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Executive  
Introduction 
This Programme Business Case has been prepared by Tohunga Transport Advisory Partners (TTAP) Ltd 
on behalf of South Wairarapa District Council (SWDC) to support a request to Waka Kotahi NZ 
Transport Agency (NZTA)for long-term funding certainty for Cape Palliser Road. The business case 
follows the NZTA Business Case Approach and Five Case Model framework. 

Strategic Context 
Cape Palliser Road is a 38 km coastal road (37.8 km actual) extending from the intersection with Lake 
Ferry Road to the Cape Palliser Lighthouse. It is the sole road access to several coastal settlements, 
nationally significant tourism and cultural destinations, and the Ngawi commercial fishing community. 
The road serves approximately 90 permanent residents across 235 rate-able properties, with 
significantly higher populations during holiday periods. 

The road has been funded as a Special Purpose Road at a 100% Funding Assistance Rate (FAR) since 
1997, reflecting its national significance and the absence of a local rating base adequate to support its 
maintenance. This 100% FAR arrangement will end in June 2027, after which the road will revert to 
SWDC’s standard 51% FAR unless a bespoke funding arrangement is negotiated with NZTA. 

The road is highly exposed to coastal erosion, landslides, and storm events. Council estimates that 
coastal protection works alone could exceed $15 million, over 10 years while its National Land 
Transport Programme (NLTP) allocation for Low Cost Low Risk (LCLR) projects is about $1 million per 
year and emergency response costs run at an annual average of $1,054,000 over the last 5 financial 
years and are expected to escalate as climate impacts intensify and protection structures continue to 
age. Without continued enhanced funding, Council faces a funding gap that cannot realistically be 
closed from local rates. 

The corridor is materially worse than typical NZ roads for two interlinked reasons:  

• the underlying Papa rock formation drives slope instability and produces failure modes seen in very 
few other NZ corridors; and  

• SWDC has only ~7,000 rate-able properties across the district - so each $1M of additional CAPEX 
translates into a total capital investment after subsidy at 51% is applied, of $12.75m would 
generate a cumulative increase in rates of 14,2% over 10 years whilst an investment of $20.91m 
would generate a cumulative increase in Rates of 26.6% sustained 3 4% rates increase, an equity 
burden that is disproportionate to the small local rate base relative to the national user base. 

The Case for Change 
Three key corridor problems have been identified through evidence analysis and stakeholder 
engagement: 

• Problem 1: Resilient Coastal Protection – the resilience issue is a threat to the ongoing access and 
management of the corridor, driven by active coastal erosion, two major landslides at Johnsons Hill 
and Te Kopi,  

• increasing frequency of storm events, and slope instability due to poor substrate strata (Papa rock 
formations). 

• Problem 2: Unique road corridor environment - Cape Palliser Road traverses a coastal, 
geomorphologically unstable corridor with values (cultural, ecological, settlement, tourism) found in 
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very few comparable NZ road environments. The current planning, funding and asset-management 
framework treats it as a generic local road and does not provide the corridor-specific stewardship 
required for the next 10-30 years. 

• Problem 3: Equity / Disproportionate Burden - Cape Palliser Road delivers benefits that accrue 
largely to the national interest (tourism, cultural heritage, national-route resilience), yet under a 
standard 51% FAR the cost burden falls disproportionately on SWDC's ~7,000 rate-able properties. 
The mismatch between national benefit and local cost recovery is structural, not transitional, and is 
the third corridor problem that this business case seeks to address. 

The case for change is compelling. The road provides critical access to nationally significant tourism, 
cultural, and economic assets. Thirteen iwi, hapū, and Māori land trusts have provided formal written 
support for continued enhanced funding. NZTA has confirmed willingness to explore bespoke funding 
arrangements. 

Preferred Programme 
Four programme options were assessed:  

(A) Status Quo — retained as a reference case only and not considered further;  

(B) Maintain Existing Alignment;  

(C) Inland Realignment; and  

(D) Hybrid Programme.  

The optioneering presented here is high level and will be refined once the preferred option direction is 
confirmed by SWDC and NZTA. 

• Option D is the recommended preferred programme. It delivers a staged 10-year package of coastal 
protection at four consented priority sites (including rock armour and beach nourishment) plus an 
expedited EcoReef nature-based rollout, landslip mitigation (staged — Stage 1 Optioneering 
prioritised, Stage 2 Mitigation subject to Stage 1 outcomes), bridge and structural renewals at 100% 
Financial Assistance Rate, safety and speed management, and ongoing maintenance, operations and 
renewals at 51% Financial Assistance Rate. Total 10-year programme: $52-$83M (indicative, 2026 
NZD).    

• Six national-benefit workstreams (Ngā mahi ā-motu) - $46-$75M at 100% NZTA FAR:  

o coastal protection at four consented sites;  

o EcoReef expedited rollout;  

o landslip Stage 1 Optioneering;  

o landslip Stage 2 Mitigation (subject to Stage 1);  

o bridge & structural renewals; emergency response.    

o MOR (Ngā mahi ā-rohe) - $6-$8M at 51% FAR; SWDC local share ~$3-$4M over 10 
years.    

• Staging: highest-risk and lowest-regret sites first; major capital concentrated in years 3-6.    

• Cost & economic assumptions: 2026 base year, real NZD, PBC accuracy band ±30-50%, NZTA CEM 
compliant. 
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The four consented coastal protection sites (Huripi River–Te Mahi Cres, Turners Bay, Kupes Sail, KiriKiri 
Ford — GWRC consents WAR09032 and WAR150017), tabled with the Resource Practitioners, are the 
priority case for fully funded coastal protection and are recommended as 100% NZTA FAR investment. 
Their consents are in hand and the works can be delivered without delay, providing the strongest near-
term resilience benefit per dollar. 

Financial Case 
The affordability of the programme depends critically on the funding arrangement negotiated with 
NZTA. At the standard 51% FAR applied across the whole corridor, the local share ($25-$41M over 10 
years) is not affordable and would be financially fatal to SWDC's wider capital programme - it is not a 
'trade-off' but an outcome that would force the de-prioritisation of every other district roading priority. 
A Split-FAR arrangement is therefore essential, not preferred. — SWDC's local share drops to 
approximately $3–$4M over 10 years, which is affordable within existing budgets and Council rates 
income, which in future years will be capped. 

Commercial and Management Cases 
The programme will be delivered through a series of activity-level business cases, with procurement 
through SWDC’s approved procurement strategy. Collaborative Governance will be provided by a Cape 
Palliser Road Corridor Steering Group comprising SWDC, NZTA, and iwi representatives. Programme 
risks are managed through staged delivery, monitoring and adaptive management. 

