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Disclaimer  

This guidance document has been prepared with all reasonable care and consideration, 

drawing on the expertise of professionals within the field of temporary traffic management 

and the wider transport sector. It incorporates relevant legislation, standards, and industry 

best practices applicable at the time of its development.  

While Central Otago District Council (CODC) has made every effort to ensure the 

accuracy of this guidance, it is intended as a resource to assist in understanding the Road 

Controlling Authority’s responsibilities under the New Zealand Guide to Temporary Traffic 

Management. This document does not override applicable legislation or statutory 

requirements. Users of this guidance must apply their own professional judgment and 

consider other relevant resources and advice when implementing its recommendations.  

CODC cannot guarantee that the measures outlined will be suitable for every scenario. It 

is the responsibility of individuals to determine the appropriateness and adequacy of the 

guidance for their specific sites and conditions. The responsibility for ensuring safety and 

compliance with legal obligations remains with those conducting the work. Nothing in this 

guideline should be taken to mean that CODC has responsibilities to manage the health 

and safety of any person affected by the implementation of temporary traffic management. 

Nothing in this guideline should be interpreted as transferring responsibility for health and 

safety to the Council. Responsibility for identifying and managing risks associated with 

temporary traffic management remains with the PCBU undertaking the work. 

Copyright Information  

This document is copyright © CODC. Material from this guidance may be reproduced for 

personal, educational, or in-house use without formal permission, provided appropriate 

acknowledgment is made to CODC as the source. For reproduction for commercial 

purposes or extensive use, prior written permission must be obtained from CODC. Any 

material referenced herein that is identified as the property of a third party requires 

separate permission from the copyright owner.  
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Glossary 

Acronyms and abbreviations 

Acronym Meaning 

ALARP As Low As Reasonably Practicable 

CAR Corridor Access Request 

HSWA Health and Safety at Work Act 2015 

ISO 31000 International Standard for Risk Management 

LGA Local Government Act 2002 

NAC Network Access Coordination 

NZGTTM New Zealand Guide to Temporary Traffic Management 

PARS Pre-Approved Reusable Scheme 

PCBU Person Conducting a Business or Undertaking 

RCA Road Controlling Authority 

SME Subject Matter Expert 

TAO Transport Authority Organisation 

TMD Traffic Management Diagram 

TMP Traffic Management Plan 

TTM Temporary Traffic Management 

NZUAG 
The National Code of Practice for Utility Operators’ Access to 
Transport Corridors. 
 

WAP Works Access Permit 
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Key terms 

Term Explanation 

Applicant The organisation or person submitting a Corridor Access Request (CAR) 

seeking authorisation to undertake an activity within, or affecting, the 

road corridor. The applicant is typically a PCBU. 

As Low As Reasonably 

Practicable (ALARP) 

A principle requiring risks to be reduced so far as is reasonably 

practicable, considering the likelihood and severity of harm, and the 

availability, suitability, and cost of controls. ALARP does not require 

elimination of all risk.  

Assurance Activities undertaken by CODC to gain confidence that appropriate 

processes have been applied and conditions complied with. Assurance 

does not involve approval of safety outcomes or ownership of risk. 

Bylaw A local law made by CODC under statutory authority (such as the Local 
Government Act 2002) to regulate activities within its jurisdiction, 
including activities affecting the road corridor. 

CAR (Corridor Access 

Request) 

The formal process by which an applicant notifies CODC of a proposed 

activity that may affect the road corridor and seeks authorisation to 

occupy or operate within it. 

CAR Process The end-to-end, risk-based process for reviewing, coordinating, and 

deciding corridor access requests, from initial identification through to 

works completion and close-out. 

CAR team Council staff responsible for reviewing CAR applications, coordinating 

internal input, applying judgement at decision points, and recommending 

corridor access outcomes. 

Condition (of a WAP) A requirement applied by CODC to manage network access, 

coordination, or regulatory risk. Conditions do not prescribe how the 

applicant manages health and safety risk. 

Corridor access 

authorisation 

The formal permission granted by CODC to occupy or affect the road 

corridor, typically through the issuance of a Works Access Permit (WAP). 

Generic TMP / Pre-

Approved Reusable 

Scheme (PARS) 

A standardised TMP or scheme that may be reused across multiple sites 

or activities. Use of a generic TMP or PARS does not, on its own, 

demonstrate that risks have been adequately managed for a specific 

context. 

Heightened assurance An increased level of monitoring, quality assurance, or oversight applied 

by CODC, typically where uncertainty remains but corridor access is 

authorised subject to conditions. 

Network impact review  A review undertaken to understand how a proposed activity may affect 

the safe and efficient operation of the road network, including 

coordination with other activities. 

Network risk Risk arising from impacts on the road network, including safety, 

efficiency, reliability, access, and coordination, rather than from worksite 

or contractor-specific hazards. 

Peer risk review An independent check undertaken as part of the CAR process to assess 

whether the applicant’s risk management process is structured, 

proportionate, and justified. 
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PCBU (Person 

Conducting a Business 

or Undertaking) 

As defined under the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015, the entity 

responsible for managing health and safety risks arising from its work. 

Professional judgement The application of experience, competence, and risk-based reasoning to 

make proportionate decisions where prescriptive rules are not 

appropriate. 

Risk appetite The amount and type of risk that CODC is willing to tolerate in pursuit of 

its objectives, as defined in its Risk Appetite and Tolerance Framework. 

Risk management 

process 

The systematic process of identifying, analysing, evaluating, and treating 

risk, consistent with NZGTTM principles/ISO 31000 or an equivalent 

framework. 

Road corridor The legal road reserve and associated transport corridor under the 

control of CODC, including carriageway, footpaths, berms, and 

associated assets. 

Regional corridor context Specific characteristics of a location or network segment that influence 

risk, such as geometry, traffic demand, user mix, environmental 

conditions, or strategic function. 

Subject Matter Expert 

(SME) 

A person with specialist technical knowledge who may be consulted to 

provide advice during the CAR process. SMEs do not assume 

ownership of applicant risk or make CAR decisions unless formally 

delegated. 

Temporary Traffic 

Management (TTM) 

The management of road users and traffic during temporary activities to 

maintain safety and network function. 

Traffic Management Plan 

(TMP) 

The applicant’s documented plan describing how traffic and road users 

will be managed during an activity. The TMP is an operational tool 

owned and implemented by the applicant. 

Traffic Management 
Diagram (TMD) 

The diagrams or schemes that are included in the TMP showing the 
physical layout and movements associated with work activity and its 
TTM controls including setup and breakdown stages. 

Uncertainty A lack of complete knowledge about likelihood, consequence, or impact 

that may not be reasonably reducible through further analysis. 

Works Access Permit 

(WAP) 

The formal instrument issued by CODC authorising corridor access, 

subject to specified conditions. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of this guidance 

This document provides guidance on how the CODC Corridor Access Request 

Assessment and Processing Guidance is applied under the New Zealand Guide to 

Temporary Traffic Management (NZGTTM). 

The purpose of this guidance is to: 

• Explain how CAR applications are reviewed and decided in a risk-based and 

proportionate manner. 

• Support consistent decision-making by CAR managers and their teams. 

• Clarify the respective roles and responsibilities of applicants and councils. 

• Provide direction on how supporting tools and documents are used throughout the 

CAR process. 

1.2 Audience and intended use 

This guidance is primarily intended for: 

• Council staff involved in the CAR process, including those responsible for peer risk 

reviews, Network Access Coordination (NAC), and regulatory approvals. 

• Internal council subject matter experts who may be consulted as part of CAR 

reviews. 

• Other council staff who require an understanding of how corridor access decisions 

are made. 

This document is not intended to be used by applicants as a step-by-step instruction 

manual. Applicant-facing requirements are addressed through separate application 

guidance and checklists. 

1.3 Relationship to the CAR process flow 

The CODC CAR Process flow diagram1 is the authoritative representation of the end-to-

end CAR process. The flow diagram shows what happens and when, this guidance 

explains each part of the process in operational terms. 

1.4 Relationship to NZGTTM and National Frameworks 

The CAR process and this guidance are grounded in the principles of the New Zealand 

Guide to Temporary Traffic Management (NZGTTM) and the broader legislative 

framework, including: 

• The Local Government Act 2002 (LGA). 

• The National Code of Practice for Utility Operators’ Access to Transport Corridors. 

 
1 Refer to Appendix E: CODC CAR Process Flow Diagram. 
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• The Health and Safety at Work Act 2015 (HSWA). 

NZGTTM establishes a risk-based approach to managing temporary traffic management 

and clarifies the respective responsibilities of: 

• Road Controlling Authorities / Transport Authority Organisations (RCAs/TAOs), who 

are responsible for managing the safe and efficient operation of the road network. 

• Persons Conducting a Business or Undertaking (PCBUs), who are responsible for 

identifying and managing risk arising from their work 

Throughout this guidance, direct quotations from NZGTTM are included in clearly marked 

call-out boxes. These quotations anchor key decisions and responsibilities in nationally 

endorsed guidance.  

 

 

 

1.5 What This guidance does and does not do 

This guidance does: 

• Support risk-based, proportionate CAR decision-making. 

• Clarify the boundary between applicant risk ownership and council assurance. 

• Reference tools that support consistent and defensible reviews. 

• Recognise regional and network context through supplementary guidance notes. 

This guidance does not: 

• Approve or certify applicant risk assessments or TMPs. 

• Prescribe risk treatments or controls related to how the applicant manages their 

own risk. 

• Replace NZGTTM or other national standards. 

• Transfer health and safety risk ownership from the applicant to council. 

2 How to use this guidance 

2.1 Using the CAR process flow diagram 

The CAR Process flow diagram2 is the starting point for understanding the corridor access 

process. 

The flow diagram: 

• Shows the end-to-end sequence from CAR submission through to decision and 

Assurance 

• Identifies key decision points in the process 

 
2 Refer to Appendix E: CODC CAR Process Flow Diagram. 

NZGTTM principle 

[NZGTTM quotation to be inserted] 
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• Clarifies where responsibility sits between the applicant and the council 

2.2 Applying risk-based judgement 

The CAR process is intentionally risk-based. This means: 

• Not all CAR applications require the same level of scrutiny. 

• Review effort should be proportionate to the risk and impact of the proposed 

activity. 

• Professional judgement is expected and supported. 

This guidance does not provide prescriptive rules for every situation. Instead, it supports 

CAR reviewers to apply judgement by: 

• Explaining the intent of each decision point. 

• Describing the factors that should be considered when reviewing applications. 

• Referencing tools that support consistent and defensible decision-making. 

 

 

2.3 Using supporting tools and documents 

This guidance is supported by a suite of documents and appendices that provide 

additional detail and decision support. These documents are referenced throughout this 

guidance and should be used as appropriate to the context and risk profile of the activity. 

Key supporting documents are included in the Table 1 below: 

Table 1: Supporting tools and documents table 

Document / Appendix Purpose 

CODC Risk-Based Corridor Access and 

Temporary Traffic Management Guideline 

Sets out guidance-level principles, intent, and boundaries 

for risk-based corridor access and temporary traffic 

management. 

CODC Risk Appetite and Tolerance 

Framework 

Supports decision-making by defining acceptable and 

tolerable risk across CODC’s risk domains. 

CODC RCA Legal Guidance Note Clarifies statutory duties, powers, and limits relevant to 

the CAR process. 

Appendix A – Applicant TMP Essential 

Information 

Sets out applicant-facing minimum information 

expectations for TMPs submitted in support of a CAR. 

Appendix B – Applicant Risk Assessment 

and Analysis 

Explains acceptable types of risk assessment and 

analysis that may support a CAR submission. 

Appendix C – Disagreements and 

Escalation in the CAR Process 

Describes escalation pathways for resolving 

disagreements between the RCA and the applicant. 

NZGTTM Quotation 

The NZGTTM sets out our principles and is only a guide. This is deliberate. The NZGTTM does not 

detail TTM solutions as there are too many variables that mean each site must be assessed individual.  

NZGTTM – Purpose of this Guide Section. 

. 
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Appendix D – Frequently Asked 

Questions (FAQs) 

Provides clarifications for the CAR team and responses to 

common applicant questions. 

Appendix E – CAR Process Flow Diagram Illustrates the end-to-end CAR process. 

Appendix F – Regional Guidance Notes 

Document 

Identifies local network risks and sensitivities that must be 

considered in the applicant’s risk management process. 

Appendix G – CAR Communication 

Library 

Provides guidance language and phrasing to support 

consistent communication throughout the CAR process. 

Appendix H – Applicant NZGTTM Review 

Checklist 

Provides applicant guidance on alignment with NZGTTM 

principles and a risk-based approach. 

Appendix I – Responsibility Boundary 

Quick Reference Checklist 

Clarifies RCA and applicant PCBU responsibilities across 

the stages of the CAR process. 

Appendix J – CODC Responsibility 
boundary case examples 

 

Appendix K – CODC Assurance Tool Defines internal RCA roles and responsibilities for the 

CAR process and related functional steps. 

Appendix L – CODC RASCI Matrix’s Defines PCBU roles and responsibilities for the CAR 

process and related functional steps. 

 

These documents and appendices are intended to support the CAR team along with the 

application of professional judgement. 

2.4 What to do when information is incomplete or unclear 

If a CAR application does not contain sufficient information to enable an informed review3, 

CAR reviewers should: 

• Seek clarification from the applicant. 

• Use questions to prompt the applicant to consider gaps or omissions in their 

supplied information. 

The CAR communication library4 is a guidance tool that supports the CAR reviewer in 

framing feedback questions to the applicant.  

2.5 Continuous improvement and feedback 

CAR reviewers are encouraged to: 

• Reflect on lessons learned from CAR reviews and on-site assurance. 

• Share feedback within the CAR team to improve consistency. 

• Identify opportunities to refine guidance, tools, or processes over time. 

This guidance is intended to evolve as experience is gained and as NZGTTM and council 

practices continue to mature. 

 
3 Refer to Appendix A: CODC Applicant TMP Essential Information. 
4 Refer to Appendix G: CODC CAR Communication Library 
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3 Roles and responsibilities in the CAR process 

3.1 Overview 

Effective corridor access management relies on clear role definition and an appropriate 

separation of responsibilities between applicants and councils5. 

The CAR process reflects a shared system, where: 

• Applicants retain responsibility for identifying and managing risk arising from their 

activities6. 

• Councils exercise their role as RCAs/TAOs, by authorising access to the road 

corridor and providing assurance that risk has been considered and managed in a 

proportionate way. 

This section clarifies how these roles interact within the CAR process. 

3.2 Applicant / PCBU responsibilities 

Applicants are typically Persons Conducting a Business or Undertaking (PCBUs) under 

the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015. 

Applicants are responsible for: 

• Identifying hazards and assessing risks associated with their proposed activity 

• Selecting and implementing appropriate risk controls 

• Preparing a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) where road users may be affected 

• Ensuring workers are competent and suitably trained 

• Meeting consultation, cooperation, and coordination (3Cs) obligations with other 

PCBUs, as required under HSWA 

• Providing accurate and complete information as part of the CAR application 

Applicants remain responsible for the ongoing management of risk during the delivery of 

works, including responding to changes in site conditions. 

3.3 Road controlling authority responsibilities 

CODC acts as an RCA/TAO responsible for its respective transport network and 

associated road corridor. 

Within the CAR process, councils are responsible for: 

• Managing access to the road corridor 

• Coordinating activities to minimise disruption to the network 

• Protecting the safety and efficiency of the road network 

• Authorising regulatory measures and applying conditions to corridor access 

request acceptance where required 

• Undertaking assurance and intervention activities where necessary 

 
5 Refer to Appendix I: CODC Responsibility Boundary Quick Reference Checklist 
6 Refer to Appendix L: CODC RASCI Matrix’s 
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Councils do not approve or certify applicant risk assessments or TMPs. Instead, councils 

assess whether an appropriate risk management process has been applied, and whether 

corridor access can be authorised having regard to network impacts, coordination, and 

statutory duties. 

3.4 Internal council subject matter experts 

Internal council subject matter experts (SMEs) or team leaders may be consulted during 

the CAR review process where: 

• Specific domains are affected (e.g. public transport, network operations, structures, 

events). 

• Legislative or regulatory responsibilities are engaged. 

• The scale or consequence of risk warrants specialist input. 

SME consultation is risk-based and discretionary, Initiated by the CAR Manager, 

proportionate to the nature and impact of the activity. SMEs provide advice within their 

area of expertise but do not assume ownership of applicant risk or make CAR decisions 

unless formally delegated. 

3.5 External stakeholders 

Depending on the nature of the activity, external stakeholders may need to be engaged, 

including: 

• Utility operators 

• Lead services (FENZ, NZ Police or emergency services) 

• Affected landowners or road users 

• Public transport operators 

• Adjacent RCA’s or TAO’s 

• Any other party that may be effected by the applicant’s activity and occupation of 

the road corridor 

Responsibility for identifying and consulting with external stakeholders primarily 

sits with the applicant, consistent with HSWA 3Cs requirements. CODC may also 

coordinate or facilitate engagement where this supports effective network 

management. 

3.6 Shared responsibilities and boundaries 

While roles differ, effective corridor access management depends on collaboration and 

clear boundaries7. 

• Applicants manage risk arising from their work. 

• Councils manage access to, and operation of, the road corridor. 

• Consultation and engagement are used as risk management tools, not compliance 

hurdles where decisions are made proportionately, informed by context and risk. 

 
7 Refer to Appendix I: CODC Responsibility Boundary Quick Reference Checklist. 
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Practical examples illustrating how these responsibility boundaries may arise in real 

situations are provided in Appendix J – Responsibility Boundary Case Examples8. 

 

4 Overview of the CAR process 

4.1 Purpose of the CAR process 

The Corridor Access Request (CAR) process provides a structured, risk-based 

mechanism for managing activities that occur in, or affect, the road corridor. 

The CAR process is intended to: 

• Ensure councils are notified of activities that may affect the road network. 

• Enable coordination of works across time, location, and network function. 

• Support proportionate, risk-based decision-making. 

• Authorise access to the road corridor subject to appropriate regulations and 

conditions. 

• Provide a framework for assurance and verifying safety during delivery. 

The CAR process is not a safety approval process. It is a network access and assurance 

process that operates alongside, but does not replace, the applicant’s health and safety 

obligations. 

