPS				429		480		487		447		447		447		467		467		477		492		502		502		512

				Total SH + LR Renewal + Mtce 2011				968		981		989		922		922		922		979		979		995		1020		1030		1040		1050
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				 Renewal + Mtce SH2008 GPS		467		510		540		575		620		652		675		715		750		785		820

				Renewal + Mtce SH2009 GPS		481		512		522		532		562		592		622		652		682		722		752

				Renewal + Mtce SH 2011 GPS				539		501		502		475		475		475		512		512		518		528		528		538		538
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				 Renewal + Mtce LR2008 GPS		453		485		505		525		545		565		585		620		640		660		680

				Renewal + Mtce LR 2009 GPS		453		452		478		498		518		548		568		608		628		668		690

				Renewal + Mtce LR 2011 GPS				429		480		487		447		447		447		467		467		477		492		502		502		512



 Renewal + Mtce SH 2008 GPS	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	467	510	540	575	620	652	675	715	750	785	820	Renewal + Mtce SH 2009 GPS	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	481	512	522	532	562	592	622	652	682	722	752	 Renewal + Mtce 2008 LR GPS	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	453	485	505	525	545	565	585	620	640	660	680	Renewal + Mtce 2009 LR GPS	2008/09	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	453	452	478	498	518	548	568	608	628	668	698	 Renewal + Mtce SH2008 GPS	2011	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	467	510	540	575	620	652	675	715	750	785	820	Renewal + Mtce SH2009 GPS	2011	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	481	512	522	532	562	592	622	652	682	722	752	Renewal + Mtce SH 2011 GPS	2011	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	539	501	502	475	475	475	512	512	518	528	528	538	538	 Renewal + Mtce LR2008 GPS	2011	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	453	485	505	525	545	565	585	620	640	660	680	Renewal + Mtce LR 2009 GPS	2011	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	453	452	478	498	518	548	568	608	628	668	690	Renewal + Mtce LR 2011 GPS	2011	2009/10	2010/11	2011/12	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	429	480	487	447	447	447	467	467	477	492	502	502	512	
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