Decision Sought 
This programme business case seeks endorsement in principle from NZTA for the preferred programme 
(Option D – Hybrid Programme) and agreement to work with SWDC to negotiate a bespoke funding 
arrangement for Cape Palliser Road beyond June 2027. The next steps are to progress activity-level 
business cases for priority workstreams, beginning with coastal protection (EcoReef extension) and 
landslide investigation. 
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1. Introduction 
1.1. Background 

Cape Palliser Road is currently funded as a special purpose road by the NZTA, with a FAR of 100%. 
Special purpose roads as a funding vehicle were instituted to replace subsidised highways defined by 
the National Roads Board for the following purpose: 

“In effect the special purpose road category is used to provide funding for roads that are significant in the 
national interest but for which State highway status is not appropriate and for which there is no local 

authority rating base.” 

The power to create Special Purpose Roads was transferred to Transit NZ who were responsible for 
declaring Cape Palliser Road in 1997. The Transit NZ Board approved the declaration of Cape Palliser 
Road utilising the following criteria where that road should: 

a) cater for a high proportion of tourist traffic 

b) be of a standard below that currently deemed as being adequate for consideration of State 
highway status 

c) pass through an area where the rating potential of the surrounding land was significantly lower 
than the maintenance cost of the road. 

Cape Palliser Road provides the sole road access to several coastal settlements and the Cape Palliser 
lighthouse. It supports tourism, access to some of New Zealand’s oldest cultural/archeological sites and 
community lifelines yet is highly exposed to coastal erosion, landslides and storm events. Prior to the 
road becoming a SPR it can be assumed that it was in a poor condition due to the funding limitations 
with a low rating base across the district, and competing transport priorities. Since becoming a SPR, 
investment made in the road with a 100% subsidy has significantly improved its pavement condition. 

The power to create Special Purpose Roads was repealed in 2003. The key reason for repeal was the 
that the Land Transport Management Act established a more flexible regime for the assessment of land 
transport activities, permitting different methods of allocation between activity classes. This flexibility 
was seen as making it unnecessary to have a separate statutory “special purpose roads” class. 

The phasing out of the Special Purpose Road category was flagged in the development of the 2024-
2027 NLTP. This omission was noted by Council, which was able to arrange an extension of the 100% 
FAR for the maintenance and LCLR improvements for the road until the end of the three-year NLTP 
period. In June 2027, the 100% FAR will be ended, land the road will be rolled into the next three-year 
NLTP funded under the Council’s 51% FAR from the NZTA. SWDC estimates that coastal protection 
could exceed $15 million, while its NLTP allocation for LCLR projects is about $1 million per year. 
Emergency response costs are increasing in frequency and severity. Over the last five financial years the 
cost has averaged $1,054,000 p.a.  

1.2. Purpose of Report 

The purpose of developing a funding business case for Cape Palliser Road is to articulate the effective 
short to long-term funding strategy for its maintenance, operation and resilience focused improvements: 

• to define the optimal corridor investment strategy through to 2038 for SWDC and investment 
partners; 
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•  to achieve the desired or appropriate level of service for all users that depend on the access 
provided by Cape Palliser Road; 

• to inform the Council and NZTA of the optimal short, medium and longer-term programme of 
improvements along the road corridor. 

This corridor business case interrogates the evidence base and the potential investment strategies.  Key 
problem statements and benefits of investment have been developed to ensure investment is scoped 
appropriately. Investment programmes containing a number of activities have been developed, then 
further refined into the recommended programme of activities for Council and NZTA to pursue. 

To optimise the benefits of the investment, the development and assessment of options considered 
other related or directly dependent initiatives and transport modes. Therefore, the study accounts for 
other current and planned initiatives along the road corridor. The corridor has been considered within a 
multi-modal context. 

1.3. Scope 
This corridor study: 

• Proposes problem statements and benefits of investment based on the evidence available; 

• Reconfirms the need to invest and the clear case for change; 

• Develops programme options to a point where they can be objectively evaluated (including a clear 
base-case 'do minimum' option); 

• Provides an evaluation of programme options; 

• Identifies and justifies a recommended programme that directly addresses the agreed problems for 
the road corridor; 

• Assesses the financial implications, risks and economic viability of the programme; 

• Sets out a clear roadmap through which the programme package of works can be advanced within 
target timeframes 

The process for determining the study is shown in the flow chart below: 
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1.4. Corridor 
The study area is the extent of Cape Palliser Road from the intersection with Lake Ferry Road and 
extending through to the road end terminating at the Cape Palliser Road Lighthouse. The road length is 
38 km (37.8 km actual). 

For the purposes of investigation and assessment the study area was split into four sections as follows; 

Section 1: Lake Ferry Road to Hurupi Stream 
Bridge (0-12km) – the road section extends 
from the intersection with Lake Ferry Road to 
the Hurupi Bridge (commonly referred to as 
Banana Bridge). The road section extends 
through the Te Kōpi, Whatarangi and Te Miha 
settlements, and is mostly inland travelling 
through farmland. This section provides 
access to the Whangaimoana Beach 
community accessed by Whangaimoana 
Beach Road. 

 

Section 2: Hururpi Stream Bridge to Turners 
Bay (12-24km) – the road section extends 
along the coastal fringe with expansive views 
across the ocean. The section includes access 
to the Pinnacles Scenic Reserve, Whatarangi 
Bluff, short sections with coastal baches and  
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2. Strategic  
2.1. Community and Land Use Context 

2.1.1. Community Support for Continued Enhanced Funding 

SWDC's 2024–2034 Long-Term Plan flagged that the Financial Assistance Rate for the Special Purpose 
Road would revert to 51% in July 2027. As part of the proposed change process, the Council has 
consulted and engaged with the Cape Palliser Road community. 

The community in principle fully supported SWDC’s position on the need for an Enhanced Funding Case 
and, in support, formed the Cape Palliser Action Group. The group's engagement with the wider 
community has generated formal written support for an enhanced funding request from the parties 
listed below. 