4.2 End-to-End CAR process summary 

At a high level, the CAR process comprises the following stages: 

1. Provision of information in response to applicant-initiated requests. 

2. Determination of whether corridor access authorisation is required. 

3. Early engagement with the applicant to support pre-CAR submissions, where 

requested. 

4. Peer risk review of the applicant’s TMP and supporting documentation. 

5. Network impact review and identification of any network access conditions. 

6. Regulatory compliance review based on the applicant’s TMP and supporting 

documentation. 

7. Feedback and recommendations where gaps, omissions, or clarifications are 

identified. 

8. CAR review decision to accept or decline the application. 

 
8 Refer to Appendix J: CODC Rresponsibility Boundary Case Examples 

NZGTTM Quotation 

In this model the duties and responsibilities of each group overlap. For example, the contractor PCBU 

is responsible for the safety of the public and workers onsite, while at the same time, the TAO is 

responsible for safety of road users. All organisations must work together to make sure the site is safe, 

but they can’t tell each other how to manage their responsibilities (HSWA 2015 and LGA 1974/2002). 

NZGTTM TTM responsibilities model (Page 24) 

. 
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9. Issuance of a Works Access Permit (WAP), including any general or special 

conditions. 

10. Road space booking and coordination to minimise network impacts and activity 

clashes. 

11. Monitoring, quality assurance, and escalation during corridor occupation, where 

required. 

12. Post-works completion, assurance, and close-out of the CAR. 

Stages illustrated in the CAR Process flow diagram9 and are described in more detail in 

Section 5 of this guidance. 

4.3 Key decision points in the CAR process 

The CAR process includes several key decision points where judgement is required. 

These decisions are intentionally framed to support proportionate, risk-based outcomes 

rather than uniform treatment of all activities. 

Key decisions include: 

• Whether sufficient information has been provided to support a review. 

• Whether the applicant has demonstrated that risk has been managed. 

• Whether corridor access can be authorised, and on what conditions. 

These decisions are informed by: 

• The nature and scale of the activity. 

• The road environment and network context. 

• Timing, duration, and coordination considerations. 

• The quality of the applicant’s risk management process. 

4.4 Risk-based proportionality 

Not all activities that require corridor access present the same level of risk or impact. The 

CAR process is designed to apply greater scrutiny to higher-risk or higher-impact 

activities, streamline the review of low-risk or low-impact activities and avoid unnecessary 

escalation where risks are well understood and appropriately managed. 

Proportionality is applied across: 

• The level of information required from applicants. 

• The extent of internal consultation. 

• The conditions applied to access acceptance. 

• The level of assurance required to be undertaken. 

 
9 Refer to Appendix E: CODC CAR Process Flow Diagram. 
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This approach supports efficient use of council resources while maintaining appropriate 

oversight of the road network. 

 

 

 

 

4.5 Relationship between CAR review and risk management 

A central feature of the CAR process is the distinction between risk management and risk 

assurance. 

• Applicants are responsible for identifying, assessing, and managing risks 

associated with their activities. 

• Councils review CAR applications to determine whether an appropriate risk 

management process has been applied, and whether corridor access can be 

authorised in the context of network impacts and statutory duties. 

The CAR review does not involve approving safety outcomes or guaranteeing that 

risks have been eliminated. 

 

4.6 Relationship to regional contexts 

Certain locations, environments, or network functions may introduce local network specific 

risks that require applicants to apply additional consideration when applying their risk 

management process10. This may include site specific risk assessment and justification 

where generic TMPs, or Pre-Approved Reusable Schemes (PARS) under a current CAR 

and WAP are being applied. 

Examples of corridor contexts that may may present unique risks or network sensitivities 

include: 

 
10 Refer to CODC Appendix F: Regional Considerations Document. 

NZGTTM Quotation 

• Not all risks are equal 

• The goal is to identify the risks with the highest risk rating, so the highest ranked risks can be 

focussed on first 

• Consider both the absolute risk rating as well as the relative differences between risks 

NZGTTM Risk assessments (Page 31) 

NZGTTM Quotation 

The risk review process is meant to make sure the risk management process is robust and hasn’t 

overlooked any critical risks…..The TAO peer reviewer should not approve the design and detail of the 

TMP. NZGTTM Risk review (Page 40) 
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• Areas with high seasonal traffic volumes or tourism demand 

• Constrained corridors with limited shoulder width, visibility, or escape routes 

• Locations with limited or no practical detour options 

• Structures such as bridges, culverts, or retaining walls 

• Interfaces with public transport operations, freight routes, or emergency response 

corridors 

• Areas with vulnerable road users or high pedestrian activity 

• Locations subject to weather, terrain, or environmental constraints 

• In these contexts, the CAR reviewer may require the applicant to: 

• Identify and describe the relevant corridor context 

• Demonstrate how the context has been considered in the activity planning 

• Justify the suitability of proposed risk controls, including any TMP 

• Provide additional risk management information on how a TMP or PARS under a 

current CAR and WAP adequately addresses the specific risks present 

5 Applying the CAR process in practice 

5.1 Purpose of this section 

This section explains how the CAR Process11 is applied in practice by CODC, acting as 

the RCA/TAO, from initial identification through to authorised occupation and delivery of 

works. 

It is intended to support CAR reviewers and managers to: 

• Apply the CODC CAR Process flow diagram consistently. 

• Understand what is being assessed at each stage of the process. 

• Apply proportionate, risk-based judgement. 

• Make defensible corridor access decisions aligned with NZGTTM principles. 

5.2 Structure of the CAR process in practice 

The CAR Process is applied as a sequence of linked steps and decisions, rather than as 

a linear checklist. 

In practice, this means: 

• Not every CAR will require the same level of review or consultation 

• Some steps may be brief for low-risk activities and more involved for higher-risk 

activities 

• Judgement is applied at defined decision points, informed by context and risk 

Each subsection below aligns to a key step or decision in the CAR Process flow diagram 

and explains: 

• What the step is intended to achieve 

• Who is responsible at that point in the process 

 
11 Refer to Appendix E: CODC CAR Process Flow Diagram. 
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• What the CAR reviewer should be considering 

5.3 Identifying activities that affect the road corridor 

The CAR Process is triggered when an applicant proposes an activity that: 

• Occurs within the road corridor, or 

• May affect the normal operation of the road corridor, including traffic, pedestrians, 

or network functionality. 

At this stage, the focus is on identification, not assessment. The applicant is responsible 

for recognising when their activity may affect the road corridor and for initiating the CAR 

process where required. 

CAR reviewers may also identify activities requiring a CAR through: 

• Coordination with other council functions. 

• Network planning and programming. 

• Observations of planned or emerging activities. 

5.4 Applicant requests for information 

Where an applicant identifies that their proposed activity may require temporary traffic 

management, they may need to gather additional information to inform their TMP and 

wider risk management process. 

At this stage of the process: 

• No determination has yet been made about whether corridor access authorisation 

is required. 

• No assessment of risk or acceptability is undertaken by CODC. 

• The applicant remains responsible for identifying hazards, assessing risk, and 

determining appropriate controls. 

The purpose of this step is to support the applicant to develop a well-informed and 

proportionate risk management approach before submitting a CAR application. 

Applicants may seek information from CODC to better understand the road corridor 

context, including: 

• Road classification and function. 

• Traffic volumes or movement patterns. 

• Known constraints or sensitivities within the corridor. 

• Planned or programmed works. 

• Network or structural features that may influence risk. 

• Interfaces with public transport, freight, or emergency response routes. 

Information requests may also support the applicant to identify: 

• Potentially affected stakeholders. 

• The need for consultation, coordination, or sequencing of works. 
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• Whether a generic TMP or Pre-Approved Reusable Scheme (PARS) under a 

current CAR and WAP is likely to be suitable, or whether site-specific treatment is 

required. 

• Whether the TMP requires a CAR and associated WAP. 

During this stage, CODC, acting as the RCA/TAO, may: 

• Provide available network or traffic-related information on request. 

• Direct the applicant to relevant public information sources or reference material. 

• Liaise internally with subject matter experts to supply factual information where 

required. 

Provision of information at this stage: 

• Does not constitute approval, endorsement, or acceptance of the proposed activity. 

• Does not imply that corridor access authorisation will be granted. 

• Does not transfer risk ownership from the applicant to CODC. 

This information-gathering step supports better quality CAR submissions and contributes 

to more efficient and effective review once a CAR application is lodged. 

 

5.5 Determining whether corridor access authorisation is required 

Over time, CODC may develop additional guidance to clarify categories of low-risk or low-

impact activities that may be managed outside the formal CAR process. Where this 

approach is adopted by CODC, the applicant PCBU will still be required to consult with 

the CAR team through the early engagement process (see Section 5.6) so that CODC 

can confirm whether corridor access authorisation is required. 

Examples of activities that may not require a CAR include non-utility activities such as: 

• On-foot inspection or survey activities that do not affect live lanes or vulnerable 

road user paths. 

• Mobile operations where vehicles travel in a way that does not impede the normal 

and reasonable movement of other traffic. 

• Activities undertaken on private property where there is no effect on the road 

corridor or its users. 

These examples are provided to support a proportionate, risk-based approach and to 

illustrate situations that may be considered low-risk or low-impact. 

5.6 Early engagement and consultation (optional, risk-based) 

Where an applicant requests pre CAR submission consultation with the CODC CAR team, 

this triggers the early engagement and consultation process flow.  

The CAR team will liaise with the applicant and: 
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• Review any draft applicant proposal, which may include project objectives, 

methodologies, specifications, timing and durations and any risk management 

documentation including any draft TMP. 

• Carry out an independent assessment of potential risks and impacts related to 

CODC risk domains utilising the CODC Risk Appetite and Tolerance Framework – 

this may include further consultation with Council and internal SME’s 

• Seek clarification from the applicant regarding their risk management assumptions 

and justifications. 

• Provide feedback and recommendations based on internal review to support the 

applicants CAR submission 12. 

Early engagement with CODC may assist applicants to: 

• Understand corridor constraints and sensitivities. 

• Understand what work access permit conditions may be applied by the CAR 

manager. 

• Identify coordination or timing considerations. 

• Clarify information requirements before submitting a CAR. 

Early engagement is optional, not a mandatory procedural step. 

Applicants may proceed directly to CAR submission where they are confident that risks 

have been appropriately identified and addressed. 

Early engagement is particularly encouraged where: 

• Activities are complex or high consequence. 

• Corridor or regional contexts introduce additional sensitivities. 

• Generic TMPs, or Pre-Approved Reusable Schemes (PARS) under a current CAR 

and WAP may not adequately address site-specific risk. 

 

5.7 CAR application and submission 

A CAR application provides the information required for CODC to understand the 

proposed activity and its potential impacts on the road corridor. 

At a minimum, the application should: 

• Clearly describe the activity and location 

• Identify timing and duration 

• Explain whether traffic or pedestrian movements are affected 

 
12 Refer to CODC Appendix G: CAR Communication Library 

NZGTTM Quotation 

The foundation to success is consultation, collaboration and coordination with all organisations 

necessary. NZGTTM Purpose of this guide. 
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• Include a TMP and supporting risk management documentation where required 

CAR reviewers should confirm that sufficient information has been provided to enable an 

informed review13.  

Applicants preparing a Corridor Access Request should ensure that their TMP and 

supporting documentation clearly demonstrate how risks have been identified, assessed, 

and managed in accordance with NZGTTM principles. To support this process, applicants 

may use the Applicant NZGTTM Review Checklist14, which outlines the key 

considerations expected in a risk-based TMP submission. 

5.8 Peer risk review 

Following submission of a CAR application, a peer risk review may be undertaken as part 

of the CAR review process. 

The purpose of peer risk review is to provide an independent check that the applicant’s 

risk management approach: 

• Demonstrates considered and structured thinking. 

• Is proportionate to the activity and environment. 

• Aligns with NZGTTM principles. 

• Appropriately addresses corridor and contextual risks15. 

• Peer risk review does not involve redesigning the applicant’s TMP or prescribing 

specific control measures. 

Peer risk review may be undertaken by: 

• Another member of the CAR team. 

• A suitably competent internal reviewer, where required by risk or complexity. 

The peer review focuses on: 

• Whether hazards and risks have been appropriately identified. 

• Whether assumptions and constraints have been recognised. 

• Whether the proposed controls are justified in the context. 

• Whether reliance on generic TMPs, or Pre-Approved Reusable Schemes (PARS) 

under a current CAR and WAP have been appropriately considered or challenged. 

• Whether corridor-specific or regional sensitivities have been addressed. 

The outcome of peer risk review may include: 

• Confirmation that the risk management process appears appropriate 

• Identification of gaps or areas requiring clarification resulting on feedback and 

recommendations from the risk reviewer 

Peer risk review acceptance is confirmation that CODC acknowledges that the applicant 

has applied a structured and proportionate risk management process, and that the risk 

 
13 Refer to Appendix A: CODC Applicant TMP Essential Information. 
14 Refer to Appendix H: CODC Applicant NZGTTM Review Checklist. 
15 Refer to CODC Appendix F: Regional Considerations Document. 
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treatments and controls described in the TMP appear to be justified in relation to the 

identified risks, activity context, and road corridor environment. 

This acceptance: 

• Relates to the adequacy of the risk management process, not the approval of 

safety outcomes. 

• Does not certify or guarantee the effectiveness of individual controls. 

• Does not transfer responsibility for health and safety risk from the applicant to 

CODC. 

Where the peer risk review identifies gaps, inconsistencies, or insufficient justification, 

CODC may request further information or clarification before progressing the CAR 

application. these should first be addressed through clarification and discussion. Where 

disagreement remains unresolved, disagreements should be documented and resolved 

through the disagreements and escalation processes16.  

5.9 Network impact review 

A network impact review is undertaken to understand how the proposed activity may 

affect the safe and efficient operation of the road network. 

This review considers the activity from a network perspective, rather than a worksite or 

contractor perspective. 

The network impact review may consider: 

• Effects on traffic flow, capacity, and reliability. 

• Impacts on pedestrians, cyclists, and vulnerable road user pathways. 

• Interactions with public transport routes and services. 

• Freight movements and access for heavy vehicles. 

• Emergency response access and resilience. 

• Cumulative impacts with other planned or ongoing activities. 

• Timing, duration, and sequencing of works. 

• RCA overlaps or boundary issues, 

The depth of network impact review is proportionate to risk and impact. 

Low-impact activities may require minimal consideration, while constrained or high-

consequence locations may require more detailed assessment or coordination. 

The network impact review may result in: 

• Identification of coordination requirements 

 
16 Refer to Appendix C: CODC Disagreements and Escalation in the CAR Process. 

NZGTTM Quotation 

The TAO - Peer reviews risk assessments to make sure the needs of the parties they represent are 

recognised and addressed. NZGTTM TTM responsibilities model (Page 24) 
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• Timing or sequencing constraints 

• Conditions to manage cumulative or network-wide impacts 

• Referral to internal SMEs where domain-specific input is required 

• Identification of gaps or areas requiring clarification resulting on feedback and 

recommendations from the risk reviewer 

Acceptance/approval of the network access and coordination (NAC) review is 

confirmation that the proposed activity can be accommodated within the road corridor, 

subject to any conditions required to manage network impacts, coordination with other 

activities, and CODC’s statutory responsibilities as RCA/TAO. 

 

 

5.10 Regulatory compliance review 

A regulatory review is undertaken to confirm whether the proposed activity engages any of 

CODC’s regulatory duties or statutory decision-making roles. 

This review is distinct from risk and network impact reviews and focuses on legal and 

regulatory requirements, that require RCA authorisation. 

The regulatory review may consider whether the activity requires: 

• Authorisation to occupy or restrict the road corridor. 

• Approval or conditions relating to traffic control devices. 

• Temporary road closures or restrictions. 

• Temporary speed management measures. 

• Compliance with local bylaws, rules, or statutory notices. 

• Alignment with the National Code of Practice for Utility Operators’ Access to 

Transport Corridors. 

Where regulatory authorisations are required, these may: 

• Be incorporated into the CAR decision and issuance of a WAP. 

• Be managed through parallel statutory processes, as appropriate. 

The regulatory review: 

• Does not approve the applicant’s risk management process. 

• Does not substitute for HSWA obligations. 

• Does not remove the applicant’s responsibility to comply with all relevant 

legislation. 

NZGTTM Quotation 

This function makes sure the section of road where the activity is proposed doesn’t clash with another 

activity, unless both activities can happen safely at the same time. 

This review includes assessing the transport impacts for individual and multiple sites in an area. 

NZGTTM Network access co-ordination (NAC) approval.  (Page 41) 
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The regulatory review may result in: 

• Confirmation that the proposed activity can be authorised within the road corridor 

under applicable legislative and regulatory frameworks. 

• Identification of regulatory conditions required to support corridor access 

authorisation. 

• Identification of additional statutory or bylaw approvals required to be obtained 

alongside the CAR process. 

• Identification of regulatory constraints that limit or prevent authorisation in the 

proposed form or timeframe. 

• Feedback to the applicant where amendments or further information are required to 

address regulatory requirements. 

The outcome of the regulatory review is confirmation that the proposed activity and 

associated corridor access arrangements can be authorised in accordance with applicable 

legislation, bylaws, and regulatory requirements, subject to any conditions or approvals 

required under those frameworks. 

 

 

 

 

 

5.11 Has risk been managed? – CAR review decision 

5.11.1 Purpose of the Decision 

The question “Has risk been managed?” is the central decision point in the CAR 

process. 

This decision determines whether CODC, acting as RCA/TAO, can authorise access to 

the road corridor for the proposed activity. 

The decision is not a technical approval of a TMP or a certification of safety outcomes. It 

is a risk-based assurance decision about whether the applicant has demonstrated that 

risks arising from the activity have been identified, considered, and addressed in a 

proportionate and justified manner, having regard to the corridor context and network 

impacts. 

5.11.2 Inputs to the decision 

The “Has risk been managed?” decision is informed by the outcomes of the preceding 

reviews, including: 

• The peer risk review, which considers the adequacy and proportionality of the 

applicant’s risk management process. 

NZGTTM Quotation 

The TAO reviews - Regulatory duties are complied with such as authorising use of traffic control 

devices, temporary speed limits, road closures etc.  NZGTTM TTM responsibilities model (Page 24) 
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• The network access coordination and impact (NAC) review, which considers 

whether the activity can be accommodated within the road corridor and coordinated 

with other network demands. 

• The regulatory review, which confirms whether the activity can be authorised in 

accordance with applicable statutory and regulatory requirements. 

These reviews are considered collectively. No single review is determinative in isolation. 

5.11.3 How judgement is applied 

In making this decision, the CAR reviewer applies professional judgement, informed by: 

• The nature, scale, and duration of the proposed activity. 

• The road environment and corridor context. 

• The quality of the applicant’s risk identification and justification of controls17. 

• The extent to which corridor-specific sensitivities have been recognised and 

addressed. 

• The completeness of the TMP including essential information as a whole18. 

• Alignment with CODC’s risk appetite and tolerance19. 

The focus is on whether the applicant has applied a structured and proportionate risk 

management process, not on whether all risk has been eliminated or whether specific 

controls are preferred by CODC. 

5.11.4 Decision outcomes 

The “Has risk been managed?” decision may result in one of the following outcomes: 

• Yes – Risk has been managed (General conditions applied) 

The CAR process may proceed to authorisation of corridor access, subject to any 

general conditions required to manage network impacts, coordination, or regulatory 

obligations. 

• Yes – Risk has been managed, subject to clarification or conditions (Special 

conditions applied) 

The CAR process may proceed to authorisation of corridor access, subject to any 

general conditions and special or specific conditions required to manage network 

impacts, coordination, or regulatory obligations. 

• No – Risk has not been managed 

The CAR application cannot proceed in its current form. The applicant may be 

requested to revise and resubmit their documentation, or the CAR may be declined 

where risks cannot be adequately addressed20. 

 
17 Refer to Appendix B CODC Applicant Risk Assessment and Analysis. 
18 Refer to Appendix A: CODC Applicant TMP Essential Information. 
19 Refer to CODC Risk Appetite and Tolerance Framework. 
20 The RCA/TAO Has veto rights and can stop a TMP from being implemented if they consider it too risky for road users. NZGTTM 

Page 24. 
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Clear reasons should be provided to the applicant to support transparency and learning. 

 

5.11.5 Boundaries of the decision 

For clarity, a determination that risk has been managed: 

• Does not approve or certify the applicant’s risk assessment or TMP. 

• Does not guarantee the effectiveness of risk controls. 

• Does not transfer health and safety risk ownership from the applicant to CODC. 

• Does not remove the applicant’s ongoing obligation to monitor and respond to 

changing risk during delivery. 

Risk ownership remains with the applicant throughout the lifecycle of the activity21. 

5.11.6 Relationship to corridor access authorisation 

Where the decision confirms that risk has been managed, CODC may proceed to 

authorise access to the road corridor by issuance of a WAP. 

Where CODC and the applicant PCBU do not agree on the adequacy of the risk 

management process, the proportionality of controls, or the implications for network 

access, the matter may be managed through the documented escalation pathway22. The 

escalation framework provides a structured process for resolving disagreements while 

maintaining clear duty boundaries between the RCA and the applicant PCBU. 

 

5.12 CAR process timing and notice periods 

This section sets out indicative timing expectations for key stages of the CAR process. 

These timeframes are provided to support planning, coordination, and transparency for 

applicants and CODC. They are guidance only and are applied on a risk- and complexity-

based basis. 

5.12.1 National code notice periods 

Under the National Code of Practice for Utility Operators’ Access to Transport Corridors, a 

CAR constitutes formal notice of intention to carry out works and must be lodged before 

works commence, unless otherwise agreed with the Corridor Manager. The National Code 

does not prescribe fixed timeframes for CAR assessment, decision-making, or issuance of 

a Works Access Permit (WAP), but does establish minimum advance notice periods for 

lodging a Corridor Access Request (CAR). 

 
21 Refer to Appendix I: CODC Responsibility Boundary Quick Reference Checklist. 
22 Refer to Appendix C: CODC Disagreements and Escalation in the CAR process. 

NZGTTM Quotation 

If the transport authority organisation risk reviewer does not believe the risk assessment is fit for 

purpose, they have the right to stop the lead contractor from proceeding under their relevant legislation.  

NZGTTM Risk review (Page 40) 
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5.12.2 Indicative CAR processing timeframes 

Once a complete CAR submission is received, CODC will process the application within 

indicative timeframes that reflect the risk, complexity, and impacts of the proposed activity.  

As a general guide: 

• Lower-risk or routine activities may be processed more quickly; and 

• Higher-risk, complex, or coordinated activities may require additional time. 

CODC will endeavour to process applicant CARs within 15 working days from the CAR 

lodgement (complete submission) stage. Indicative processing timeframes are outlined in 

Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Indicative CAR processing timeframes 

CAR process 

stage 

Primary 

responsibility 

Indicative 

timeframe 

Notes 

Applicants request 

for information 

from CODC 

Applicant / RCA 5–10 working 

days 

Applies where applicants request 

network, traffic, corridor, or asset 

information to support their risk 

management process. Timeframes may 

vary depending on complexity and 

availability of information. 

Early engagement 

(non-face-to-face) 

Applicant / RCA 5–10 working 

days 

Early engagement supports 

understanding of context and 

information expectations. It does not 

constitute review, approval, or 

endorsement of proposed controls. 

CAR lodgement 

(complete 

submission) 

Applicant — National Code minimum notice periods 

apply to submission timing. Review 

timeframes commence once a complete 

submission is received. 

Initial 

completeness 

check 

RCA 2–5 working days Confirms whether sufficient information 

has been provided to commence review. 

Requests for further information pause 

the review timeframe. 

Peer risk review RCA 5–10 working 

days 

Timeframes scale with risk, complexity, 

and the level of justification required. 

Network impact 

review / 

coordination 

RCA / SMEs 5–10 working 

days 

May run in parallel with peer risk review. 

Additional time may be required where 

coordination with other works or SMEs is 

needed. 
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Regulatory 

compliance review 

RCA 2–5 working days Focuses on statutory, bylaw, and 

regulatory considerations. 

CAR review 

decision (“Has risk 

been managed?”) 

RCA Within 10–15 

working days of 

complete 

submission 

Indicative for standard activities. Higher-

risk or escalated matters may require 

additional time. 

Works Access 

Permit (WAP) 

issuance 

RCA 1–3 working days Issued once the CAR decision is 

confirmed and any conditions are 

finalised. 

Conditional WAP 

with heightened 

assurance 

RCA / Applicant Case-specific Additional time may be required to 

define conditions, monitoring, and 

assurance arrangements. 

 

5.13 Works Access Permit (WAP) – Corridor access authorisation 

5.13.1 Trigger for WAP issuance 

Following completion of the CAR review process, including: 

• Acceptance of the applicant’s risk management process and its outcomes 

(Section 5.8). 

• Completion of the network impact (NAC) review (Section 5.9). 

• Confirmation that regulatory requirements can be authorised (Section 5.10). 

CODC, acting as the RCA/TAO, may issue a Works Access Permit (WAP). 

The issuance of a WAP is the formal mechanism by which CODC authorises access to 

occupy and operate within the road corridor, subject to conditions. 

5.13.2 What the WAP signifies 

The WAP signifies that: 

• The proposed activity has been reviewed through the CAR process. 

• CODC is satisfied that the activity can be accommodated within the road corridor. 

• Corridor access can be authorised in accordance with applicable legislation, 

bylaws, and network management responsibilities. 

The WAP does not: 

• Approve or certify the applicant’s risk assessment or TMP. 

• Guarantee the effectiveness of risk controls. 

• Transfer responsibility for health and safety risk from the applicant to CODC. 

Risk ownership remains with the applicant as the PCBU for the activity. 
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5.13.3 Conditions of the WAP 

A WAP is issued subject to conditions, which may include: 

• General conditions that apply to all corridor access activities. 

• Specific conditions tailored to the activity, location, timing, or network context. 

Conditions may be applied to: 

• Manage impacts on network safety and operation. 

• Support coordination with other activities or events. 

• Protect network assets and functionality. 

• Give effect to CODC’s statutory duties under the Local Government Act, relevant 

bylaws, and other applicable legislation. 

Conditions are used to manage network access and coordination risk, not to direct 

how the applicant manages their health and safety risks or implements specific controls. 

5.13.4 Relationship between the WAP and the TMP 

The WAP authorises access to the road corridor on the basis that a TMP and supporting 

risk management documentation have been provided and reviewed, but it does not 

constitute approval of the TMP as a safety document. 

The TMP remains the applicant’s operational tool for managing risk during delivery of the 

works and must be implemented, monitored, and adapted by the applicant as site 

conditions change. 

5.13.5 What WAP issuance means for the applicant 

For the applicant, issuance of a WAP means that: 

• Access to the road corridor is authorised for the specified scope, location, and 

timeframe. 

• The applicant may proceed with the activity, subject to compliance with the WAP 

conditions. 

• The applicant remains responsible for managing health and safety risks associated 

with the activity. 

• The applicant must comply with all applicable legislative and regulatory obligations. 

Failure to comply with WAP conditions, or changes in risk or site conditions that are not 

appropriately managed, may result in: 

• Additional conditions being applied. 

• Suspension or withdrawal of the WAP. 

• Enforcement action where required. 

5.13.6 Assurance following WAP issuance 

Issuance of a WAP does not conclude CODC’s involvement. 

CODC may undertake quality assurance activities to: 

• Confirm alignment with WAP conditions. 
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• Respond to changes in network or corridor conditions. 

• Intervene where non-compliance or unacceptable risk is identified. 

 

5.14 Road space booking and pre-TTM deployment 

5.14.1 Purpose of this stage 

Following the issuance of a Works Access Permit (WAP), the applicant is authorised to 

occupy the road corridor within the scope, timeframe, and conditions specified. 

Before physical occupation of the corridor occurs, a further coordination step is required to 

confirm that the proposed works can proceed on the intended dates without introducing 

new or unmanaged risk to: 

• The applicant’s activities. 

• The wider road network. 

This stage supports effective coordination and cooperation immediately prior to delivery 

and recognises that network conditions and planned activities may change after CAR 

acceptance. 

5.14.2 Road space booking and coordination 

Where applicable, the applicant is required to: 

• Confirm intended work dates and times with CODC. 

• Coordinate with other known or affected activities in the corridor. 

• Check for potential clashes with other network occupations, emergent works, 

events, or network operations. 

This coordination may involve: 

• Road space booking or confirmation processes. 

• Liaison with CODC’s road corridor or network coordination functions. 

• Communication with external stakeholders such as utilities, public transport 

operators, or event organisers. 

The purpose of this step is to ensure that the authorised works can proceed as planned in 

the current network context. 

5.14.3 Relationship to the accepted TMP 

The applicant is expected to deploy the accepted TMP and associated risk treatments as 

the basis for worksite set-up and operation. 

Where the TMP was accepted for a defined date range or set of conditions, the applicant 

must confirm that: 

• The TMP remains appropriate for the actual day(s) of occupation. 

• No new or changed network conditions introduce additional risk that has not been 

considered. 
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This step does not involve re-acceptance of the TMP, but rather confirmation that the TMP 

is being applied in the context for which it was reviewed. 

5.14.4 What this stage does and does not do 

This coordination stage: 

• Supports compliance with HSWA consultation, cooperation, and coordination 

duties. 

• Helps prevent the introduction of new or unmanaged risk at the point of delivery. 

• Supports efficient and orderly use of the road corridor. 

This stage does not: 

• Re-open the CAR review process 

• Transfer responsibility for risk management to CODC 

Risk ownership and responsibility for safe delivery remain with the applicant at all 

times. 

5.15 TTM deployment and quality assurance 

5.15.1 Purpose of this stage 

Once works commence, risk management becomes dynamic. Conditions may change 

due to traffic behaviour, weather, visibility, site constraints, or interactions with other 

activities. 

This stage reflects the continuous improvement cycle that underpins NZGTTM-aligned 

risk management: 

• Plan – Identify risks and determine appropriate controls through the TMP and CAR 

process. 

• Do – Implement controls during TTM deployment. 

• Check – Monitor effectiveness, conformance, and emerging risks. 

• Act – Adjust controls and improve future planning where required. 

 

Figure 1: Continuous improvement cycle 
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During delivery the applicant operates this cycle in real time as part of its PCBU duties. 

CODC, acting as RCA/TAO, undertakes proportionate quality assurance primarily within 

the “Check” phase to support safe and effective corridor operation. 

5.15.2 Applicant responsibilities during TTM deployment 

During delivery of works, the applicant remains responsible for: 

• Implementing the TMP and associated controls as intended. 

• Meeting any conditions in the WAP 

• Monitoring site conditions, traffic behaviour, and work activities. 

• Responding to changes in risk, including weather, traffic demand, visibility, or site 

layout. 

• Updating controls where required to manage emerging risks. 

Where conditions change such that the accepted TMP is no longer appropriate, the 

applicant must: 

• Reassess risks. 

• Adjust controls as necessary. 

• Engage with CODC where changes are outside of the scope of the TMP and 

approved WAP conditions. 

5.15.3 RCA/TAO quality assurance 

CODC may undertake quality assurance activities to: 

• Confirm alignment with WAP conditions and the accepted TMP. 

• Observe the effectiveness of controls in managing identified risks. 

• Identify new or emerging risks. 

• Intervene where necessary to protect network safety and function. 

Quality assurance activities may be: 

• Planned or reactive. 

• Proportionate to risk and impact. 

• Undertaken by authorised council officers. 

These activities support assurance and learning and do not transfer responsibility for risk 

management to CODC. A practical example of a field assurance checklist that may be 

used by authorised council officers is provided in Appendix K23. 

5.15.4 Managing changes and emerging Risks 

Where changes or emerging risks are identified during delivery, including: 

• Unplanned network conflicts. 

• Changes in traffic behaviour or demand. 

• Weather or environmental impacts. 

• Deviations from authorised conditions. 

 
23 Refer to Appendix K: CODC Quality Assurance Template/Tool  
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The applicant is responsible for: 

• Assessing the implications of the change. 

• Implementing appropriate risk controls. 

• Engaging with CODC where changes exceed the parameters of the WAP24 

Material changes may result in: 

• Additional coordination. 

• Variation to conditions. 

• Temporary suspension of works. 

• Withdrawal of the WAP where risks cannot be adequately managed. 

5.15.5 What this stage does and does not do 

This stage: 

• Supports dynamic risk management during delivery. 

• Enables CODC to meet its RCA/TAO assurance duties. 

• Reinforces HSWA consultation, cooperation, and coordination. 

This stage does not: 

• Direct how the applicant manages risk. 

• Remove the applicant’s responsibility for safety outcomes. 

5.15.6 Practical assurance approach 

Quality assurance activities assess TTM deployment against three categories of criteria, 

reflecting the different levels of discretion available under the system. 

(A): Mandatory compliance requirements 

Certain requirements do not permit flexibility or unauthorised change. 

These include: 

• Statutory and regulatory requirements. 

• Regulatory instruments and approvals (e.g. temporary speed limit authorisations 

and associated placement requirements). 

• Explicitly mandatory WAP conditions. 

• Any condition requiring formal approval prior to modification. 

For these matters, assurance is binary: 

• Compliant 

• Non-compliant 

Where non-compliance is identified: 

• Immediate rectification is required. 

 
24 These would include where risk cannot be treated appropriately, any risk treatment alterations are outside of the accepted TMP or 

any other condition of the WAP cannot be met. 
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• Escalation may occur in accordance with this guidance. 

• Discretion does not apply. 

Flexibility does not override statutory or regulatory obligations. 

(B): Compliance requirements with defined flexibility (Process-Bound Discretion) 

Some elements of TMP implementation are expected to be applied in a controlled and 

proportionate manner. 

Examples may include: 

• Minor layout adjustments. 

• Staging refinements. 

• Operational adjustments within the approved scope. 

In these cases, assurance begins with a binary question: 

Is the TMP linked to the approved WAP being implemented as authorised? 

If the answer is no, assurance then considers: 

• Why has the deviation been made? 

• Whether the deviation is within defined tolerance parameters. 

• Whether the change has been made by a person authorised to do so (e.g. STMS 

within delegated authority). 

• Whether required documentation has been updated. 

• Whether escalation to CODC was required and has occurred. 

Flexibility is only acceptable where: 

• The system-defined process has been followed. 

• Safety and network functionality are not reduced. 

• The change remains within approved thresholds. 

Where a deviation exceeds authorised thresholds, formal engagement with CODC is 

required prior to implementation, unless immediate action is necessary to manage risk. 

Assurance in this category therefore evaluates both: 

• The physical deviation; and 

• Whether agreed processes and escalation criteria have been followed. 

(C) Effectiveness and professional judgement 

Beyond conformance, assurance considers whether risk is being effectively managed in 

practice. 

This includes consideration of: 

• Whether traffic management is protecting workers and road users. 

• Whether traffic behaviour aligns with assessed assumptions. 

• Whether supervision and monitoring are evident. 
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• Whether emerging risks are being actively identified and addressed. 

• Whether the network remains safe and functionable. 

These judgements are inherently professional and contextual. 

They do not replace the applicant’s responsibility for safety outcomes. 

They support proportionate oversight of corridor safety and performance. 

 

6 Post-works completion and close-Out 

6.1 Purpose of this section 

This section describes activities that occur after completion of works and relinquishment 

of road corridor occupation. 

Post-works completion and close-out activities relate to reinstatement, confirmation of 

completion, and post-works assurance. These activities do not reopen CAR decisions or 

authorisation of access. 

6.2 Completion of works 

Once works are complete, the applicant is responsible for: 

• Removing temporary traffic management measures. 

• Reinstating the road corridor in accordance with applicable standards and any 

WAP conditions. 

• Ensuring the corridor is left in a safe and serviceable condition for road users. 

The applicant must notify CODC that works have been completed and that corridor 

occupation has ceased. 

6.3 Reinstatement and defects 

Reinstatement requirements may be: 

• Standard requirements that apply to all works. 

• Specific conditions applied through the WAP to address corridor or network 

sensitivities. 

Where reinstatement does not meet required standards, CODC may: 

• Require remedial works to be undertaken 

• Apply defects or warranty provisions, where applicable. 

Reinstatement and defects management relate to asset protection and network 

condition, not to the approval of risk controls used during works. 

6.4 Post-works inspection and assurance 

CODC may undertake post-works inspection or assurance activities to: 
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• Confirm that reinstatement requirements have been met. 

• Identify defects or damage to the road corridor. 

• Confirm compliance with relevant WAP conditions. 

Post-works inspections are undertaken on a risk-based and proportionate basis and do 

not imply endorsement of the applicant’s risk management approach during delivery. 