• Hon Chris Bishop — Minister of Transport, National Party 
• Hon Kieran McAnulty — Wairarapa List MP, Labour Party 
• Hon Celia Wade-Brown, Mike Davidson, Julie Anne Genter — List MPs, Green Party 
• SWDC Martinborough Community Board — James Brodie (Chairperson) 
• Fire & Emergency New Zealand —  
• MD Safety Consulting —  
• Pest Control & Conservation —  
• Kawakawa Station / Kawakawa Walk —  
•  
• E Toru Ngā Tōtara Ltd —  
• NZMCA —  
• Destination Wairarapa —  
• Green Jersey Cycles Explorer Tours / Aorangi Restoration Trust —  
•  — Niue Islands 
• Te Ara a Kupe / Hawkins Contracting —  
• Martinborough Rural Women 
• Kawakawa 1D2 Trust —  
• Terra Moana Ltd —  
•  — Fisheries Management & Research Consultant 
• Wairarapa Search & Rescue (LandSAR) —  
• Waimeha Campground / Cape Palliser Bar & Grill —  
• Kaiwaru & Washpool Partnership —  
• Martinborough Transport Ltd —  
• Fiordland Lobster Company —  
• Palliser Bay commercial fishing report —  
• Cape Palliser Fisherman's Association —  
• Cape Palliser Residents and Ratepayers Association —  
• Ngā Rā-a-Kupe — Kupe's Sail 
• Ten further local signatories 

Resident / Ratepayer 

•  
•  
•  
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2.2.2. Pastoral farming 

Large areas along Cape Palliser Road are used for sheep and beef farming, some forestry, and honey 
production. The farming operations are large with land holdings exceeding thousands of hectares. 

Cape Palliser Road serves an estimated 10-15 large pastoral stations (sheep & beef, with some forestry 
and honey production), with individual holdings exceeding several thousand hectares. The corridor is the 
sole route for stock movements to processing (Waingawa / Wellington) and for inbound fertiliser / fuel 
/ supplementary feed. Sheep & beef contributes ~NZ$10B to the national economy and Wairarapa 
carries ~10% of the NZ sheep flock; corridor-dependent farm output is estimated at the tens of millions 
of dollars per year. 

2.2.3. Tourism and recreation 

Tourism is an important seasonal economic activity due to the area's natural attractions. 

Key attractions include: 

• Cape Palliser Lighthouse 

• Fur seal colony 

• Putangirua Pinnacles 

• Coastal scenic drive 

• Significant cultural archeological sites 

• Surfing breaks (Tora, Ngāwī, White Rock) 

• Recreational fishing 

• Ngāwī fishing boar bulldozer launch (an iconic NZ visitor attraction) 

Holiday homes along the coast in the settlements influence seasonal population increases. 

Cape Palliser Road is the sole vehicular access to several nationally significant visitor attractions: the 
Cape Palliser Lighthouse and the Cape Palliser fur seal colony (one of the largest on the North Island); 
the Putangirua Pinnacles Scenic Reserve (a Lord of the Rings filming location for the Paths of the Dead — 
a meaningful international-tourism driver since 2003); the working fishing village of Ngāwī; the Aorangi 
Forest Park tramping network; and the Tora / Ngāwī / White Rock surf breaks.  

The January-February 2026 visitor traffic survey recorded daily traffic of 281-896 vehicles, with visitors 
accounting for over 50% of all traffic on average and up to 82% on peak days. On a conservative back-
of-envelope basis (average occupancy 2.5 / vehicle, off-peak adjustment), this equates to an estimated 
120,000-200,000 visitor-trips per year, supporting a meaningful share of Wairarapa's NZ$155M annual 
tourism spend. 

2.3. Cultural Context 
2.3.1. Introduction 

Cape Palliser Road traverses a coastal landscape of exceptional cultural, historical and contemporary 
significance to mana whenua, Māori landowners and whānau with longstanding ancestral relationships 
to the southern Wairarapa coastline. 

The road is not simply rural transport infrastructure. It is the primary land based access corridor to 
culturally significant coastal environments, wāhi tapu, Māori land, customary use areas, and 
archaeological landscapes.  

The corridor supports ongoing occupation, kaitiakitanga, cultural revitalisation, heritage protection, 
tourism and public access to one of the most significant coastal cultural landscapes in Aotearoa. 
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2.3.2. Ancestral Landscape and Kupe Traditions 

The Cape Palliser coastline is strongly associated with the ancestral narratives of Kupe and forms part of 
a wider cultural landscape connected to early navigation, settlement traditions and the naming of 
prominent landmarks along the south Wairarapa coast. 

Mātakitaki-a-Kupe and Ngā Rā-a-Kupe remain places of enduring cultural significance. These narratives 
continue to be actively maintained by mana whenua and contribute to the wider cultural identity of the 
region. 

The coastline also contains extensive evidence of early occupation, seasonal food gathering, coastal 
travel and intergenerational settlement, including pā, kāinga, urupā, middens, terraces, stone rows and 
cultivation areas. The archaeological significance of the Palliser Bay coastline has been recognised 
through longstanding research and documentation by archaeologists including Foss Leach, Nigel 
Prickett and Warren Gumbley and others. 

2.3.3. Sites and Areas of Significance to Māori (SASM) 

Significant portions of the Cape Palliser coastal corridor are recognised within the Combined District 
Plan as Sites and Areas of Significance to Māori (SASM). These areas include wāhi tapu, archaeological 
sites, cultural landscapes and areas of ancestral occupation. 

The concentration of identified SASM sites along the Palliser Bay coastline reflects the exceptional 
cultural and archaeological significance of the area. 

Continued safe and resilient access along Cape Palliser Road supports the protection and responsible 
management of these culturally sensitive environments. Where road resilience declines, unmanaged 
vehicle movements and ad hoc diversion around damaged sections can increase pressure on fragile 
coastal margins and culturally significant areas. Experience along this coastline has already 
demonstrated that such pressures may require regulatory intervention, including access restrictions 
beyond the Cape Palliser Lighthouse, to prevent further environmental and cultural damage. 

2.3.4. Māori Land and Intergenerational Connection 

Cape Palliser Road provides essential access to Māori land blocks and associated whānau interests along 
the southern coastline, including Mātakitaki, Kawakawa and Te Kopi. 

The road enables: 

• access to ancestral land;  

• ongoing exercise of kaitiakitanga;  

• environmental stewardship;  

• maintenance of wāhi tapu;  

• continuation of customary and cultural practices;  

• farming and economic activity;  

• and intergenerational transmission of mātauranga and identity.  

For many whānau, the road is the only practical land-based connection to ancestral landholdings and 
culturally significant coastal environments. 

Reduced resilience or prolonged closure of the road would therefore have direct cultural, social and 
economic impacts on Māori landowners and their descendants. 