6.5 Close-out and learning 

Where appropriate, post-works close-out may include: 

• Confirmation that all conditions have been satisfied. 

• Closure of the CAR and WAP records. 

• Identification of lessons learned to inform future corridor access decisions. 

Learning and feedback support continuous improvement of the CAR process and do not 

alter the responsibilities of the applicant or CODC for completed works. 

6.6 Boundaries of post-works activities 

Post-works completion and close-out: 

• Do not extend the CAR or WAP authorisation period. 

• Do not transfer health and safety risk ownership to CODC. 

• Do not retrospectively approve or reject risk management decisions made by the 

applicant. 

The applicant remains responsible for their obligations under HSWA and other applicable 

legislation. 

 

7 Liaison, consultation and feedback in the CAR 

process 

7.1 Purpose 

Effective liaison and feedback are essential to the effective operation of the CAR process. 

This section explains how CODC communicates with applicants to: 

• Seek clarification or additional information. 

• Provide feedback and recommendations arising from CAR reviews. 

• Support coordination and understanding without directing or assuming 

responsibility for the applicant’s risk management. 

To support this, CODC uses a CAR communication library to ensure interactions: 

• Accurately reflect CODC’s role as RCA/TAO. 

• Do not overstep into the applicant’s health and safety duties under HSWA. 

• Reinforce the distinction between risk assurance and risk ownership. 
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7.2 Use of the CAR communication library 

The CAR communication library25 is used to support communication at key points in the 

CAR process, including: 

• Early engagement and pre-CAR submission discussions 

• Requests for clarification or further information during CAR review 

• Communication of CAR review outcomes and conditions 

• Post-CAR acceptance assurance and follow-up 

The CAR communication Library provides recommended phrasing, not mandatory 

scripts. 

7.3 Framing requests, feedback, and recommendations 

When liaising with applicants, CODC should frame requests and feedback in a way that: 

• Focuses on what information is required to support a decision. 

• Seeks explanation, clarification, or justification of the applicant’s approach. 

• Avoids prescribing specific risk treatments, controls, or work methods. 

• Avoids language that could be interpreted as approval or direction of safety 

outcomes. 

This approach supports constructive engagement while maintaining clear statutory and 

duty boundaries26. Where uncertainty exists about how feedback or recommendations 

should be framed without directing the applicant’s risk management approach, reviewers 

may refer to Appendix J – Responsibility Boundary Case Examples27. 

 

7.4 Relationship to the CAR communication library 

The CAR communication Library is provided as a supporting tool and should be used 

alongside this guidance to inform how requests for information, feedback, and 

recommendations are framed throughout the CAR process. Additional clarification on 

common CAR process questions can be found in the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) 

section of this document28. 

 

 

 
25 Refer to Appendix G: CODC CAR Communication Library 
26 Refer to Appendix I: CODC Responsibility Boundary Quick Reference Checklist. 
27 Refer to Appendix J: CODC Responsibility Boundary Case Examples 
28 Refer to Appendix D: CODC Frequently Asked Questions. 

NZGTTM Quotation 

Feedback and decisions from the peer review process should also be included, such as feedback from 

the contractor PCBU project manager, the contracting PCBU and the TAOs. This could include: 

NZGTTM Risk register (Page 38) 
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Appendix A: CODC Applicant TMP essential 

information 
Introduction 

This appendix sets out the minimum information expectations for Traffic Management 

Plans (TMPs) submitted in support of a Corridor Access Request (CAR). Its purpose is to 

clarify what information CODC needs to understand and review a TMP, support 

consistent, risk-based CAR reviews, reduce uncertainty for applicants about what 

constitutes a “complete” TMP submission 

This appendix applies to all TMPs submitted as part of the CAR process, regardless of the 

format used. 

NZGTTM Forms 

NZGTTM supports a risk-based approach to temporary traffic management and does not 

mandate the use of specific TMP templates. TMPs may therefore be submitted in different 

formats, provided the required information is clearly presented and easy to understand. 

NZGTTM provides a suite of forms that may be used to support TMP development. The 

purpose of these forms is to support structured thinking about risk and context, assist in 

clearly communicating how risks will be managed, provide consistency where appropriate. 
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Table 3: Appendix A NZGTTM TMP artifacts table 

Form / 

Artefact 

Primary purpose Intended 

audience 

Key information typically 

recorded 

NZGTTM 

Planning Form 

Supports structured 

thinking about the 

activity, corridor context, 

and risk before controls 

are finalised. 

TTM Planner, 

PCBU risk 

reviewer, RCA 

reviewers. 

• Activity description and 
objectives 

• Corridor context and 
constraints 

• Key hazards and risks 

• Assumptions and limitations 

• Stakeholder and coordination 
considerations 

NZGTTM General 

Form 

Assists in 

communicating how 

risks will be managed 

during delivery of the 

works. 

Site supervisors 

and crews, PCBU 

risk reviewer, RCA 

reviewers. 

• Traffic and road user 
management approach 

• Worker and plant interactions 

• Control measures and 
sequencing 

• Operational arrangements and 
responsibilities 

Traffic 

Management 

Diagrams (TMDs) 

Provides a visual 

representation of how 

traffic management will 

be implemented on site. 

Site supervisors 

and crews, PCBU 

risk reviewer, RCA 

reviewers. 

• Layout of traffic control 
devices 

• Road user paths and 
movements 

• Work areas and exclusion 
zones 

• Interfaces with the live road 
network 

 

 

Other TMP formats 

NZGTTM supports a risk-based approach to temporary traffic management and does not 

mandate the use of specific TMP templates. TMPs may therefore be submitted in different 

formats, provided the required information is clearly presented and easy to understand. 

Table 4: Appendix A TMP artifacts table 

TMP content Explanation (what this information 

is for) 

Where this 

information is 

expected to sit 

Traffic management plan 

reference 

A unique identifier that allows the TMP to be 

clearly identified, tracked, and linked to the 

relevant CAR, WAP, or work activity. 

TMP 

Traffic management plan 

approval / acceptance 

status 

Records the status of the TMP in relation to 

the CAR process and confirms which version 

applies. 

TMP or a linked 

document i.e. a WAP that 

references the TMP 

Organisations involved Identifies PCBUs and other organisations 

involved, supporting clarity of roles, 

interfaces, and consultation obligations. 

TMP 
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Contact information Provides clear points of contact for 

coordination, escalation, and communication 

before and during works. 

TMP 

Project overview – activity 

and environment context 

Describes what the activity involves and the 

environment in which it occurs, providing 

context for risk and control selection. 

TMP 

Risk register – including 

controls and residual risks 

Documents identified hazards, associated 

risks, proposed controls, and residual risks, 

demonstrating a structured risk management 

process. 

Risks and risk controls 

should be identified in 

the TMP  

Risk analysis, evaluation 
and selection of ALARP 
risk controls 

Documents the risk assessment process and 
risk control selection against the hierarchy of 
controls including justifications 

Supporting information 

Consultation – record of 

who was consulted 

Records consultation undertaken to inform 

risk management and support HSWA 

consultation, cooperation, and coordination 

duties. 

Supporting information 

(summary in TMP where 

relevant) 

Communication – the 

communication plan 

Explains how information about works, risks, 

and controls will be communicated to workers 

and affected parties. 

Supporting information 

Proposed TTM details – 

time, location, plant, and 

equipment 

Describes when and where TTM will be 

implemented and what plant and equipment 

will be used, supporting coordination and 

network impact understanding. 

TMP 

Contingency plans Identifies alternate arrangements if conditions 

change or something goes wrong, supporting 

resilience and dynamic risk management. 

TMP 

Quality, assurance, and 

control 

Explains how the quality of the TMP and its 

implementation will be monitored and assured 

during delivery. 

TMP 

Peer reviews – who, when, 

and recommendations 

Records peer review activity and 

recommendations, supporting assurance of 

the risk management process. 

Supporting information 

Diagrams – geometric 

design information 

Provides visual representation of site layout 

and traffic management arrangements to 

support understanding and correct 

implementation. 

TMP in the form of TM 

diagrams including 

mobile setup and 

removal 

 

Use of generic TMPs and Pre-Approved Reusable Schemes (PARS) 

Generic TMPs and Pre-Approved Reusable Schemes (PARS) may be used where 

appropriate. 

However: 

• Their use does not, on its own, demonstrate that risks have been adequately 

managed 

• Applicants must demonstrate that the scheme is suitable for the specific activity, 

location, and corridor context 
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Where corridor context introduces additional or atypical risk, site-specific risk assessment 

processes and justification for the use of generic TMPs or PARS may be required. 

Applicants may use the Applicant NZGTTM Review Checklist (Appendix H) alongside this 

appendix to confirm that their TMP and supporting documentation address the key 

elements expected by CODC during CAR review. 

 

End of Appendix A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B: CODC Applicant risk assessment and 

analysis 
Introduction 

This appendix explains the types of risk assessment and analysis documentation that may 

be provided in support of a Corridor Access Request (CAR), where requested by CODC 

as part of the CAR review process. 

When risk analysis documentation may be requested 

As part of peer risk review, CODC may request supporting documentation that explains 

how the applicant has: 

• analysed and evaluated identified risks 

• selected and justified risk treatments and controls 

• considered whether risks have been reduced to a level that is as low as reasonably 

practicable (ALARP) 

Requests for risk analysis documentation are risk- and context-dependent and may be 

requested as part of the CAR review process to support the applicants risk identification 

and risk control conclusions  
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Acceptable forms of risk analysis 

Applicants may use a range of risk analysis approaches, depending on: 

• The nature and complexity of the activity 

• The operating environment 

• The level of potential consequence 

• Organisational risk management practices 

Risk analysis may be qualitative, quantitative, or a hybrid of both. 

Scalar (quantitative or semi-quantitative) risk analysis 

Scalar risk analysis methods typically assign numerical or ranked values to likelihood 

and consequence to support comparison and prioritisation of risks. 

Common scalar examples are included in Table 5 

Table 5: Scalar risk assessment tools 

Risk analysis 

example 

How it is typically used What it helps 

demonstrate 

Risk matrix (numbered 

likelihood and 

consequence) 

Likelihood and consequence are each 

assigned a numerical value (e.g. 1–5) and 

combined to give an overall risk rating. 

Relative risk levels and 

prioritisation of risks. 

Semi-quantitative risk 

scoring system 

Risks are scored using weighted or 

combined numerical inputs to reflect severity 

and likelihood. 

Comparison of risks and 

justification for control 

selection. 

Risk ranking table Identified risks are ordered from highest to 

lowest based on numerical scores or 

rankings. 

Prioritisation of controls and 

review focus. 

Pre- and post-control 

risk ratings 

Risk scores are assigned before and after 

controls are proposed or applied. 

Changes in assessed risk 

following treatment. 

 

Non scalar (qualitative) risk analysis 

Non-scalar risk analysis methods do not assign numerical values to risk and do not 

demonstrate numerical risk reduction. These methods are acceptable within the CAR 

process provided risks are clearly identified and the relationship between risks and 

controls is explained. 

Common non scalar examples are included in Table 6 

Table 6: Non scalar risk assessment tools 

Risk analysis 

example 

How it is typically used What it helps demonstrate 
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Bowtie analysis Identifies a central risk event, the threats 

that could lead to it, and the preventive 

and mitigative controls on either side. 

Clear understanding of risk pathways 

and how controls prevent or mitigate 

consequences. 

Descriptive / 

narrative risk 

assessment 

Risks and controls are described in words 

rather than scores, focusing on context 

and reasoning. 

How risks have been identified and 

treated in a site-specific way. 

Control-based risk 

analysis 

Focuses on identifying existing and 

proposed controls against known 

hazards. 

Whether appropriate controls are in 

place to manage identified risks. 

Descriptive risk 

matrix (non-

numerical) 

Uses qualitative descriptors (e.g. low / 

medium / high) without numerical scoring. 

Relative risk without implying 

numerical precision. 

Scenario-based 

risk analysis 

Considers “what-if” scenarios to test how 

controls perform under different 

conditions. 

Resilience of controls and 

preparedness for change or failure. 

 

Requests for additional analysis to address uncertainty 

As part of the CAR review process, CODC may seek input from internal subject matter 

experts (SMEs), such as transport engineers, where aspects of the proposed activity 

introduce uncertainty that cannot be adequately resolved through the information provided 

in the CAR submission, TMP, or supporting risk analysis. In these circumstances, the 

applicant may be requested to provide additional supporting analysis to assist with 

understanding and managing potential impacts. 

Requests for additional analysis: 

• Are risk- and context-dependent 

• Are not required for all CAR applications 

• Are made to address specific uncertainties, not to re-design the applicant’s 

proposal 

• Do not imply that the applicant’s risk management approach is inadequate by 

default 

Examples of additional analysis may include: 

• Traffic impact assessments or reports 

• Traffic modelling or network performance analysis 

• Capacity or queuing assessments 

Such analysis supports CODC to: 

• Understand potential network or operational impacts 

• Inform coordination, conditions, or timing decisions 

• Meet statutory duties as RCA/TAO under the Local Government Act and other 

applicable legislation 
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End of Appendix B 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C: CODC Disagreements and escalation in 

the CAR process 
Introduction 

This appendix describes how disagreements between an applicant PCBU and CODC may 

be managed and escalated where the parties do not agree on: 

• Whether the applicant’s risk management process has identified all affected 

stakeholders and significant risks or impacts associated with the activity and 

proposed network occupation. 

• Whether the applicants risk management process has adequately justified for the 

selection of proposed risk treatments or controls where higher treatments or 

controls are available. 

• WAP conditions and constraints applied by CODC in pursuit of its own goals, 

objectives, risk appetites and legislative duties.  

 

Escalation pathway 

Where disagreement between the applicant PCBU and CODC cannot be resolved 

through standard CAR review, a structured escalation pathway may be applied. 

The escalation pathway is intended to: 

• Support reasoned and defensible decision-making. 
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• Manage uncertainty in a proportionate manner. 

• Maintain clear statutory duty boundaries. 

• Avoid directing or assuming responsibility for the applicant’s risk management. 

Escalation is not required for all CAR applications and is applied based on risk, impact, 

and context. See Table 7 for escalation step guidance. 

Table 7: Appendix C CAR escalation table 

Escalation 

stage 
Trigger 

Who is 

involved 

Purpose of the 

stage 

Possible 

outcomes 

Stage 1 – 

Clarification and 

re-justification 

Initial 

disagreement on 

risk level, 

proportionality, 

or effectiveness 

of controls. 

Applicant 

PCBU and 

CAR reviewer. 

To clarify assumptions, 

reasoning, and 

justification supporting 

the applicant’s risk 

management approach. 

• Additional justification 
provided 

• Minor amendments or 
clarifications agreed 

• Matter resolved 
without escalation 

Stage 2 – Internal 

technical review 

Disagreement 

remains or 

uncertainty 

cannot be 

resolved through 

clarification 

alone. 

CAR reviewer 

and internal 

council SME(s) 

(e.g. transport 

engineer, 

network 

specialist). 

To obtain independent 

technical advice on risk 

interpretation, 

proportionality, and 

corridor or network 

context. 

• Advice supports 
applicant’s approach 

• Advice identifies gaps 
or conditions 

• Further information 
requested 

Stage 3 – 

Conditional access 

with heightened 

assurance 

Residual 

disagreement or 

uncertainty 

remains, but 

risks are 

considered 

manageable 

with additional 

oversight. 

Applicant 

PCBU, CAR 

team, relevant 

SMEs. 

To allow corridor 

access to proceed 

while managing 

uncertainty through 

enhanced monitoring 

and assurance. 

• WAP issued with 
specific conditions 

• Heightened RCA 
quality assurance 
during delivery 

• Increased applicant 
monitoring and 
reporting 

• Real-time feedback to 
inform ongoing risk 
management 

Stage 4 – 

Independent / 

external review 

Uncertainty or 

disagreement 

remains 

significant, or 

consequences 

are high. 

Applicant 

PCBU, CAR 

team, 

independent 

external SME 

(as 

appropriate). 

To obtain independent 

assurance on risk 

interpretation, control 

proportionality, or 

network impacts. 

• Independent advice 
supports a decision 

• Further analysis 
requested 

• Basis established for 
acceptance or decline 

Stage 5 – 

Organisational 

escalation 

Disagreement 

persists after 

technical review, 

or decision has 

material 

organisational or 

network 

consequences. 

Senior RCA 

representatives 

and 

appropriate 

governance or 

management 

roles. 

To make a decision 

aligned with statutory 

duties, organisational 

risk appetite, and 

defensible reasoning. 

• CAR accepted or 
declined 

• Conditional WAP 
confirmed or 
withdrawn 

• Decision formally 
recorded with 
rationale 

 

Managing uncertainty where quantification is not reasonably practicable 

In some circumstances, uncertainty may remain despite reasonable efforts to analyse and 

evaluate risk. This may include situations where: 
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• Likelihood or consequence cannot be reliably quantified, 

• Available data is insufficient or not applicable to the specific context, or 

• Further analysis would not meaningfully improve understanding of risk. 

In these cases, CODC may: 

• Explicitly document the nature of the uncertainty, 

• Record the reasoning for allowing corridor access to proceed, and 

• Apply conditions and heightened assurance to manage potential network impacts. 

Allowing access under these circumstances does not imply acceptance of risk by CODC. 

It reflects a reasoned and documented decision made in the absence of determinable 

metrics, consistent with NZGTTM risk-based principles and recognised risk management 

standards. 

End of Appendix C 

 

 

Appendix D: CODC Frequently Asked Questions 

(FAQs) 
This appendix provides responses to common questions that arise during application and 

review of Corridor Access Requests (CARs). 

The FAQs in Table 8 below, are grouped to support both CAR reviewers and applicants / 

PCBUs. 

FAQs for the CAR Team 

Table 8: Appendix D FAQs table 

Audience Question Response 

CAR team Do all CAR applications 

require the same level of 

review? 

No. The CAR process is risk-based. Review effort and the 

level of scrutiny applied should be proportionate to the risk, 

impact, and context of the proposed activity. 

CAR team Are NZGTTM templates 

mandatory for TMP 

submissions? 

No. NZGTTM templates are examples only. CAR reviewers 

should assess whether sufficient information has been 

provided, regardless of format. 

CAR team What is the CAR reviewer 

actually assessing during 

peer risk review? 

The reviewer is assessing whether the applicant has applied 

a structured, proportionate, and justified risk management 

process — not redoing the risk assessment or approving 

safety outcomes. 

CAR team How should perceived 

overuse of TTM controls 

be addressed? 

By asking the applicant to explain how the controls manage 

identified risks and contribute to reducing risk in the specific 

context. Reviewers should not prescribe alternative controls. 

CAR team What if risks cannot be 

meaningfully quantified? 

Lack of quantification does not invalidate a risk assessment. 

Where uncertainty cannot be reasonably reduced, it should 
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be documented and addressed through justification, 

conditions, or heightened assurance where appropriate. 

CAR team When should additional 

analysis (e.g. traffic 

modelling) be requested? 

Where uncertainty remains that cannot be resolved through 

the submitted information and further analysis is reasonably 

practicable and relevant to the decision. 

CAR team Can a CAR be accepted if 

the CAR team and 

applicant do not fully 

agree? 

Yes. Disagreement does not automatically preclude access. 

Where appropriate, access may be authorised with 

documented reasoning, conditions, or heightened 

assurance. 

CAR team What is the purpose of a 

conditional WAP with 

heightened assurance? 

To manage uncertainty where risks are considered 

manageable, allowing access to proceed while applying 

additional monitoring and quality assurance. 

CAR team Does heightened 

assurance mean the RCA 

is taking on risk 

ownership? 

No. The applicant remains responsible for managing health 

and safety risks. Heightened assurance supports the RCA’s 

network and regulatory duties only. 

CAR team What if internal SMEs 

have differing views? 

Differing professional views are expected. Advice should be 

documented and, where necessary, escalated in line with 

the escalation pathway. 

Applicant / 

PCBU 

Can the council tell me 

what controls or TTM 

layout to use? 

No. Under NZGTTM and HSWA, it is the applicant’s 

responsibility as the PCBU to identify risks and determine 

appropriate controls. 

Applicant / 

PCBU 

Do I have to submit a 

CAR for all activities near 

the road corridor? 

Not necessarily. Some low-risk or low-impact activities may 

not require a CAR. Applicants should use the guidance and, 

where unsure, engage early with CODC. 

Applicant / 

PCBU 

Do I have to use NZGTTM 

TMP templates? 

No. NZGTTM templates are not mandatory. Any format may 

be used provided the required information is clearly 

presented. 

Applicant / 

PCBU 

Can I rely on a generic 

TMP or PARS? 

Generic TMPs may be used where appropriate, but 

applicants must demonstrate that the scheme is suitable for 

the specific site and context. 

Applicant / 

PCBU 

Why is my CAR taking 

longer than expected? 

CAR processing time depends on the quality and 

completeness of the submission and the level of risk or 

uncertainty involved. Requests for clarification or further 

information may extend review time. 

Applicant / 

PCBU 

What qualifications are 

required to prepare a 

TMP? 

NZGTTM does not prescribe specific qualifications. The 

applicant’s PCBU must ensure the TMP is prepared by a 

competent person. 

Applicant / 

PCBU 

What qualifications do 

CAR reviewers have to 

review my TMP? 

CAR reviewers undertake a structured peer review to 

assess completeness, justification, and network 

implications. They do not approve safety outcomes or 

redesign TMPs. 

Applicant / 

PCBU 

Does NZGTTM mean I 

can use less TTM? 

Not automatically. NZGTTM supports appropriate and 

proportionate controls based on risk. Reduced controls must 

be justified through risk assessment. 

Applicant / 

PCBU 

What happens if we 

disagree with the CAR 

review outcome? 

Disagreements can be addressed through clarification, 

escalation, or independent review as outlined in the CODC 

escalation process and guidance. 
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Applicant / 

PCBU 

Can access still be 

authorised if uncertainty 

remains? 

In some cases, yes. Where uncertainty cannot be 

reasonably resolved, access may be authorised with 

documented reasoning, conditions, or heightened 

assurance. 

Applicant / 

PCBU 

Does issuing a WAP 

mean the council has 

approved my safety plan? 

No. A WAP authorises corridor access subject to conditions. 

Responsibility for health and safety risk management 

remains with the applicant. 

 

 

End of Appendix D 

 

 

 

Appendix E: CODC CAR process flow diagram 
This appendix provides a visual overview of the Corridor Access Request (CAR) process 

described in this guidance. The process diagram is provided as an explanatory aid. It 

does not replace the detailed requirements and responsibilities set out in the main 

guidance. 
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Appendix F: CODC Regional guidance notes 
Purpose 

These Regional Guidance Notes identify corridor and network characteristics within the 

district that may influence Temporary Traffic Management (TTM) risk. 

They are intended to support contractor PCBUs in applying a site-specific, risk-based 

approach consistent with NZGTTM and the CAR framework. 

These notes do not prescribe layouts, devices, or control measures. They identify 

contextual factors that may require additional consideration and justification within the 

contractor’s risk management process. 

Regional context and GIS mapping 

A GIS-based Regional Context Layer is being developed to support visibility of corridor 

characteristics across the network. 

When available, this layer can be accessed via: 

QR code: [Insert QR Code] 

URL: [Insert Link] 

The GIS layer is an information tool. It does not replace the contractor’s obligation to 

identify site-specific risks. 

When additional specificity will be expected 

Where any of the following corridor domains are present at, or materially influence, the 

activity location, the RCA will expect clear and specific consideration within the contractor 

PCBU’s risk management process: 

• High seasonal traffic volumes or tourism demand. 

• Constrained corridors (limited shoulder width, restricted visibility, limited escape 

routes). 

• Limited or no practical detour options. 

• Bridges, culverts, retaining structures, or other constrained infrastructure. 

• Interfaces with public transport routes, freight corridors, or emergency response 

routes. 

• Areas with vulnerable road users or high pedestrian activity. 

• Locations affected by weather, terrain, or environmental constraints. 

• Strategic network links or lifeline routes. 

In these contexts, contractors should be prepared to: 

• Identify the relevant corridor characteristic(s). 

• Explain how those characteristics influence risk exposure. 

• Justify the suitability of proposed controls. 

• Demonstrate that any reliance on a Generic TMP or Pre-Approved Reusable 

Scheme (PARS) remains appropriate in that location. 
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Relationship to Generic TMPs and PARS 

Generic TMPs and Pre-Approved Reusable Schemes (PARS) under a current CAR and 

WAP may be appropriate for repeat or lower-risk activities. 

However, where corridor characteristics materially influence risk, contractors must 

demonstrate that the generic approach remains suitable or provide additional site-specific 

justification. 

Reliance on a generic arrangement does not remove the requirement for site-specific risk 

assessment where regional context introduces additional sensitivity. 

CAR review focus 

Where corridor domains are present, the RCA peer review will focus on: 

• Whether corridor-specific risks have been identified. 

• Whether assumptions and constraints have been recognised. 

• Whether proposed controls are justified in context. 

• Whether reliance on generic arrangements has been appropriately considered. 

The review remains focused on risk reasoning and proportionality, not prescriptive 

compliance. 

 

 

 

End of Appendix F 
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Appendix G: CODC CAR communication library 
Purpose 

This appendix provides a structured communication library to support consistent, clear, 
and defensible communication by CODC when undertaking CAR reviews under a risk-
based NZGTTM-aligned framework. 

It is intended to assist RCA reviewers when: 

• Seeking clarification or additional information from an applicant. 

• Providing non-directive feedback or recommendations to support improvement of 
the applicant’s risk management process. 

• Documenting the basis for non-acceptance or decline where risks are not 
adequately identified, assessed, or managed. 

How this appendix is used 

This appendix supports reviewing outcomes arising from the CAR process, including: 

• Initial completeness and context review. 

• Risk-based assessment of TMPs and supporting risk documentation; and 

• Evaluation of alignment with NZGTTM principles and CODC risk appetite and 
tolerances. 

 

Structure of this appendix 

This appendix is organised into three tables: 

• Table 9: Requests for Information (RFI): Used where clarification, additional detail, 
or supporting evidence is required. 

• Table 10: Recommendations (Non-directive guidance): Used to provide 
improvement-focused feedback without directing controls or transferring risk 
ownership. 

• Table 11: Decline Outcome Statements 
Used to clearly and consistently articulate the basis for non-acceptance or decline. 

Each table may be used independently or in combination, depending on the stage of 
review and the issues identified. 

Feedback (Request for Information – RFI) 

Table 9: Appendix G Feedback communications table 

Review focus Feedback purpose Example neutral wording 

Risk context Clarify missing or unclear 
context 

The submitted documentation does not clearly describe 
aspects of the activity, location, timing, or surrounding 
environment necessary to understand the risk context. 
Please provide further details to support review. 

Risk context Clarify stakeholder or 
environment 
considerations 

It is not clear how surrounding land uses, road users, or 
affected stakeholders have been considered when 
framing the risks for this activity. Please provide 
clarification. 
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Risk identification Clarify potentially missed 

risks 

The documentation does not clearly identify all risks 

that would reasonably be expected given the nature of 
the activity and context. Please clarify whether these 
risks have been identified and how they have been 
addressed. 

Risk identification Clarify risk logic The linkage between identified hazards and stated risks 
is unclear. Please clarify how the risks logically arise 
from the hazards and activity. 

Risk analysis Clarify assessment 
method 

The method used to analyse the identified risks is not 
clearly described. Please clarify the risk assessment 
approach applied. 

Risk analysis Clarify completeness of 
analysis 

It is unclear whether all identified risks have been 
subject to analysis. Please confirm whether any risks 
remain unassessed. 

Risk evaluation Clarify evaluation 
conclusions 

The conclusions drawn from the risk analysis are not 
clearly explained or traceable. Please clarify how risk 
acceptability has been determined. 

Risk treatment Clarify control selection The basis for the selected risk treatments is not clearly 

explained. Please clarify how the proposed controls 
address the identified risks. 

Risk treatment Clarify hierarchy of 
controls 

It is not evident how the hierarchy of controls has 
informed the selection of treatments. Please clarify how 
higher order controls were considered. 

Residual risk Clarify remaining risk The residual risk following implementation of controls is 
not clearly articulated. Please clarify what risk remains 
and why it is considered acceptable. 

 

Recommendations (Non-directive guidance) 

Table 10: Appendix G Recommendations communications table 

Review focus Recommendation 
purpose 

Example neutral recommendation wording 

Risk context Improve clarity of context CODC recommends providing additional clarity on the 
activity and surrounding context to strengthen 
understanding of the risk environment. 

Risk context Strengthen stakeholder 
framing 

CODC recommends further consideration of affected 
road users and stakeholders to ensure the risk context 
is fully articulated. 

Risk identification Strengthen completeness CODC recommends reviewing whether all reasonably 
foreseeable risks arising from the activity and context 
have been identified. 

Risk identification Improve risk logic CODC recommends clarifying the linkage between 
hazards and risks to improve transparency and 
traceability. 

Risk analysis Strengthen explanation of 
method 

CODC recommends clearly documenting the risk 
assessment method, including assumptions or 
limitations. 

Risk evaluation Strengthen acceptability 
reasoning 

CODC recommends providing clearer explanation of 
how risk acceptability has been determined, including 
reference to relevant risk criteria or tolerance. 
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Risk treatment Strengthening control 
rationale 

CODC recommends further explanation of why the 
selected risk treatments were chosen and how they 
reduce risk exposure. 

Risk treatment Encourage consideration 
of alternatives 

CODC recommends considering whether alternative 
methods, sequencing, or layouts could further reduce 
risk. 

Risk treatment Improve ALARP 
demonstration 

CODC recommends strengthening the demonstration 
that risks have been reduced so far as is reasonably 
practicable. 

Residual risk Improve residual risk 
articulation 

CODC recommends more clearly articulating the 
residual risk and the basis for its acceptability. 

Overall Improve robustness prior 
to acceptance 

CODC recommends refining the documentation to 
improve clarity, completeness, and traceability prior to 
acceptance. 

 

Decline outcome statements 

Table 11: Appendix G Decline communications table 

Primary basis 
for decline 

Purpose Example neutral decline wording 

Incomplete risk 
identification 

Explain why submission 
cannot be accepted 

CODC is not satisfied that all significant risks arising 
from the proposed activity and its context have been 
adequately identified and addressed. 

Inadequate risk 
analysis 

Explaining lack of 
confidence 

CODC is not satisfied that the risk analysis 
demonstrates sufficient understanding of the nature 
and magnitude of the identified risks. 

Unclear risk 
evaluation 

Explain acceptability 
issue 

CODC is unable to determine whether the evaluated 
risks are acceptable due to insufficient or unclear 
justification. 

Misalignment with 
risk appetite 

Appetite-based non-
acceptance 

CODC is not satisfied that the residual risks align with 
the Council’s risk appetite and tolerance. 

Insufficient risk 
treatment 

Control inadequacy CODC is not satisfied that the proposed risk 
treatments are sufficient or appropriately justified. 

ALARP not 
demonstrated 

Reasonable 
practicability 

CODC is not satisfied that risks have been reduced so 
far as reasonably practicable, based on the 
information provided. 

Regulatory concerns Legal or regulatory 
barrier 

CODC is not satisfied that the documentation 
demonstrates a clear and lawful pathway to meeting 
applicable regulatory requirements. 

Internal 
inconsistency 

Reliability issue CODC is not satisfied that the submitted 
documentation provides a consistent or coherent 
basis for acceptance. 

Network-level risk Cumulative or corridor 
impact 

CODC is not satisfied that the proposed activity can 
proceed without unacceptable risk to the wider road 
corridor or network. 

Overall inadequacy Multiple deficiencies Taken together, the issues identified mean CODC is 
not satisfied that an acceptable risk management 
approach has been demonstrated at this time. 

End of Appendix G 
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Appendix H: CODC NZGTTM Alignment - TMP and 

risk review checklist 
Purpose of this checklist 

The CODC NZGTTM Alignment – TMP and Risk review checklist is a pre-CAR 

submission and CAR review tool to: 

• Help applicants confirm that their Traffic Management Plan (TMP) and 

supporting risk review align with NZGTTM’s risk-based principles and local 

RCA requirements. 

• Help and CAR reviewers confirm that applicant Traffic Management Plan 

(TMP) and supporting risk reviews align with NZGTTM’s risk-based principles 

and local RCA requirements. 

The checklist focuses on the quality of risk thinking, proportionality of controls, and 

consideration of activity, environment, and affected stakeholders. Using this checklist 

before submission helps reduce avoidable resubmissions, supports more efficient 

CAR review, and improves the likelihood of approval. 

How to use this checklist 

This checklist should be completed by the applicant before submitting a TMP and 

supporting risk review as part of a Corridor Access Request (CAR). 

Applicants should work through each section in order and confirm that the TMP and 

risk review adequately address each checklist item. Where an item is not applicable, 

this should be clearly identified and justified. 

Completion of this checklist does not demonstrate that NZGTTM principles have 

been applied to the TMP or risk controls. 

The checklist is intended as a prompt to support applicants to consider, address, and 

clearly document risk-based reasoning within the TMP and any supporting risk 

management process. 
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Table 12: Appendix H NZGTTM alignment checklist table 

Activity Classification (Pick 
one) 

Guidance Notes for applicant  

Where is this 
addressed in 

the 
documentation? 

Applicant 
Self 

Check 

A 

1 
Type A: Non-invasive / non-
excavation 

No material changes to the road corridor and 
would be considered low risk / low impact (e.g. 
inspections, surveys, mobile data collection). 
  

 

  

2 
Type B: Non-excavation, 
network-affecting:  

No excavation, but affects road operation (e.g. 
lane closures, line marking, shoulder works, 
events). 
  

 

  

3 
Type C: Excavation / 
structural works:  

Physical alteration of the corridor (e.g. 
trenching, pavement works, bridge or drainage 
works). 
  

 

  

Activity Resources and 
Footprint 

Guidance Notes for applicant 

Where is this 
addressed in 

the 
documentation? 

Applicant 
Self 

Check 

B 

1 

The work activity is clearly 
described 

The activity description should explain the task 
in practical terms, so the reviewer understands 
what work is occurring, not just the outcome 
(e.g. “trenching across live lane” rather than 
“utility works”).  

 

  

2 

Plant, machinery, and 
vehicles required for the 
activity are identified 

All plant, machinery, and vehicles needed to 
carry out the work should be identified, including 
construction plant, service vehicles, and support 
vehicles that will occupy or interact with the 
road corridor.  

 

  

3 

Number and roles of 
personnel on site are 
identified 

The expected number of workers on site and 
their roles should be identified to understand 
worker exposure and interaction with plant, 
traffic, and the work area.  

 

  

4 

The total work footprint is 
defined, including all plant, 
vehicles, and personnel 

The work footprint should show the full space 
required for plant, vehicles, and personnel, 
including movements in, within, and out of the 
site, based on the maximum space needed 
during the activity.  

 

  

Environment Guidance Notes for applicant 

Where is this 
addressed in 

the 
documentation? 

Applicant 
Self 

Check 

C 

1 

Road name(s) and 
location(s) affected by the 
activity footprint are identified 

Identify all road names and locations affected 
by the work footprint, including addresses, 
intersections, or limits of works. 
  

 

  

2 

Road classification or level is 
identified 

Identify the applicable road level or category 
(e.g. L1/L2 or Category A/B), where relevant to 
the RCA network. 
 
  

 

  

3 

Expected traffic volumes 
during the occupation period 
are considered 

Consider typical and expected traffic volumes 
during the proposed work period, including 
peak, off-peak, and seasonal variation where 
relevant. 
 
  

 

  

4 

Permanent speed limit is 
identified 

Identify the posted permanent speed limit 
applying to the road at the work location. 
 
 
  

 

  

5 

Areas of the road corridor 
affected by the activity 
footprint are identified 

Identify which parts of the corridor are affected 
(e.g. traffic lanes, shoulders, berms, footpaths, 
cycle lanes, parking, driveways, medians, 
private property). 
  

 

  

6 
Any regional-specific or 
sensitive areas identified by 
the RCA are considered 

Consider whether the activity affects any 
regionally sensitive areas with reference to the 
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RCA’s regional considerations guidance 
including detours.  

Who is Affected Guidance Notes for applicant 

Where is this 
addressed in 

the 
documentation? 

Applicant 
Self 

Check 

D 

1 

Road users affected by the 
activity have been 
considered and identified 
where applicable 

Identify affected road user groups (e.g. 
motorists, freight, cyclists, pedestrians, 
micromobility, tourists), considering how they 
interact with the work footprint. 