2.3.5. Treaty Settlement and Cultural Redress 

Te Pātaka o Rongokako is the Post-Settlement Governance Entity established to receive and manage 
Treaty settlement redress on behalf of Ngāti Kahungunu ki Wairarapa Tāmaki-nui-a-Rua. 
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Cape Palliser Road provides the sole land based access to Treaty settlement cultural redress properties 
located within the southern coastal extent of the rohe, including Te Kopi and Ngā Rā-a-Kupe. 

These properties were vested in recognition of the enduring relationship of tangata whenua with the 
Cape Palliser coastline and form part of a broader cultural landscape of ongoing significance. 

The practical durability of cultural redress depends upon continued safe and resilient access to these 
sites. 

2.3.6. Takutai Moana and Ongoing Customary Relationships 

The Cape Palliser coastline is also subject to ongoing customary and cultural relationships recognised 
through contemporary coastal recognition processes under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai 
Moana) Act 2011. 

The High Court decision in Re Ngāi Tūmapūhia-a-Rangi Hapū Inc [2024] NZHC 309 recognised continuing 
customary relationships and tikanga based interests along the south Wairarapa coastline, including areas 
associated with Mātakitaki-a-Kupe and the wider Palliser Bay environment. 

These relationships include ongoing kaitiakitanga responsibilities, customary marine interests, wāhi tapu 
associations and connections to coastal resources. 

The road therefore supports access to a living cultural landscape where customary relationships and 
responsibilities continue to be actively exercised. 

2.3.7. Cultural Revitalisation and Public Engagement 

Tangata Whenua are advancing cultural revitalisation and interpretation initiatives associated with  the 
wider Cape Palliser coastline. 

These initiatives seek to strengthen public understanding of the navigational traditions, settlement 
history and cultural significance associated with the area. 

At the same time, public interest in the Cape Palliser coastline has increased significantly in recent years, 
particularly following improvements to the Cape Palliser Lighthouse infrastructure. Visitor numbers have 
increased, including growing interest from walkers, cyclists and heritage visitors. 

The recent public response to proposals affecting the paper road beyond the lighthouse also 
demonstrated significant community interest in continued access to this coastline and highlighted the 
importance of carefully managed access arrangements within a fragile coastal environment. 

2.3.8. Community Wellbeing and Resilience 

Cape Palliser Road is widely regarded by local communities, Māori landowners and mana whenua as 
essential infrastructure supporting cultural wellbeing, environmental stewardship, public safety and 
climate resilience. 

The corridor is increasingly vulnerable to coastal erosion, storm surge, cliff instability and severe 
weather events. Maintaining resilient access is critical not only for transport purposes, but also for the 
ongoing protection and responsible management of a nationally significant cultural and heritage 
landscape. 

Enhanced Government support for Cape Palliser Road therefore contributes to: 

• protection of culturally significant landscapes;  

• safe and managed public access;  

• resilience of Māori land access;  

• support for cultural revitalisation initiatives;  

• sustainable tourism;  
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Figure 2-1: Posted speed limit recommendations 

 

The three permanent speed limit reductions being implemented before July 2026 are: 

• Cape Palliser Road between 5.51km south of Whangaimoana Beach Road and 0.1km south of Te 
Miha Crescent: 100 km/h reduced to 60 km/h (mountainous/hill corridor, coastal settlements). 

• Cape Palliser Road between 250m northwest of Tilson Avenue and 105m south of Seaview Avenue 
(Ngāwī area): 50 km/h reduced to 40 km/h (urban streets with no footpath, coastal settlement). 

Cape Palliser Road between 450m north of Mangatoetoe Grove and the end of Cape Palliser Road: 100 
km/h reduced to 60 km/h (unsealed rural roads, coastal settlements). 
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2.4.4. Road Alignment 

The road alignment along the 38 kilometres is variable between coastal straights, winding, and curvy 
alignments. 

 

2.5. Visitor and User Profile 

Cape Palliser is a significant tourism destination within the Wairarapa and wider Wellington region, 
attracting visitors to its coastal landscapes, wildlife and heritage features. Key attractions include the 
Cape Palliser Lighthouse, the nearby fur seal colony, Ngawi, fishing, surfing and scenic coastal 
landscapes such as the Pinnacles accessible from Cape Palliser Road. The area forms part of the wider 
Wairarapa tourism offering, which includes wineries, coastal recreation and nature-based tourism. The 
road providing access to the cape was formally recognised as having strategic tourism value in 1997, 
when the Transit New Zealand Board declared Cape Palliser Road a Special Purpose Road. Under the 
SPR criteria, an eligible road had to "cater for a high proportion of tourist traffic" (Transit NZ Board 
declaration, 1997) and qualify as "significant in the national interest but for which State highway status 
is not appropriate and for which there is no local authority rating base" (NZTA Special Purpose Road 
definition). As a result, the road has received 100% NZTA FAR since 1997.  

Because of this classification, the road has historically received enhanced government funding support 
and is considered an important tourism link connecting visitors from Wellington and Martinborough to 
the southern Wairarapa coast and associated visitor attractions. 

2.5.1. Wellington Region Tourism Overview 

Tourism is a major component of the Wellington regional economy. 

• Wellington receives about 540,000 international visitors annually. 

• Visitors generate around NZ$436 million in international visitor spending each year. 

• Domestic tourism is even larger, with millions of visitor trips annually.  



 

Version 2.2 Page 24 

 

 

Tourism also contributes significantly to regional economic activity, with the Wellington region 
generating over $1 billion annually in tourism GDP in recent years. The Wairarapa region is a popular 
destination because of: 

• Vineyards and food tourism 

• Coastal rural landscapes and outdoor recreation 

• Heritage towns such as Martinborough and Greytown 

• Scenic coastal drives and wildlife attractions.  

Tourism strategies identify Wairarapa tourism as closely linked to Wellington, with many visitors 
combining city visits with trips to the Wairarapa countryside and coastline.  

2.5.2. Economic Role of Cape Palliser and the Coastal Tourism Corridor 

Cape Palliser contributes to regional tourism as part of a coastal tourism corridor extending along 
Palliser Bay. The key tourism attractions in the Cape Palliser area include: 

• Cape Palliser Lighthouse (historic visitor attraction) 

• New Zealand fur seal colony 

• Putangirua Pinnacles 

• Ngawi fishing village 

• Aorangi Forest Park recreation areas 

• Fishing and surfing. 

Cape Palliser is also the southernmost point of the North Island and lies about 100 km by road from 
Wellington, making it a popular day-trip destination for international and domestic visitors. These trips 
are predominantly self-drive tourists with some group tours operating that either focus on Cape Palliser, 
or also incorporate other destinations such as Lake Ferry and Martinborough into the tour. For both 
groups Cape Palliser forms part of a broader tourism route linking: 

• Wellington City 

• Remutaka Hill / Featherston 

• Martinborough wine region 

• Lake Ferry 

• Ngawi and Cape Palliser 

These destinations together create a coastal and wine tourism circuit often marketed to domestic 
visitors travelling from Wellington. 

2.5.3. Tourism access 

Cape Palliser Road plays a central role in supporting tourism access. The road: 

• provides the only land access to the coastal settlements and visitor attractions along the southern 
Wairarapa coast;  

• is formally recognised as having high tourism or strategic value, which led to its previous 
classification as a Special Purpose Road. This classification acknowledged that the road serves 
visitors from outside the district, not just local resident trips. 
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“In effect the special purpose road category is used to provide funding for roads 
that are significant in the national interest but for which State highway status is 

not appropriate and for which there is no local authority rating base.” 

The power to create Special Purpose Roads was transferred to Transit NZ (Now NZTA) who were 
responsible for declaring Cape Palliser Road in 1997. The Transit NZ Board approved the declaration of 
Cape Palliser Road utilising the following criteria where that road should: 

a) cater for a high proportion of tourist traffic 

b) be of a standard below that currently deemed as being adequate for consideration of State 
highway status 

c) pass through an area where the rating potential of the surrounding land was significantly lower 
than the maintenance cost of the road. 

The delivery of road maintenance and improvements was agreed between Council and Transit NZ / 
NZTA as part of the funding agreement and National Land Transport Programme. These activities were 
then delivered by the Council, with the funding provided. 

2.6.2. District Plan 

The District Plan and the Wairarapa Coastal Strategy recognises the special character of the southern 
Wairarapa coastline. The qualities that are highlighted below are represented along Cape Palliser Road: 

• The Wairarapa coast has a rugged, isolated, natural beauty and iconic landscapes with special geological 
features such as Kupe’s Sail. 

• Each coastal village has a unique character. The form, style and size of development and infrastructure 
within each village, along with the traditional associations like commercial fishing or bach accommodation 
help define the character of each settlement. 

• Large tracts of undeveloped land between settlements and the high level of natural character. Farming 
and the lack of development help create the “working landscape”. 

• The Wairarapa coast has a “public” and “available” feel. 

• The native ecosystems that remain on the Wairarapa coast have an intrinsic value, as they are part of our 
natural heritage. They include regionally threatened plants and animals, some of which are found nowhere 
else in the world. 

• The Wairarapa coast has some of the oldest recorded archaeological sites in the country, with almost 
1000 years of history spread along the entire length of the Wairarapa Coast, much of which remains in 
good condition due to lack of development. 

• A range of heritage sites along the coastline relate specifically to Wairarapa Māori, early Wairarapa 
settlers and farming communities. They represent local history, and provide a valuable opportunity to 
learn more about our past. 

2.6.3. Land Access and Paper Road Regulation 

Management of the unformed legal road (“paper road”) beyond the lighthouse has been subject to 
SWDC regulatory processes. 

Key to the management of the paper road is that: 
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Early results show reduced erosion and fewer road repairs required after storms, indicating the method 
may support long-term coastal resilience. 

Natural solutions are key for the coastline as a means to protect the corridor and protect the character 
of this coastline. The coastline is notable for its lack of man-made structures in the coastal marine 
environment including Rockwall protection, and this contributes to its feeling of isolation and wildness 
valued by the community and by visitors. Natural solutions that provide effective protection are the 
reason the EcoReef solution is being trialed, with resource consent to extend the trial now approved by 
GWRC.  

A second major benefit is that it reduces the need to transport boulders from other regions to construct 
and maintain the reefs. EcoReef blocks are manufactured in Masterton and are filled with excess 
aggregate washed down local rivers that needs to be removed. This provides a significant cost saving for 
the community. 

The proposal is now to extend the two existing EcoReefs and install the EcoReef solution at two new 
locations: 

Figure 2-2: EcoReef proposed extension to existing and new locations 
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3. Corridor Context 
3.1. Introduction 

To develop appropriate and timely investments along the corridor, problem statements have been 
developed to help inform this business case. The problem statements have been based on current 
evidence as described in the following sections and Council’s plans and policies. 

3.2. Key Corridor Problems 

Three key corridor problems have been identified through evidence analysis and stakeholder 
engagement: 

• Problem 1: Resilient Coastal Protection – the resilience issue is a threat to the ongoing access and 
management of the corridor, driven by active coastal erosion, two major landslides at Johnsons Hill 
and Te Kopi  increasing frequency of storm events and slope instability due to poor substrate strata 
(Papa rock formations). 

• Problem 2: Unique road corridor environment - Cape Palliser Road traverses a coastal, 
geomorphologically unstable corridor with values (cultural, ecological, settlement, tourism) found in 
very few comparable NZ road environments. The current planning, funding and asset-management 
framework treats it as a generic local road and does not provide the corridor-specific stewardship 
required for the next 10-30 years. 

• Problem 3: Equity / Disproportionate Burden - Cape Palliser Road delivers benefits that accrue 
largely to the national interest (tourism, cultural heritage, national-route resilience), yet under a 
standard 51% FAR the cost burden falls disproportionately on SWDC's ~7,000 rate-able properties. 
The mismatch between national benefit and local cost recovery is structural, not transitional, and is 
the third corridor problem that this business case seeks to address. 

3.3. Benefits 

The benefits of the investment to address the key problem statements for the corridor are: 

1. Improved resilience of the road to natural events maintaining predictable access for residents 
and visitors. 

2. Improved long-term level of service for road users by providing targeted improvements 
combined with proactive maintaining and renewal of the road infrastructure. 

3. Improved  access to sites of cultural importance to iwi and hapu accessed from the road corridor. 

4. Equitable, affordable and durable funding alignment - cost recovery is aligned with the national / 
local distribution of corridor benefits, with funding certainty maintained for the 10-year 
programme horizon. 

3.4. Objectives 

The investment objectives for the programme to achieve are defined below: 

• Investment Objective 1: To reduce the risk of road closure resulting from natural hazards.  

• Investment Objective 2: To improve or maintain the level of service for residents and visitors using 
the road corridor. 