 

  

2 

Adjacent land users and 
access requirements are 
identified 

Identify any properties, businesses, residents, 
or facilities affected by the activity, including 
access, parking, or service impacts.  

 

  

3 

Public transport and 
emergency services impacts 
have been considered and 
identified where applicable 

Consider whether bus routes, stops, or 
emergency service access are affected, and 
how continuity of access is managed. 
  

 

  

4 

Network operators or asset 
owners affected by the 
activity have been 
considered and identified 
where applicable 

Identify any utilities, rail operators, or other 
asset owners affected by the activity or required 
to coordinate with the works. 
 
  

 

  

5 

Event-specific or seasonal 
stakeholder impacts have 
been considered and 
identified where applicable 

Consider increased or atypical stakeholder 
impacts during events, peak tourism periods, or 
seasonal demand. 
 
 
  

 

  

Hazards and Risks Guidance Notes for applicant 

Where is this 
addressed in 

the 
documentation? 

Applicant 
Self 

Check 

E 

1 

Relevant hazards (sources 
of harm) associated with the 
activity and site are identified 

Identify credible sources of harm arising from 
the activity, work footprint, environment, and 
stakeholders (e.g. moving traffic, plant 
movements, constrained space, poor visibility). 

 

  

2 

Risks clearly describe who 
may be harmed, how, and in 
what way 

Risks should link hazards to people or assets by 
clearly describing exposure (who), mechanism 
(how), and consequence (in what way). 
  

 

  

3 

Risks are specific to the 
activity, site, and timing 

Risks should reflect the actual work, location, 
and operating period, rather than generic or 
reused risk statements. 
  

 

  

4 

Significant risks have been 
identified and prioritised 

Identify the risks that materially influence control 
selection or TMP design, focusing on those with 
higher likelihood or consequence. 
  

 

  

5 

Low or routine risks are not 
over-emphasised 

Minor or well-controlled risks do not need 
disproportionate detail where they do not affect 
control decisions. 
  

 

  

Risk Treatment and 
Proportionality 

Guidance Notes for applicant 

Where is this 
addressed in 

the 
documentation? 

Applicant 
Self 

Check 

F 

1 

Controls are directly linked to 
identified significant risks 

Controls should clearly address the significant 
risks identified, with an evident link between risk 
and control selection. 
  

 

  

2 

Risk elimination is prioritised, 
followed by risk mitigation 
aligned with the hierarchy of 
controls 

Where elimination is not practicable, controls 
follow the hierarchy of controls (e.g. physical 
separation such as fencing rather than cones), 
with clear justification for the controls selected. 
  

 

  

3 

Controls are proportionate to 
the level of risk 

The scale and complexity of controls reflect the 
likelihood and consequence of the risk, avoiding 
both under- and over-control. 
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4 

Controls account for dynamic 
conditions and change 

Controls include consideration of changing 
conditions (e.g. traffic volumes, weather, 
visibility), with defined triggers for review or 
escalation. 
  

 

  

Residual Risk and Flexibility Guidance Notes for applicant 

Where is this 
addressed in 

the 
documentation? 

Applicant 
Self 

Check 

G 

1 

Residual risks remaining 
after controls are identified 

Identify any risks that remain after all controls 
have been applied, focusing on those that could 
materially affect safety or network operation. 
 
  

 

  

2 

Residual risks are justified 
and ALARP achieved 

Explain why remaining risks are considered as 
low as reasonably practicable, considering the 
activity, environment, and constraints. 
 
  

 

  

3 

On-site decision-making 
responsibilities are clear 

Clarify who is responsible for monitoring 
conditions and making decisions to adjust or 
stop work if risk levels change. 
 
  

 

  

TMP Alignment and Risk 
Decisions 

Guidance Notes for applicant 

Where is this 
addressed in 

the 
documentation? 

Applicant 
Self 

Check 

H 

1 

TMP controls clearly reflect 
the identified significant risks 

The TMP should demonstrate how controls 
shown in layouts and notes directly respond to 
the significant risks identified in the risk review. 
  

 

  

2 

TMP layouts reflect the 
defined work footprint and 
movements 

TMP layouts should accommodate the full work 
footprint, including plant, vehicles, personnel, 
and movements in, within, and out of the site. 
  

 

  

3 

Staging and sequencing 
shown in the TMP align with 
the proposed work 
methodology 

Where works are staged or sequenced, the 
TMP should reflect how controls change over 
time to match the activity. 
  

 

  

4 

Any flexibility or variation 
described in the TMP aligns 
with defined limits and 
triggers 

Any allowed variation shown in the TMP should 
be consistent with the limits and escalation 
triggers identified in the risk review. 
  

 

  

5 

TMP information is clear, 
practical, and implementable 
on site 

The TMP should be easy to understand and 
apply in the field, avoiding unnecessary 
complexity or ambiguity. 
 
  

 

  

 

 

End of Appendix H 
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Appendix I: CODC Responsibility boundary quick 

reference checklist 
Purpose 

This appendix provides a quick reference checklist to help RCA reviewers understand the 

decision-making boundaries and responsibilities that apply at each stage of the Corridor 

Access Request (CAR) process. The checklist does not transfer or alter health and safety 

duties under the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015. Responsibility for identifying and 

managing risks associated with temporary traffic management remains with the PCBU. 

How to use this checklist 

This appendix contains a series of reference tables that describe the roles and 

responsibilities of the RCA and the PCBU at key stages of the Corridor Access Request 

(CAR) process. The tables are intended to help RCA reviewers understand the purpose of 

each stage, what activities are occurring, and where the decision-making boundaries sit 

between the RCA and the PCBU. The tables relate to the following stages of the CAR 

process: 

• PCBU Contextual Information Request: This table relates to the early planning 

stage where a PCBU may request factual corridor or network information from the 

RCA before deciding whether to proceed to early engagement or submit a CAR. At 

this stage the RCA may provide factual information about the corridor, network 

constraints, regulatory context, or known conditions, but does not assess 

proposals, review draft TMPs, or determine whether a CAR will be required or 

approved. 

 

• Early Consultation (Pre-CAR Trigger): This table relates to early engagement 

between the PCBU and the RCA where a proposed activity is complex, sensitive, 

or may have significant network impacts. The purpose of this stage is to identify 

potential access, coordination, or regulatory issues before a formal CAR 

submission is prepared. 

 

• CAR Submission and Formal Review: This table relates to the formal CAR 

assessment process where the PCBU submits its CAR and supporting 

documentation and the RCA undertakes a structured review to determine whether 

corridor access and regulatory requirements can be authorised. 

Reviewers should use the tables to guide discussions, understand the purpose of each 

stage, and ensure that RCA reviews remain focused on access, coordination, and 

regulatory outcomes, while responsibility for managing work risks and temporary traffic 

management controls remains with the PCBU. 
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Table 13:Appendix I: PCBU contextual information request boundaries table 

PCBU Contextual Information Request 

Aspect RCA (CAR Manager / NAC / 
Reviewer) 

PCBU (Applicant / Contractor / 
Contracting PCBU) 

Purpose of this 
stage 

Provide factual corridor and network 
information on request to support applicant 
planning. 

Gather contextual information to inform 
planning, determine whether a CAR is 
required, and support the PCBU’s risk 
management process. 

What is happening The RCA responds to requests for 
information about the corridor, network 
constraints, or regulatory context. No 
assessment, consultation, or review occurs. 

The PCBU requests information from 
relevant stakeholders, including the RCA, to 
support planning and determine whether the 
activity triggers a CAR. 

Responsibilities at 
this stage 

Provides accurate, current information on 
known network conditions, constraints, 
planned activities, sensitive periods, and 
applicable bylaws or regulatory requirements, 
to the extent this information is held by the 
RCA. 

Requests and collates contextual 
information; uses this information to inform 
its planning and draft risk management 
process; determines whether a CAR is 
required and whether further engagement 
(including early consultation) is needed. 

RCA is not doing Consulting on the proposal; reviewing draft 
TMPs or risk assessments; advising whether 
a CAR is required or likely to be approved; 
commenting on suitability or acceptability of 
controls. 

— 

Appropriate topics 
for discussion 

Clarifying the scope and parameters of the 
information being requested; identifying what 
factual corridor, network, or regulatory 
information is held by the RCA and can be 
provided; explaining limitations or 
assumptions associated with available data. 

Requesting location-specific, factual 
information to support planning, such as 
traffic volumes, peak periods, typical 
operating conditions, normal working hours, 
known constraints, sensitive locations, or 
planned activities that may affect the work. 

Topics to avoid at 
this stage 

Discussion of proposed controls, risk 
treatment adequacy, staging acceptability, or 
access conditions. 

Seeking confirmation that a CAR is or is not 
required, or that a proposed approach will be 
acceptable. 

Key boundary 
message 

Information provision at this stage is factual 
only and does not constitute consultation, 
review, or a determination that a CAR is 
required. 

Determining whether a CAR is required is 
the PCBU’s responsibility and forms part of 
its planning and risk management process. 
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Table 14: Appendix I Early consultation boundaries table 

Early consultation (pre-CAR trigger) 

Aspect RCA (CAR Manager / NAC / 
Reviewer / SMEs) 

PCBU (Applicant / Contractor 
/ Contracting PCBU) 

Purpose of this 
stage 

Support early, two-way engagement where an 
activity is complex, sensitive, or potentially high 
impact, to help identify network, coordination, or 
regulatory issues before a CAR is submitted. 

Test early assumptions and explore how 
corridor constraints, network impacts, or 
regulatory considerations may affect the 
proposed approach, before finalising a CAR 
submission. 

What is 
happening 

Early consultation occurs following the 
contextual information step, where it is 
identified that additional engagement would be 
beneficial. Relevant RCA roles (CAR Manager, 
NAC, reviewers, and SMEs) may be involved 
depending on the nature of the activity. 

The PCBU shares a draft proposal or early 
concept to support discussion and 
refinement of its planning approach. 

Responsibilities at 
this stage 

Responds to PCBU-initiated consult, cooperate, 
and coordinate activities in good faith. Provides 
early feedback and recommendations on 
potential network impacts, coordination issues, 
sensitivities, or regulatory considerations that 
may affect access, timing, or feasibility. 

Initiates early consultation where 
appropriate; presents draft proposals or 
concepts; considers early feedback and 
recommendations and determines how (or 
whether) to reflect them in its planning, risk 
management process, and eventual CAR 
submission. 

RCA is not doing Reviewing or approving draft TMPs or risk 
assessments; endorsing proposed controls or 
methodologies; determining whether risks are 
acceptable under HSWA; confirming that a 
CAR will be approved or what conditions will 
apply. 

— 

Appropriate topics 
for discussion 

High-level network impacts, likely coordination 
issues or clashes, sensitivities (e.g. peak 
periods, events, vulnerable road users), likely 
regulatory pathways, and potential access 
constraints. 

Sharing draft concepts, assumptions, or 
staging options to understand how corridor 
constraints or regulatory requirements may 
influence the approach. 

Topics to avoid at 
this stage 

Detailed redesign of controls, line-by-line TMP 
review, judgements on control adequacy, or 
setting access conditions. 

Treating feedback or recommendations as 
approval, endorsement, or a substitute for 
formal CAR submission and review. 

Key boundary 
message 

Early consultation concludes with non-binding 
feedback and recommendations only and does 
not approve the work, the risks, or the controls. 

Early consultation informs planning but does 
not replace CAR submission or PCBU 
internal approval of risk controls and TMPs. 
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Table 15: Appendix I CAR/TMP submission boundaries table 

CAR / TMP submission and formal review 

Aspect RCA (CAR Manager / NAC / Reviewer / 
SMEs) 

PCBU (Applicant / 
Contractor / Contracting 

PCBU) 

Purpose of this 
stage 

Formally review the CAR and supporting documentation to 
determine whether the PCBU has undertaken an 
appropriate and proportionate risk management process for 
the activity, and whether corridor access and regulatory 
requirements can be authorised. 

Seek acceptance of its CAR 
submission to enable corridor access 
and regulatory authorisation, based on 
the PCBU’s completed risk 
management process and outputs 
(including TMPs). 

What is happening The CAR and supporting documentation are submitted and 
undergo formal review. The RCA undertakes structured 
review activities, which may include risk and peer review, 
network access coordination, and regulatory assessment, 
involving relevant RCA roles and SMEs as required. 

The PCBU submits its CAR and TMPs 
following completion of its internal risk 
management process and responds to 
review queries or requests for 
clarification during formal review. 

Responsibilities at 
this stage 

Reviews the CAR to determine whether the PCBU’s risk 
management process and outputs are complete, internally 
consistent, and justified for the proposed activity and 
context, and whether access and regulatory requirements 
can be authorised. Coordinates review inputs and identify 
any access conditions required. 

Retains ownership of its risk 
management process and controls. 
Provides clarification or additional 
information where requested and 
determines whether and how to update 
its TMPs or risk documentation in 
response to feedback. 

RCA is not doing Approving or endorsing the PCBU’s risk assessment or risk 
controls as “safe” under the HSWA; determining how risks 
must be managed; directing control selection or 
implementation. 

— 

Appropriate topics 
for discussion 

Whether the risk management process appears appropriate 
and proportionate for the activity; sufficiency and clarity of 
information to support access and regulatory decisions; 
network impacts; staging and timing conflicts; regulatory 
feasibility and access conditions. 

Clarifying assumptions, risk 
management reasoning, staging, or 
methodology; providing additional 
information to demonstrate that risks 
have been systematically identified and 
addressed. 

Topics to avoid at 
this stage 

Redesigning controls; validating control effectiveness; 
substituting RCA judgement for PCBU risk ownership. 

Treating RCA acceptance as approval 
of safety outcomes or transfer of 
HSWA responsibility. 

Decision outcomes 
at the end of this 
stage 

Either: 

• Accept the TMP and supporting documentation 
for the purposes of corridor access, confirm 
that an appropriate and proportionate risk 
management process has been undertaken, 
authorise regulatory measures, and identify 
access conditions to be applied through a 
subsequent Work Access Permit / Network 
Access Permit; or 

• Decline the application and provide feedback and 
recommendations. 

Receives the review outcome. Where 
accepted, prepares for implementation 
but recognises that CAR approval is 
not complete until the Work Access 
Permit / Network Access Permit is 
issued. Where declined, determines 
whether to revise and resubmit. 

Key boundary 
message 

Acceptance at this stage confirms completeness and 
justification of the PCBU’s risk management process for 
access and regulatory decision-making, not approval of 
safety outcomes under HSWA. 

Acceptance of the CAR review does 
not authorise work to commence. The 
PCBU must obtain the Work Access 
Permit / Network Access Permit and 
book road space (where appropriate). 

End of Appendix I 
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Appendix J: CODC Responsibility boundary case 

examples 
Purpose of this Guide 

The guide is intended to support the CODC CAR Managers, Network Access Reviewers 

(NAC), and risk reviewers to make consistent, defensible decisions by clarifying the 

respective duties of councils acting as Road Controlling Authorities (RCAs) under the 

Local Government Act (LGA), and the duties of contractors and other applicants acting as 

Persons Conducting a Business or Undertaking (PCBUs) under the Health and Safety at 

Work Act (HSWA), supported by NZGTTM principles. 

This guide reduces the risk of: 

• Inappropriate transfer of HSWA duties to the RCA, 

• Duplication of contractor responsibilities, 

• Inconsistent or overly conservative review decisions, and 

• Increased liability exposure arising from blurred accountability. 

What this Guide Is (and Is Not) 

This guide is: 

• A practical decision-support tool for day-to-day CAR, TMP and NAC review 

activities. 

• A companion document to the RCA / PCBU RASCIs and Responsibility Boundary 

Quick Reference checklist. 

• A structured way to resolve common areas of uncertainty using existing policy, 

process, and guidance. 

This guide is not: 

• Legal advice. 

• A replacement for the CAR Policy, CAR Guidance, or RASCIs. 

• A safety approval or certification document. 

• A substitute for contractor risk management or site supervision. 

Acceptance of a CAR or TMP does not transfer HSWA duties or risk ownership from the 

applicant PCBU to the council. 

How to Use This Guide 

This guide is organised around case scenarios that commonly create uncertainty or role 

overlap in practice. For each scenario, the guide will describe the situation and typical 

point of confusion, clarify the RCA role and limits of responsibility, clarify the PCBU role 

and retained duties and direct the reader to the relevant supporting documents for 

confirmation. Where uncertainty remains, reviewers should default to the CAR Guidance 

and associated appendices. 

Decision-Making Principles Applied in Boundary Cases 
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The following principles apply across all boundary scenarios: 

1. Risk ownership sits with the PCBU. 

Contractors and applicants retain responsibility for identifying, assessing, and 

managing risks arising from their work activities. 

2. RCA decisions relate to access and network impacts, not control design. 

RCA reviews assess whether an appropriate and proportionate risk management 

process has been applied, not whether the RCA agrees with every control choice. 

3. NZGTTM supports flexibility where justified. 

Dynamic risk situations may require variations to the TMP or from prescriptive 

layouts where risk is actively managed and justified by the PCBU. 

4. Assurance is not ownership. 

Quality assurance, and feedback do not transfer HSWA duties or make the RCA 

responsible for site safety outcomes. 

5. Consistency and defensibility matter more than perfection. 

Decisions should be aligned to documented process, risk appetite, and role clarity 

rather than individual preference or risk aversion. 

 

Boundary case No#1: Early engagement – Preliminary 

proposal with network impact and pedestrian safety concerns 

1. Scenario description 

An applicant engages early with council and provides a draft proposal (pre-CAR 

submission) for works on an 80km/hr bidirectional arterial route. The proposal includes: 

• The applicant has provided a preliminary TMP with risk controls identified in the 

TMDs; however, no supporting risk assessment or documented risk management 

process has been provided. 

• Risk controls include a 30km/hr temporary speed limit and proposed lane closure 

with alternating flow traffic management. 

• Closure of the adjacent footpath with pedestrians diverted across live traffic lanes 

using pedestrian diversion signage and kerb ramps. 

• A proposed delivery methodology driven by plant and machinery constraints and 

contractual obligations that requires work to be completed over a two-day period, 

operating 9am–3pm. 

At the early engagement stage, the CAR team identifies potential issues based on known 

corridor behaviour and prior experience. Previous activities on this route using alternating 

flow have resulted in: 

• Significant vehicle queues between 8am–10am and 2pm–4pm on weekdays. 

• Queues extending back toward the state highway, creating broader network 

performance and safety risk. 
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There is also some concern that diverting pedestrians across live traffic lanes introduces 

elevated exposure, particularly for vulnerable or unfamiliar road users. 

The applicant has not yet lodged a formal CAR. The engagement is intended to test 

feasibility, identify constraints, and understand council expectations before progressing to 

submission. 

The applicant also asks the CAR team how they think the site should be managed to 

address traffic and pedestrian risks. 

2. Clarifying roles and responsibility boundaries 

During early engagement, uncertainty commonly arises about: 

• Whether the RCA should advise on or redesign the proposed traffic and pedestrian 

management approach. 

• Whether known network sensitivity means the proposal is unacceptable in 

principle. 

• Whether council feedback implies transfer of health and safety responsibility. 

 

3. RCA role and responsibility during early engagement (LGA focus) 

At this early engagement stage, the council’s role as RCA is to: 

• Identify and communicate network access, capacity, and resilience sensitivities 

associated with the road corridor. 

• Highlight known pedestrian exposure and interaction risks based on the proposed 

diversion across live traffic lanes. 

• Apply the council’s risk appetite and tolerance framework to flag where a proposal 

may sit close to, or outside, acceptable network risk tolerance. 

• Provide contextual, non-directive feedback and recommendations to inform the 

applicant’s ongoing risk assessment and TMP development. 

• Support efficient future processing by identifying issues early. 

The RCA does not: 

• Determine how the worksite should be made safe. 

• Specify traffic or pedestrian control measures. 

• Redesign the applicant’s TMP or methodology. 

• Accept or reject risks at this stage; or 

• Assume responsibility for HSWA duties. 

Early engagement feedback is advisory only and does not constitute a CAR decision. 

4. Use of the risk appetite and tolerance framework 

In this scenario, the CAR team may need to use the CODC Risk Appetite and Tolerance 

Framework document as a discussion lens. The CAR team identifies two primary risk 

domains affected by the proposed work activity and TTM risk controls: 
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• People / Health & Safety (low tolerance): Diverting pedestrians across live traffic 

lanes represents elevated exposure. There is low tolerance for significant or poorly 

framed pedestrian risk. The applicants risk management process must clearly 

demonstrate that the proposed TTM risk controls reduce risk to as low as 

reasonably practicable. 

• Service Delivery & Assets (medium tolerance): The arterial route is identified as 

highly sensitive to lane closures due to predictable queue formation and 

downstream state highway impacts. Disruption to the network is sometimes 

unavoidable, but prolonged or poorly managed disruptions to services or assets is 

not acceptable, unless impacts are clearly justified and tightly managed. 

This enables the RCA to clearly identify indicators that risk is outside CODC risk appetites 

and tolerances and “what good looks like” in applying a risk management process to the 

proposed work activity and preliminary selection of TTM risk controls. 

5. Use of the RCA CAR Communication Library 

The CAR team uses the RCA CAR Communication Library to further prompt and focus 

the applicant’s risk thinking in a consistent, non-directive way. Typical prompts may 

include requests for clarification and recommendations relating to: 

• The applicant’s identification and assessment of significant risk to pedestrians and 

the CODC network including the wider effects of closing a lane. 

• The applicant’s evaluation of the possible TTM risk controls that could be used 

against other stakeholder needs (road users and the RCA).  

• The applicant’s selection of TTM risk controls why they were chosen and how they 

reduce risk to as low as reasonably practicable. 

This approach challenges the adequacy of the applicant’s risk management process 

without prescribing controls. 

6. Referral to the Applicant NZGTTM Alignment Checklist 

Given the level of pedestrian exposure and network sensitivity and the lack of any risk 

management processes or documentation provided by the applicant, the RCA may 

recommend that the applicant: 

• Completes the Applicant NZGTTM Alignment Checklist; and 

• Uses it to review and strengthen the TMP and supporting risk management 

documentation prior to formal CAR submission. 

This supports applicant self-verification that NZGTTM principles have been applied, 

particularly in relation to pedestrian risk identification, control selection, and demonstration 

that residual risk is ALARP. Referral to the checklist does not imply non-compliance and 

does not constitute a CAR decision. 

7. Responding to requests for direction on site management 

When the applicant asks how the worksite should be managed, the CAR team may refer 

to: 
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• The Responsibility Boundary Quick Reference Sheet: Sets out the purpose of this 

stage, what is happening, RCA and PCBU responsibilities, what the RCA is not 

doing, appropriate topics for discussion, and topics to avoid. 

• The RCA vs PCBU RASCI: Sets out the RCA and applicant’s roles and 

responsibilities throughout the life cycle of the CAR process. 

The CAR team explains that: 

• The RCA cannot and does not direct how a PCBU makes its site safe. 

• Selection and implementation of controls sit with the applicant under the HSWA. 

• The RCA’s role is limited to assessing whether an appropriate and proportionate 

risk management process has been applied when a CAR is submitted. 

The applicant is encouraged to continue developing and justifying their proposed controls 

through their own risk management process, informed by the contextual feedback 

provided. 

8. How this feeds into the CAR process 

This early engagement stage occurs before formal CAR submission and is intended to 

improve submission quality and efficiency. 

When a CAR is later submitted, the RCA will assess whether: 

• The identified network and pedestrian risks have been appropriately considered. 

• The applicant’s risk management process is structured, proportionate, and 

NZGTTM-aligned; and 

• The proposed occupation and controls sit within the council’s risk appetite and 

tolerance or can be managed through network access conditions. 

 

9. Key boundary message 

Early engagement allows the RCA to highlight corridor sensitivity, pedestrian exposure, 

and risk appetite considerations. It does not transfer HSWA duties, direct control 

selection, or pre-determine the CAR outcome. The RCA provides context and 

expectations; the PCBU owns, manages, and justifies risk. 

 

Boundary case No#2: CAR submission review - Stakeholder 

coordination and regulatory issues 

1. Scenario description 

An applicant lodges a formal Corridor Access Request (CAR) for trenching and excavation 

works to install utility infrastructure along approximately 30 metres of the road shoulder on 

a local bidirectional 50km/hr RCA-controlled road corridor with an AADT of 800vpd. 

The submitted documentation includes: 
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• A comprehensive, risk-based TMP supported by documented risk assessments 

and justification of selected risk controls. 

• Proposed lane narrowing and lateral lane shift to the right-hand side of the 

carriageway to create sufficient working space for plant, machinery, and work 

movements. 

• Full fencing of the work area to separate the public from the work zone. 

• A proposed temporary 30km/hr temporary speed limit identified as a key TTM risk 

control to manage vehicle speeds through the narrowed lanes and past the work 

activity. 

• The TMP proposes that the TSL be applied not only on the local road corridor, but 

also on an adjacent section of the state highway. 

In the peer risk review stage, the CAR team (risk review) confirms that the applicant has: 

• Identified significant risks associated with live traffic, plant movements, and worker 

exposure. 

• Selected and justified TTM controls using a structured, NZGTTM-aligned risk 

management process. 

• Demonstrated that residual risks within the worksite have been reduced to as low 

as reasonably practicable. 

However, the documentation does not demonstrate that residents adjacent the work 

activity site have been considered in relation to the work blocking vehicle ingress or 

agrees to and from private properties. While worksite risks have been appropriately 

managed, the review identifies gaps in stakeholder consideration that affect the RCA’s 

ability to accept the applicants TMP and supporting risk review. 

In the Network access coordination review stage, the CAR team (NAC reviewer) confirms 

that the applicant has: 

• Produced calculations relating to potential queuing and delays and identified no 

significant queuing impacts on the local road or State Highway.  

• Confirmed through the forward works planner that there would be no clashes or 

overlaps with any other work activities or network events. 

However, the documentation does not evidence that the NZTA/RTTMC has been 

consulted with in relation to work activity and TTM risk control impacts on the State 

Highway. 

In the regulatory review stage, the CAR team (regulatory compliance review) identifies 

that applicant has: 

• Requested approval for a 30km/hr speed limit under the Land Transport Rule: 

Setting of Speed Limits 2024 and appropriately recorded the speed limit details in 

the TMP. 

However, the TMD only shows temporary speed limit signs posted on the right hand side 

of the road corridor which does not align with regulatory requirements to “gate” TSLs on 

roads 500 vpd or more. 
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2. Clarifying roles and responsibility boundaries 

During post-CAR submission review, uncertainty commonly arises where a technically 

robust, risk-based TMP has been provided, but gaps exist in stakeholder coordination and 

regulatory alignment. In this scenario, uncertainty may arise about: 

• Whether a CAR can be accepted when identified worksite risks are well managed, 

but stakeholder impacts have not been fully considered. 

• Whether the RCA can approve or condition a TTM risk control that relies on 

authorisation from another road controlling authority. 

• Whether lack of consultation or coordination is a HSWA issue, an RCA issue, or 

both. 

• Weather the RCA can direct or require a change to the applicant’s a TTM risk 

controls related to a regulatory requirement. 

• Whether council feedback implies transfer of health and safety responsibility. 

 

3. RCA role and responsibility during CAR review stages 

At this stage, the RCA is responsible for: 

• Identifying stakeholder reputational and relationship sensitivities associated with 

the road corridor. 

• Identifying legislative and regulatory compliance requirements. 

• Applying the council’s risk appetite and tolerance framework to flag where a 

proposal may sit close to, or outside, acceptable network risk tolerance. 

• Preparing contextual, non-directive feedback and recommendations to inform the 

applicant’s ongoing risk assessment and TMP development.  

The RCA does not: 

• Direct or design the applicant’s traffic management or site safety controls. 

• Secure approvals or undertake consultation with third-party stakeholders on behalf 

of the applicant. 

• Approve, authorise, or pre-empt regulatory outcomes during early engagement. 

• Assume or transfer HSWA duties or risk ownership from the applicant PCBU. 

 

4. Use of the risk appetite and tolerance framework 

During post-CAR submission review, the CAR team applies the CODC Risk Appetite and 

Tolerance Framework to assess whether the proposal can be lawfully and defensibly 

authorised, considering the council’s statutory duties and jurisdictional limits. 

In this scenario, the following risk domains are particularly relevant: 

• Legislative & Regulatory (no tolerance): The proposed TTM risk controls extend or 

overlaps into another RCA’s jurisdiction. CODC does not have any delegated 

authority to approve TTM risk controls or network access on another RCAs road 

corridor.  TTM risk controls (TSL gating required on road with an AADT of 500vpd 
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or more) that require regulatory authorisation must comply with the required rules 

and specifications with no deviation 

• Service Delivery & Assets (medium tolerance): Temporary disruption to residential 

stakeholders may be acceptable to enable essential works; however, impacts on 

access to properties, must be planned, coordinated, and recoverable. Disruption 

that has not been assessed with affected stakeholders is not acceptable. 

• Reputation & Relationships (medium tolerance): Granting corridor access without 

evidence of engagement with affected residents or other road controlling 

authorities exposes the council to reputational risk. Decisions must be transparent, 

defensible, and able to be clearly explained if challenged. 

Although the applicant has demonstrated that their identified worksite risks are reduced to 

ALARP, the absence of stakeholder coordination and regulatory alignment indicates that 

residual risks remain outside some council risk domain appetites and tolerances at this 

stage. 

5. Use of the RCA CAR Communication Library 

The CAR team uses the RCA CAR Communication Library to provide structured, non-

directive feedback focused on completeness and defensibility of the applicant’s risk 

management process. 

Typical prompts may include requests for clarification or evidence relating to: 

• Identification of affected stakeholders, including adjacent residents whose property 

access may be restricted by the proposed works and traffic management. 

• How impacts on property access have been assessed, managed, and, where 

necessary, agreed with affected parties. 

• Evidence of engagement or coordination with NZTA and the RTTMC in relation to 

the proposed temporary speed limit on the state highway. 

• Clarification of how regulatory requirements associated with the temporary speed 

limit have been interpreted and applied, including compliance with sign placement 

and gating requirements. 

• Explanation of how stakeholder needs and jurisdictional constraints have been 

incorporated into the applicant’s risk evaluation and treatment selection. 

This feedback challenges gaps in stakeholder consideration and regulatory alignment 

without directing specific risk controls or design solutions. 

6. CAR decline - Responding to regulatory and stakeholder gaps 

In responding to the submission, the CAR team explains that: 

• The TMP and supporting documentation demonstrate a structured and 

proportionate approach to managing worksite risks; however 

• The overall risk management process is incomplete because it does not 

adequately address stakeholder dependencies and regulatory authority required to 

implement key risk controls. 

The CAR team clarifies that: 
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• The RCA cannot authorise or condition a temporary speed limit that does not meet 

the regulatory requirements. 

• The RCA cannot rely on future approvals or implied agreement from other 

authorities. 

• Responsibility for stakeholder engagement, coordination, and securing required 

approvals remains with the applicant PCBU. 

The applicant is advised that the CAR is declined and any subsequent CAR submissions 

cannot progress until these dependencies are addressed and evidenced. 

7. Referral to the Applicant NZGTTM Alignment Checklist 

Given the need for further consultation with residents and the NZTA and the need to meet 

regulatory compliance requirements, the RCA may recommend that the applicant: 

• Completes the Applicant NZGTTM Alignment Checklist. 

• Uses it to review and strengthen the TMP and supporting risk management 

documentation prior to formal CAR submission. 

This supports applicant self-verification that NZGTTM principles have been applied, 

particularly in relation to stakeholder identification and regulatory compliance. Referral to 

the checklist does not imply non-compliance and does not constitute a CAR decision. 

8. How this feeds into the CAR process 

This scenario occurs during the post-submission Comprehensive Risk Review, where 

peer risk review, network access coordination, and regulatory compliance are assessed 

collectively. 

When determining the CAR outcome, the RCA will assess whether: 

• All regulatory requirements linked to the proposed risk controls have been clearly 

identified and can be lawfully met. 

• Stakeholder impacts and dependencies have been identified, assessed, and 

incorporated into the risk management process. 

• The proposal enables the RCA to meet its statutory obligations and exercise its 

powers within jurisdictional limits. 

Where these elements are missing, the CAR is likely to not be accepted (revision 

required) until the applicant provides evidence of appropriate coordination and 

compliance. 

9. Key boundary message 

A technically robust, NZGTTM-aligned TMP is necessary but not sufficient for CAR 

approval. Risk controls that rely on other authorities, affect stakeholder access, or require 

regulatory authorisation must be supported by evidence of coordination, agreement, and 

lawful implementation. The RCA assesses whether access can be authorised within its 

statutory powers. The applicant remains responsible for managing stakeholder interfaces 

and securing required approvals. 
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Boundary case No#3: CAR Decline – Applicant Escalation 

1. Scenario description 

An applicant submits a formal Corridor Access Request (CAR) for works on a 100km/hr 

bidirectional arterial route carrying approximately 6% heavy vehicles. The work activity 

involves construction works within the road corridor that require a lane diversion to create 

sufficient space for plant, machinery, and work movements. 

The submitted documentation includes: 

• A detailed, risk-based TMP supported by risk assessment documentation that 

identifies hazards, evaluates risk, and justifies selected TTM controls. 

• A proposed lane diversion that maintains two-way traffic flow past the worksite. 

• A proposed temporary speed limit (TSL) reduction to 50km/hr through the worksite. 

• A traffic management approach that allows cyclists to continue using the traffic 

lane, sharing the diverted carriageway with other road users under the reduced 

speed limit. 

• Supporting commentary noting that cyclists routinely ride in this lane under normal 

operating conditions and that no reported injury crashes involving cyclists have 

occurred at this location. 

The applicant’s risk documentation concludes that: 

• The proposed controls reduce risk to cyclists and other road users to as low as 

reasonably practicable, and 

• Additional controls, such as separating cyclists from traffic, would be 

disproportionate to the level of risk. 

Applicant CAR decline by RCA 

During CAR review, the RCA undertakes peer risk review, network access review, and 

regulatory compliance review. While acknowledging that the applicant has applied a 

structured and well-documented risk management process, the RCA determines that: 

• The residual risk to cyclists sharing a narrowed traffic lane with general traffic and 

heavy vehicles at a reduced speed limit on a high-speed arterial route remains 

outside the council’s risk appetite and tolerance. 

• The proposal relies heavily on speed reduction as the primary control without 

sufficiently addressing the severity of consequences should a cyclist–vehicle 

interaction occur. 

• Alternative TTM options are available in the applicant’s identification of possible 

TTM risk treatments, including narrowing the corridor to a single traffic lane and 
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providing a temporary protected cycle lane using physical separation (e.g. barriers 

or fencing), which would materially reduce cyclist exposure. 

As a result, the CAR is declined using a tailored version of the guidance wording from the 

CODC Risk Appetite and Tolerance Framework document: 

• “Peer risk review: The applicant has not adequately demonstrated that all 

significant risks have been identified, assessed, and managed through a fit-for-

purpose and proportionate risk management process. Gaps remain in the 

identification, assessment, or justification of risks, and the applicant has not 

sufficiently demonstrated that risks have been eliminated or mitigated so far as is 

reasonably practicable. As a result, the council is not satisfied that the residual risk 

has been clearly understood or justified and cannot confirm that the applicant’s 

proposed approach aligns with CODC risk appetite and tolerance at this time.” 

Additional feedback and recommendations taken from the RCA CAR Communications 

Library include: 

• CODC recommends further explanation of why the selected risk treatments were 

chosen and how they reduce risk exposure.” 

• CODC recommends considering whether alternative methods, sequencing, or 

layouts could further reduce risk.” 

• CODC recommends strengthening the demonstration that risks have been reduced 

so far as is reasonably practicable.” 

• CODC recommends more clearly articulating the residual risk and the basis for its 

acceptability.” 

CAR process escalation 

Following the decline, the applicant disputes the decision, asserting that: 

• They have demonstrated a robust, NZGTTM-aligned risk management process. 

• Their evaluation of risk and selection of controls is evidence-based and 

proportionate. 

• Cyclists routinely share the carriageway in similar conditions without incident. 

• The additional controls that were earlier evaluated by the applicant’s risk 

management process would introduce significant cost, delay, and network 

disruption that they consider unjustified. 

The applicant formally requests the CAR manager to reconsider of the CAR decision. At 

this stage the CAR team should refer to the CODC CAR Guidelines (Section 5.11.4) and 

Appendix C: Disagreements and Escalation in the CAR Process – Stage 1 Clarification 

and Justification. 