• Investment Objective 3: Tiaki i te ara mō ngā iwi: To improve or maintain the access of local iwi and 
hapu to their areas of cultural and archeological significance.  
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• Investment Objective 4: To secure an equitable, affordable and durable funding arrangement that 
aligns cost recovery with the national / local distribution of corridor benefits and provides 10-year 
funding certainty consistent with the corridor's national-significance values. 
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The consented protection structures carry a condition of inspection and remedial maintenance 
immediately after any climatic event and throughout the calendar year 

None of the options fully addresses ongoing coastal erosion outside the landslide areas, meaning: 

• A network-wide resilience strategy will still be required;  

• Investment decisions must consider both landslides and wider coastal risk.  

4.1.4. Coastal Resilience 

The coastline fronting long sections of Cape Palliser Bay Road is highly dynamic. Road sections close to 
the shoreline are at threat of failure from continued wave action, exacerbated overtime by the effects of 
climate induced seal-level rise and storm events. The impact on the road by coastal disturbance was 
highlighted by the 2025 closure of part of the road leading to Ngawi and the EcoReef trials that are to 
be expanded to other vulnerable sections of the road corridor (such as depicted in Figure 4-1). 

A recent example of the impact storm and wave events  on the road corridor is the partial closure of the 
road leading to the Ngawi Settlement. 

Four sites that have been historically impacted by both swell damage and high intensity short duration 
rainfall and consumed the bulk of emergency work and LCLR funding: 

 

Site 1  Huripi River to south of Te Mahi Cresent Route Position 12.57km to 17.16km (4.59km) 

The coastal protection along the frontage consists of extensive Rip Rap boulder revetments and also 
includes the three of the four proposed ECOREEF extensions sites which are permitted as infill between 
existing boulder revetments. Coastal protection along this site is covered by Greater Wellington 
Resource Consent WAR090322 (expires 30 September 2046) and permits: associated occupation, 
reclamation, disturbance, and placement of structures in the coastal marine area.   

Local attractions and assets in this section are: 

• Department of Conservation visitor centre. 

• Putangirua Pinnacles Scenic Reserve and campsite. 

• Whatarangi Cliffs. 

• Te Kopi, Whatarangi and Te Miha settlements 

• One bridge and two large box culverts 

•  

Site 2  Turners Bay Route position 24.56 km to 25.35 km (0.79 km) 

The coastal protection along the frontage consists of extensive Rip Rap boulder revetments and also 
includes the remaining site of proposed ECOREEF extensions site which are permitted as infill between 
existing boulder revetments. Coastal protection along this site are covered by Greater Wellington 
Resource Consent WAR090322 (expires 30 September 2046) and permits: associated occupation, 
reclamation, disturbance, and placement of structures in the coastal marine area.   

Adjacent to this site is the memorial of the Grave Site of the SS Zuleika Crew. 
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Site 3 Kupe’s Sail Route Position 34.85km to 35.47km (0.62km) 

The coastal protection along the frontage consists of extensive Rip Rap boulder revetments. Coastal 
protection along this site is covered by Greater Wellington Resource Consent WAR090322 (expires 30 
September 2046) and permits: associated occupation, reclamation, disturbance, and placement of 
structures in the coastal marine area.   

Local attractions and assets in this section are: 

• Kupe’s sail. 

• Mangatoetoe Strean Ford 

•  Fur Seal colonies. 

•  

Site 4 Kirikiri Stream Ford Route Position 39.92k to 36.67km (0.05km) 

The development and maintenance of a ford structure in the coastal marine area. Coastal protection 
along this site is covered by Greater Wellington Resource Consent WAR150017 (expires12 August 
2049) and permits: use and develop a structure, occupy, deposit natural material undertake disturbance 
including any associated sediment in the coastal marine area and temporary divert water.   

Figures below shows the erosion of the road that led to the closure of one lane. 

Figure 4-1: EcoReef image showing how it would look at the Te Kopi-Johnsons Hill south site 

 
Figure 4-2: Partial road closure leading to Ngawi 
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4.2. Problem 2 - Unique road corridor environment 

Cape Palliser Road traverses a coastal, geomorphologically unstable corridor whose combination of 
national-significance values (cultural, ecological, settlement, tourism and fishing-industry) is found in 
very few comparable New Zealand road environments. The current planning, funding and asset-
management framework treats it as a generic local road and does not provide the corridor-specific 
stewardship required for the next 10–30 years. 

This corridor is materially different. The road carries a confluence of attributes that are individually 
present elsewhere in the NZ network but rarely combined on a single ~38 km corridor: 

• Coastal exposure across most of its length — direct frontage to Palliser Bay swell, wave 
overtopping, storm surge, and sea-level rise. The Greater Wellington Regional Coastal Plan classifies 
the entire alignment as a restricted coastal activity zone, requiring repeated coastal-marine 
consents (e.g. GWRC WAR090322 and WAR150017). 

• Papa-rock substrate driving slope instability — the two active landslides at Johnsons Hill and Te 
Kopi sit on soft Tertiary mudstone that loses strength rapidly when saturated. WSP's landslide 
investigation identifies the substrate as the principal geotechnical cause of recurring failures, and 
explains why failure modes here are more aggressive than on comparable NZ rural roads. 

• National-significance cultural and heritage values — Treaty-settlement returned sites including 
Cape Palliser / Ngā Rā-a-Kupe and the Aorangi coastal ranges; Heritage New Zealand listings 
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including the Cape Palliser lighthouse (Category 1) and SS Zuleika grave site; and corridor wāhi tapu 
of significance to Ngāti Kahungunu ki Wairarapa Tāmaki nui-ā-Rua. 

• Sole-access function — the road is the only vehicular access for ~90 permanent residents (235 
rateable properties), the Ngāwī commercial fishing fleet, and multiple nationally significant visitor 
destinations. There is no alternative route. 

• Visitor-dominated user base — the January–February 2026 traffic survey found visitors account for 
>50% of all traffic on average and up to 82% on peak days at the southern end of the corridor. 

• Fishing and pastoral economic dependence — the Ngāwī CRA 4 / PAU 2 fleet and the corridor's 
large sheep-and-beef stations rely on the road as their sole supply-chain link to processing and 
markets. 

The generic local-roads framework does not fit. The standard NZTA framework (ONRC/ONF 
categories, 51% FAR pool, district-wide LTP prioritisation) is built around the median NZ local road — 
predominantly residential or rural access traffic, low coastal exposure, generic substrate, and a rate base 
large enough to spread the asset-management cost. Cape Palliser Road meets none of these underlying 
assumptions. Treating the corridor under the standard framework produces three predictable failures: 

• Under-investment in proactive resilience — corridor-specific coastal protection and slope 
mitigation cannot compete against the rest of the district's roading priorities in a 51%-FAR contest, 
even though the engineering, ecological and economic case is strong at the corridor level. 

• Reactive cost spiral — without proactive investment, the corridor falls back on emergency response. 
SWDC's emergency-response spend has averaged $1,054,000 per year over the last five financial 
years (SWDC CFO, May 2026), and the trend is upward as climate impacts intensify. 

• Loss of accumulated corridor knowledge — the EcoReef nature-based coastal-protection trial (a 
New Zealand first, in place at Whatarangi and Turners Bay since 2022), the four-site coastal-
protection consenting work, and the WSP landslide-mitigation optioneering all represent corridor-
specific knowledge built under the SPR funding arrangement. The standard framework provides no 
mechanism to retain this capability. 

4.2.1. Uniqueness and response 

 SWDC has already done a number of responses to the corridor issue under the current 100% FAR 
arrangement. 

• Reseals programme — regular resealing 2014–2025, sustaining smoothness, skid resistance and 
pavement life on a corridor where the standard 20–25 year low-volume-rural-road reseal interval 
would have left the road below acceptable LOS. 

• Corridor improvements — investigation, design, consenting and construction of the EcoReef trial (NZ 
first), the four-site coastal-protection consents, and the WSP landslide-mitigation investigation. 

• 2024–27 LCLR programme — rock supply to Cape Palliser Rd retaining-wall structures ($1.850M) 
and EcoReef trial-area extension ($3.090M), funded under the existing 100% FAR. 

Under a reverted 51% FAR these activities would either not have happened, or would have displaced 
equally critical district investment elsewhere. The fact that Council has been able to deliver them is 
direct evidence both of the corridor's unique requirements and of the appropriateness of a bespoke 
funding arrangement. 

Consequence if not addressed. Without a corridor-specific framework, the road's level of service 
progressively declines, accumulated corridor capability is lost, emergency-response cost continues to 
escalate, and the values that originally justified SPR status  are placed at risk. This problem will not 
resolve itself through better generic asset management; it requires a corridor-specific planning, funding 
and stewardship framework. 
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The local-share is estimated below. 

• 1% of district rates raises $304,000 in FY2026/27, and approximately $220,000 in FY2027/28 
(post 3-Waters transition). 

• District-wide rateable properties: ~7,000. 

• Under a blanket 51% FAR across the corridor, SWDC's local share of the 10-year programme ($25–
$41M) would require a cumulative ~ 16 -26% rate increase, equivalent to roughly $600 - $1,000 
sustained ~7 12% rates increase, equivalent to roughly $400 $600 per rateable property per year 
for the full 10-year programme. 

• This rates uplift would apply to all SWDC ratepayers, including the ~6,765 properties that do not 
adjoin or use Cape Palliser Road. 

The corridor is dominated by visitors, not commuters, and the funding framework should reflect the 
user-base composition, not just volume. This is consistent with the original 1997 Special Purpose Road 
declaration criteria — "cater for a high proportion of tourist traffic" and "pass through an area where the 
rating potential of the surrounding land was significantly lower than the maintenance cost of the road." 

• Even with an optimally maintained corridor, the underlying mismatch between national user base 
and local rate base remains. 

• Resilience investment may increase the equity gap (more national-benefit infrastructure funded by 
the same small local rate base). 

• The proposed central-government rate-cap legislation places a ceiling on the rates lever, meaning 
the local share cannot simply be raised to cover the gap — affordability is now a legislated 
constraint, not just a political one. 

• The defensible response is a bespoke Split-FAR arrangement (100% NZTA FAR for the six 
nationally-significant workstreams; standard 51% FAR for the local-significance MOR portion). 
Under this arrangement SWDC's local share reduces to ~$3–$4M over 10 years — affordable 
within the existing roading budget. 

The investment objective of this is to secure an equitable, affordable and durable funding arrangement 
that aligns cost recovery with the national / local distribution of corridor benefits, and provides 10-year 
funding certainty consistent with the corridor's national-significance values. 
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• Option D (Hybrid Programme) offers a balanced, staged approach aligning with climate resilience 
objectives. It delivers six workstreams — coastal protection (four consented sites), EcoReef 
expedited rollout, landslip mitigation (Stage 1 Optioneering prioritised, Stage 2 Mitigation subject to 
Stage 1 outcomes), bridge and structural renewals, safety and emergency response, and MOR — 
scaled to available funding and risk. 
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The affordability and deliverability of this option is a significant concern. 

6.2.3. Option C (Inland Realignment) provides strong long-term resilience  

The option relocates high-risk road sections away from the coast. However, the inland route introduces 
new geotechnical risks, traverses DOC and Māori land with complex consenting requirements and 
requires very high upfront capital investment (~$80M for the bypass alone).  

Like Option D, this option also carries the corridor-wide MOR, bridge, safety and emergency-response 
baseline at Split-FAR. 

This option is the least affordable and deliverable in the near term. 

6.2.4. Option D (Hybrid Programme) achieves the strongest overall outcome. 

The option combines the strengths of Options B and C while mitigating their weaknesses. It takes a 
staged, adaptive approach that: prioritises proven nature-based solutions (EcoReef) in the short term; 
invests in targeted engineering interventions at the highest-risk sites; maintains flexibility to adapt the 
programme as monitoring data and funding evolve; and keeps the option of longer-term inland 
realignment open for future consideration if coastal conditions deteriorate beyond manageable 
thresholds. 

6.3. Selection of the Preferred Programme 

Based on the MCA assessment, Option D (Hybrid Programme) is the recommended preferred 
programme. It achieves the strongest overall score and offers the most practical balance between what 
is needed and what can realistically be delivered given the funding and consenting constraints facing 
Council and NZTA. 

6.4. Economic Narrative for the Preferred Programme 

The economic rationale for the preferred programme rests on several considerations, outlined below. 

Under the do-minimum, emergency response costs (currently averaging $1,054,000 per year over the 
last 5 financial years) will continue to escalate as the road deteriorates, closures become more frequent, 
and the asset progressively degrades. Over a 25-year horizon, the cumulative cost of reactive 
management is likely to exceed planned intervention, with significantly worse outcomes for 
communities and visitors. 

Cape Palliser Road is the sole access route for approximately 90 permanent residents, 235 rate-able 
properties, the Ngawi commercial fishing fleet, and several nationally significant tourism and cultural 
sites. When the road is closed, communities are isolated, livelihoods are disrupted, and the wider 
Wairarapa tourism economy is affected. 