2. Clarifying roles and responsibility boundaries 

During CAR review and subsequent escalation, uncertainty commonly arises where an 

applicant has demonstrated a structured, risk-based approach to risk management, but 

the RCA determines that the residual risk remains outside council risk appetite and 

tolerance. In this scenario, uncertainty may arise about: 
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• Whether a CAR can be declined where the applicant has applied a robust, 

NZGTTM-aligned risk management process and can evidence ALARP. 

• Whether disagreement about the acceptability of residual risk represents a 

legitimate reason for the CAR team to decline a CAR submission. 

• Whether the RCA is directing or substituting the applicant’s risk assessment by 

expressing concern about the selected TTM risk controls. 

• Whether requiring the applicant to reassess or revisit cyclist treatments constitute 

overstepping HSWA boundaries or improperly directing the applicant’s TMP. 

 

3. RCA role and responsibility during CAR decision-making and escalation 

At the CAR submission and escalation stage, the CAR team determines whether the 

proposed activity can be authorised in a manner that is consistent with council risk 

appetite, statutory duties, and network safety objectives. 

Specifically, the RCA is responsible for: 

• Assessing whether the applicant has applied a structured and proportionate risk 

management process, including identification, analysis, evaluation, and treatment 

of risks. 

• Determining whether the residual risk, as proposed, sits within the council’s risk 

appetite and tolerance, particularly for vulnerable road users on high-speed, high-

severity corridors. 

• Exercising judgement on the acceptability of outcomes, not just the adequacy of 

the applicant’s process. 

• Declining a CAR where residual risk remains outside tolerance, even where 

ALARP has been argued or demonstrated by the applicant. 

• Providing clear, evidence-based reasons for decline that reference risk appetite, 

severity of consequence, and network context, rather than prescribing alternative 

controls. 

• Considering revised proposals or additional controls where these are put forward 

by the applicant during escalation. 

The RCA does not: 

• Re-run or substitute the applicant’s risk assessment. 

• Certify or endorse the applicant’s view of what constitutes ALARP. 

• Direct the applicant to adopt specific construction methodologies or TTM layouts. 

• Assume responsibility for cyclist or worker safety outcomes under the HSWA. 

 

4. Applicant PCBU role and responsibility 

The applicant, as a PCBU, remains responsible for: 

• Selecting, justifying, and implementing TTM controls through their own risk 

management process. 

• Demonstrating how identified risks have been reduced so far as is reasonably 

practicable. 
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• Providing evidence and rationale in support of their assessment of residual risk. 

• Responding to RCA feedback by reconsidering risk treatments where proposed 

outcomes are not accepted. 

• Proposing alternative or additional controls where required to achieve alignment 

with council risk appetite and tolerance. 

 

5. Use of the risk appetite and tolerance framework 

Where Disagreement remains or uncertainty cannot be resolved through clarification 

alone, This triggers Appendix C: Disagreements and Escalation in the CAR Process – 

Stage 2 Internal Technical Review. 

The CAR team should refer to the CODC Risk Appetite and Tolerance Framework 

document Table 5 to further clarify what aspects of the applicant’s risk management 

process and TTM risk control selection is outside risk appetite and tolerance. 

Excerpt from CODC Risk Appetite and Tolerance Framework document Table 5 

Risk 

domain 

Appetite 

tolerance 

Risk appetite and tolerance definition 

People / 

Health & 

Safety 

Low 

tolerance 

Must be demonstrably safe: There is no tolerance for significant 

unmanaged or unjustified risks to the health and safety of workers, road 

users, or adjacent land users. Applicants must demonstrate that hazards 

have been identified, significant risks have been assessed, and controls 

have been implemented so far as is reasonably practicable. The council’s 

role is to confirm that a fit-for-purpose risk management process has been 

applied and that any remaining health and safety risk has been clearly 

identified and justified. Proposals that do not clearly demonstrate ALARP 

cannot be accepted. 

 

The Internal technical review may include internal SMES and should be focused on 

whether the applicant has applied a fit for purpose risk management approach that clearly 

demonstrates that the proposed Cyclist/vulnerable road user risk has been reduced to 

ALARP. 

Further evidence to support the CAR decline may also be found in CODC Risk Appetite 

and Tolerance Framework document Table 6 which identifies if risks are within appetite or 

where there are indications that risk is outside appetite. 

Excerpt from CODC Risk Appetite and Tolerance Framework document Table 6 

Risk 

domain 

Indicators that risk is within 

appetite (“good looks like”) 

Indicators that risk is outside 

appetite 

People / 

Health & 

Safety 

• Hazards are clearly identified and 
specific to the activity and location 

• Significant risks have been 
identified 

• Risk assessment is proportionate 
to the level of risk 

• Controls are clearly linked to 
identified risks 

• Generic or template-based risk 
assessments 

• Obvious hazards have not been clearly 
identified specific to the activity and 
location 

• Significant risks have not been identified 

• Controls are unclear, copied, or not 
linked to risks 
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• Residual risk is explicitly stated 
and justified as ALARP 

• Residual risk not identified or ALARP not 
explained 

 

In this case: 

• The work activity is located on a 100 km/hr arterial route with approximately 6% 

heavy vehicles. 

• The proposed TTM risk controls rely on a temporary speed reduction to 50 km/hr 

while cyclists continue to share a narrowed traffic lane with traffic. 

• While cyclists routinely share this lane under normal conditions, the work activity 

introduces additional complexity, constrained lane widths, altered driver behaviour, 

and increased severity potential in the event of error or non-compliance. 

 

6. Outcome of escalation – Conditional CAR approval with heightened assurance 

Following completion of Stage 2 internal technical review, the CAR team, supported by 

internal subject matter experts (SMEs), determines that while disagreement remains 

regarding the acceptability of the proposed cyclist treatment, the risks may be managed 

through conditional access and enhanced assurance, consistent with the CODC RCA 

CAR Guidance – Appendix C Escalation Stage 3 

The CAR team concludes that: 

• The applicant has demonstrated a fit-for-purpose, NZGTTM-aligned risk 

management process. 

• The residual risk to cyclists remains close to or outside council risk tolerance if 

managed solely through speed reduction and shared lane use. 

• Further analytical work is unlikely to materially change the risk profile or resolve the 

disagreement. 

• Uncertainty can be managed by constraining exposure, increasing oversight, and 

strengthening assurance during delivery. 

On this basis, the RCA agrees to progress the CAR subject to special conditions and 

heightened quality assurance requirements, rather than maintaining a full decline or 

escalating further. 

7. Maintaining responsibility boundaries 

Throughout Stage 3 implementation: 

• The applicant PCBU retains full responsibility for identifying, managing, and 

controlling risks associated with the work activity. 

• The RCA’s role remains limited to access authorisation, monitoring, and assurance, 

consistent with its LGA functions. 

• Approval with conditions does not imply that the RCA accepts or owns the 

underlying health and safety risks. 

The decision to allow conditional access reflects a reasoned approach to managing 

uncertainty, not endorsement of a particular risk control strategy. 
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8. Key boundary message 

This boundary case demonstrates that: 

• Disagreement over residual risk does not automatically result in permanent decline. 

• Where risks cannot be fully resolved through analysis alone, conditional access 

with enhanced assurance provides a proportionate pathway forward. 

• The RCA may allow works to proceed while maintaining alignment with its risk 

appetite, statutory duties, and accountability obligations. 

Stage 3 escalation enables informed decision-making under uncertainty, without 

compromising responsibility boundaries or risk ownership. 

Boundary case No#4: Quality Assurance Escalation – Post 

TTM Deployment 

1. Scenario description 

This boundary case builds directly on Boundary Case #3, where a CAR was approved 

under Stage 3: Conditional access with heightened assurance, due to residual cyclist risk 

remaining close to council risk tolerance. 

The approved CAR included: 

• A lane diversion on a 100km/hr arterial route with approximately 6% heavy 

vehicles. 

• A temporary speed limit (TSL) of 50km/hr through the worksite. 

• Cyclists continue sharing the traffic lane with other road users. 

• A Work Access Permit (WAP) issued with special conditions, including: 

o heightened RCA quality assurance, 

o defined intervention thresholds, and 

o requirements for active communication between the applicant and the CAR 

team during delivery. 

Following deployment of the TMP and commencement of works, the RCA undertakes 

post-deployment quality assurance activities in accordance with the CAR conditions. 

During assurance observations, the RCA identifies: 

• Repeated instances of vehicles travelling above the temporary speed limit. 

• Heavy vehicles encroaching closer to cyclists than anticipated in the applicant’s 

risk assessment. 

• Cyclists exhibiting avoidance behaviour (e.g. stopping, dismounting, or riding into 

the work area) inconsistent with assumptions documented in the TMP. 

• Increased near-miss potential compared to the conditions described during CAR 

escalation. 

While the TMP has been implemented as approved, observed site conditions differ 

materially from the assumptions used to justify residual risk during CAR review. 
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2. Clarifying roles and responsibility boundaries 

During post-deployment assurance, uncertainty commonly arises about: 

• Whether the RCA should intervene where the TMP is being implemented as 

approved, but risk outcomes are worse than anticipated. 

• Whether observed unsafe behaviour triggers HSWA duties for the RCA. 

• Whether the RCA can require changes to traffic management during live works 

without assuming control design responsibility. 

• Where the boundary sits between assurance, enforcement, and directing site 

safety. 

This boundary case clarifies the RCA’s role during quality assurance escalation and 

reinforces the limits of responsibility post-deployment. 

3. RCA role and responsibility during quality assurance (LGA focus) 

During post-deployment quality assurance, the RCA’s role is to verify that access 

conditions remain acceptable and that the assumptions underpinning CAR approval 

remain valid. 

Specifically, the RCA is responsible for: 

• Monitoring whether the TMP is being implemented in accordance with the 

approved CAR and WAP conditions. 

• Observing whether actual site conditions align with the risk assumptions used to 

support CAR approval. 

• Identifying where observed risk exceeds expected or tolerated levels, particularly 

for vulnerable road users. 

• Initiating escalation where conditions or behaviours indicate that residual risk is no 

longer acceptable. 

• Exercising powers under the CAR and WAP to pause, constrain, or modify access 

where required to protect network users. 

The RCA does not: 

• Take over management of site safety or traffic operations. 

• Redesign or directly implement traffic management controls. 

• Supervise workers or direct how risks are controlled on site. 

• Assume HSWA duties for the work activity. 

Quality assurance focuses on acceptability of access, not control ownership. 

4. Applicant PCBU role and responsibility during delivery 

During live works, the applicant PCBU remains responsible for: 

• Actively managing risks on site in response to changing conditions. 

• Monitoring the effectiveness of implemented controls. 

• Adjusting controls where assumptions no longer hold, consistent with NZGTTM 

principles. 
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• Responding promptly to RCA feedback or intervention triggers. 

• Maintaining compliance with WAP conditions and CAR requirements. 

Implementation of the TMP as approved does not remove the applicant’s duty to manage 

dynamic risk. 

5. Possible RCA responses during QA escalation 

Depending on severity and persistence of observed risk, the RCA may: 

• Require immediate review of site conditions against documented risk assumptions. 

• Apply additional constraints to access (e.g. time-of-day restrictions, temporary 

pause). 

• Increase assurance presence or frequency. 

• Require the applicant to reassess and update their risk management 

documentation. 

• Suspend works where necessary until risk can be brought back within tolerance. 

These actions are taken under the RCA’s access and coordination role and do not 

transfer HSWA responsibility. 

6. Key boundary message 

This boundary case demonstrates that: 

• CAR approval, including conditional approval, is not static. 

• RCA quality assurance verifies whether access remains acceptable in practice, not 

just on paper. 

• Where observed conditions invalidate risk assumptions, the RCA may intervene to 

manage access without assuming responsibility for site safety. 

• The applicant retains responsibility for managing dynamic risk throughout delivery. 

Quality assurance escalation is a continuation of risk-based decision-making, not a failure 

of earlier process. 

End of Appendix J 
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End of Appendix J 
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Appendix L: CODC RASCI Matrix’s 
The responsible, accountable, supported, consulted and informed responsibility matrix 

identifies who is responsible each RCA role. 

Term Meaning What this means in practice 

R – Responsible The role that performs the task or activity 
This role carries out the work. More than one role may be 
responsible for the same activity. 

A – Accountable 
The role with ultimate authority and ownership of 
the outcome 

Only one role should be accountable for each activity. 
This role approves the outcome and answers for it if 
challenged. 

S – Supports 
The role that provides support or assistance to the 
responsible role 

Support may be technical, operational, or administrative. 
Support does not include decision-making authority. 

C – Consulted 
The role that provides advice or input before a 
decision is made 

Consultation is two-way. Input is considered but does not 
transfer responsibility or accountability. 

I – Informed 
The role that is kept aware of progress or 
outcomes 

This is one-way communication. Informed roles do not 
provide input or approval. 

 

RCA RASCI (For CODC when acting as an RCA) 
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Set RCA policy, thresholds, delegations A / R C I I I C I 

Overall, CAR system oversight and consistency A R S S S S I 

CAR management process I A / R S S S I I 

Risk & peer review (TMP and risk documentation) I A R S I S I 

Network Access Coordination (clashes, cumulative 
impacts) 

I A S R S S I 

Assessment against legislation and bylaws I A S S R S I 

Regulatory approval (devices, TSLs, road closures) I A I S R S I 

Application of RCA power of veto A R S S R S I 

Issue conditions of access / occupation I A I S R I I 

Monitor compliance with access conditions C A I I S S R 

Escalate non-compliance or network risk A R I S R S R 

Feedback and continuous improvement A R S S S S R 
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PCBU RASCI (For CODC when managing or delivering work a work activity or applicant 

PCBUs) 

 

 

End of Appendix L 
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Define scope and delivery model A / R S S C I I 

Procurement and contractor selection A / R S I S I S 

Confirm and operationalise PCBU risk 
management expectations 

I A R S R S 

Plan work activities and delivery approach I A R S S I 

Develop and maintain the PCBU risk 
management process (including TMPs) 

I A S S A / R S 

Interface with RCA requirements (CAR, access 
conditions) 

I A R S R I 

Approve TMP and implement PCBU risk controls  I A R S A / R   

Monitor contractor performance and health and 
safety outcomes 

I A R S R R 

Respond to incidents, non-compliance, and 
change 

I A R S A / R S 

Review performance and learn A R S S S R 


	Document Control
	Version history
	Disclaimer

	Glossary
	Acronyms and abbreviations
	Key terms

	1. Introduction
	1.1 Purpose of this guidance
	1.2 Audience and intended use
	1.3 Relationship to the CAR process flow
	1.4 Relationship to NZGTTM and National Frameworks
	1.5 What This guidance does and does not do

	2 How to use this guidance
	2.1 Using the CAR process flow diagram
	2.2 Applying risk-based judgement
	2.3 Using supporting tools and documents
	2.4 What to do when information is incomplete or unclear
	2.5 Continuous improvement and feedback

	3 Roles and responsibilities in the CAR process
	3.1 Overview
	3.2 Applicant / PCBU responsibilities
	3.3 Road controlling authority responsibilities
	3.4 Internal council subject matter experts
	3.5 External stakeholders
	3.6 Shared responsibilities and boundaries

	4 Overview of the CAR process
	4.1 Purpose of the CAR process
	4.2 End-to-End CAR process summary
	4.3 Key decision points in the CAR process
	4.4 Risk-based proportionality
	4.5 Relationship between CAR review and risk management
	4.6 Relationship to regional contexts

	5 Applying the CAR process in practice
	5.1 Purpose of this section
	5.2 Structure of the CAR process in practice
	5.3 Identifying activities that affect the road corridor
	5.4 Applicant requests for information
	5.5 Determining whether corridor access authorisation is required
	5.6 Early engagement and consultation (optional, risk-based)
	5.7 CAR application and submission
	5.8 Peer risk review
	5.9 Network impact review
	5.10 Regulatory compliance review
	5.11 Has risk been managed? – CAR review decision
	5.11.1 Purpose of the Decision
	5.11.2 Inputs to the decision
	5.11.3 How judgement is applied
	5.11.4 Decision outcomes
	5.11.5 Boundaries of the decision
	5.11.6 Relationship to corridor access authorisation

	5.12 CAR process timing and notice periods
	5.12.1 National code notice periods
	5.12.2 Indicative CAR processing timeframes

	5.13 Works Access Permit (WAP) – Corridor access authorisation
	5.13.1 Trigger for WAP issuance
	5.13.2 What the WAP signifies
	5.13.3 Conditions of the WAP
	5.13.4 Relationship between the WAP and the TMP
	5.13.5 What WAP issuance means for the applicant
	5.13.6 Assurance following WAP issuance

	5.14 Road space booking and pre-TTM deployment
	5.14.1 Purpose of this stage
	5.14.2 Road space booking and coordination
	5.14.3 Relationship to the accepted TMP
	5.14.4 What this stage does and does not do

	5.15 TTM deployment and quality assurance
	5.15.1 Purpose of this stage
	5.15.2 Applicant responsibilities during TTM deployment
	5.15.3 RCA/TAO quality assurance
	5.15.4 Managing changes and emerging Risks
	5.15.5 What this stage does and does not do
	5.15.6 Practical assurance approach


	6 Post-works completion and close-Out
	6.1 Purpose of this section
	6.2 Completion of works
	6.3 Reinstatement and defects
	6.4 Post-works inspection and assurance
	6.5 Close-out and learning
	6.6 Boundaries of post-works activities

	7 Liaison, consultation and feedback in the CAR process
	7.1 Purpose
	7.2 Use of the CAR communication library
	7.3 Framing requests, feedback, and recommendations
	7.4 Relationship to the CAR communication library

	Appendix A: CODC Applicant TMP essential information
	Appendix B: CODC Applicant risk assessment and analysis
	Appendix C: CODC Disagreements and escalation in the CAR process
	Appendix D: CODC Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)
	Appendix E: CODC CAR process flow diagram
	Appendix F: CODC Regional guidance notes
	Appendix G: CODC CAR communication library
	Appendix H: CODC NZGTTM Alignment - TMP and risk review checklist
	Appendix I: CODC Responsibility boundary quick reference checklist
	Appendix J: CODC Responsibility boundary case examples
	Appendix K CODC Assurance Tool
	Appendix L: CODC RASCI Matrix’s