The corridor supports a tourism economy that extends well beyond the immediate area into the wider 
Wairarapa and Wellington regions. A visitor traffic survey conducted in January–February 2026 
confirmed that visitor vehicles account for over half of all traffic on average, and up to 82% on peak 
days at the southern end of the corridor. Maintaining reliable access is essential to sustaining this 
economic contribution. 

The road also provides the only access to multiple sites of cultural significance that were vested or 
transferred to Ngāti Kahungunu ki Wairarapa Tāmaki nui-ā-Rua under the Treaty settlement, including 
Cape Palliser / Ngā Rā-a-Kupe and the Aorangi coastal ranges. The strength of cultural interest is 
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6.7. Recommendation 

Option D (Hybrid Programme) is recommended as the preferred programme for the Cape Palliser Road 
corridor. It represents the best value for money of the options assessed, and responds to both the 
resilience and corridor management problems identified in Sections 3 and 4. 

The recommended programme should be progressed through activity-level business cases for each 
workstream, with priority given to coastal protection (EcoReef extension), landslide investigation and 
detailed design, and establishment of a corridor monitoring programme. 
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deferred maintenance on other roads and a deterioration in overall network condition, with potentially 
some complete withdrawal of council funding from some roads/bridges. Under the preferred Split-FAR 
model (six national-benefit workstreams at 100% NZTA FAR, MOR at 51% FAR), SWDC's local share 
reduces to approximately $3–$4M over 10 years — affordable within existing budgets. 

If a Split-FAR arrangement is not agreed, the programme can be pared back to focus on the highest-risk 
activities within available funding, although this will extend delivery timeframes and leave parts of the 
corridor under elevated risk. 

7.7. Funding Risks 

The key funding risks for the programme are: 

1. NZTA does not agree to an enhanced FAR or bespoke funding arrangement, leaving SWDC to 
fund 49% of the programme from local rates – this is the single largest risk to programme 
delivery. 

2. Cost escalation due to unforeseen geotechnical conditions, material price increases, or 
construction market constraints. 

3. Emergency events consume a disproportionate share of the programme budget, reducing 
capacity for planned works. 

4. Changes to NZTA investment policy or Government Policy Statement priorities in subsequent 
NLTP periods. 

5. Delays in consenting increase holding costs and extend the period of exposure to coastal 
hazards. 

  







 

Version 2.2 Page 55 

 

 

[Assumption: The funding arrangement for Cape Palliser Road beyond June 2027 has not yet been 
confirmed by NZTA. The financial and commercial cases assume that a bespoke funding arrangement 
will be negotiated, but the specific FAR and funding mechanism are subject to NZTA Board decision.] 

8.5. Contract and Supplier Market 

The Wairarapa region has a limited but capable contracting market for road maintenance and minor 
capital works. For specialist works such as geotechnical stabilisation and large-scale coastal protection, 
contractors from the wider Wellington region or nationally will likely be required. 

Key considerations for the supply market include: 

• EcoReef blocks are manufactured locally in Masterton, providing a cost-effective and locally sourced 
solution for coastal protection. 

• Rock armour supply may need to be sourced from outside the immediate area, with cost implications 
for transport. 

• Specialist geotechnical contractors are available from the Wellington region but may have limited 
capacity, requiring early engagement and forward planning. 

• The staged programme approach helps manage supply market constraints by spreading demand 
over the programme period. 
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9. Management Case 
9.1. Programme Management Strategy and Framework 

SWDC will manage Cape Palliser Road as a discrete corridor programme within its wider roading 
portfolio, with Waka Kotahi as the primary investment partner. The management approach follows the 
NZTA Business Case Approach and sits within Council’s existing asset management framework. 

SWDC currently manages its roading programme through its Infrastructure and Services team, with 
support from external consultants for specialist planning and design work. Cape Palliser Road will be 
managed as a discrete programme within the wider roading portfolio, with dedicated reporting, 
governance, and monitoring arrangements. 

The programme will be delivered through a series of activity-level business cases, each addressing 
specific components of the recommended programme (e.g. coastal protection works, landslide 
mitigation, pavement renewals). Each activity-level business case will be developed in accordance with 
NZTA requirements and will seek funding approval through the National Land Transport Programme 
(NLTP). 

9.2. Collaborative Governance Arrangements 

It is proposed that a Cape Palliser Road Corridor Steering Group be established, with representatives 
from Council, Waka Kotahi, and iwi. The Steering Group would provide strategic oversight and approve 
key programme decisions, meeting at least quarterly. 

The proposed collaborative governance structure is as follows: 

• Senior Responsible Owner (SRO): SWDC Group Manager Infrastructure and Services, responsible 
for overall programme delivery and accountability to Council and NZTA. 

• NZTA Investment Advisor: Principal Investment Advisor (Wellington region), responsible for 
investment assurance and alignment with NLTP priorities. 

• Iwi Representative: Ngāti Kahungunu ki Wairarapa Tāmaki nui-ā-Rua Settlement Trust nominee, to 
ensure cultural and environmental considerations are integrated into programme decision’s. 

• SWDC Principal Roading Advisor: Day-to-day programme coordination, contractor oversight and 
reporting. 

[Assumption: The exact composition and terms of reference for the Steering Group are to be confirmed 
by SWDC and NZTA. The above is a recommended structure based on the programme scale and 
stakeholder interests.] 

9.3. Programme Structure 

The programme is organised into the following workstreams, each of which may progress through 
individual activity-level business cases: 

• Workstream 1: Coastal Protection – EcoReef extension and new installations, rock armour, and 
beach nourishment at four consented priority sites (Huripi River–Te Mahi Cres, Turners Bay, Kupes 
Sail, KiriKiri Ford — GWRC consents WAR09032 and WAR150017). 

• Workstream 2: Landslip Mitigation (staged) – Stage 1 Optioneering (detailed investigation, options 
assessment, consenting) prioritised at Johnsons Hill and Te Kopi landslides; Stage 2 Mitigation 
(design and construction of stabilisation works) subject to Stage 1 outcomes. 
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Iwi or community opposition 
to proposed works 

Unlikely High Ongoing engagement through Steering Group; co-
design approach for works affecting cultural sites; 
nature-based solutions alignment 

9.9. Programme Assurance 

Assurance arrangements for the programme include: 

• Internal peer review of all activity-level business cases by TTAP or equivalent specialist transport 
planning consultants. 

• NZTA investment assurance process, including review by the NZTA Investment Advisor prior to 
funding approval. 

• Independent quality assurance reviews at key programme milestones, as agreed with NZTA. 

• Regular Steering Group oversight of programme delivery and risk management. 

• SWDC will also ensure alignment with its own internal audit and project management processes. 

 




