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1.1 Background 

The Ministry of Transport (MoT) has commissioned Ernst & Young (EY) to 
undertake desktop modelling to better understand the externality 
benefits of coastal shipping.  

Externality values are based on conceptual impacts to the road network 
should all coastal shipping freight volumes be shifted to road, and 
includes: 

• Congestion (or value of time) 

• Emissions 

• Safety. 

This analysis is being presented under three scenarios: 

• No coastal shipping 

• No coastal shipping + 8.6% growth on current volumes 

• No coastal shipping + 20% growth on current volumes. 

Conceptual underpinning 

This externality modelling is not a full benefits model. Coastal shipping 
provides a wide range of value to the New Zealand economy – much of 
which is not captured through this analysis. For instance: 

• Direct economic contribution: The direct contribution towards 
employment and output (GDP).  

• Opportunity cost avoided (capex): Freight volumes currently 
moved via coastal shipping would require a corresponding 
investment in road/rail capital expenditure if they were moved 
via alternative modes.  

 
1 In 2016, EY developed a comparative static economic model (the 2016 Value of Rail model) that was used to determine the value of the New Zealand rail network. The core methodological assumptions was that 
freight volumes were transferred onto hypothetical truck movements and passenger boarding’s were transferred to a combination of private vehicles and other public transport. The outputs of this work have 
subsequently been published and used in policy making https://www.kiwirail.co.nz/news/506/78/Study-highlights-rail-s-value-to-New-Zealand.html Additional bespoke model runs have been completed between 
2016 and 2019. 

• Cost to serve differentials: The current freight task moved via 
coastal shipping must have a positive cost-to-serve differential 
(over alternative modes) and therefore supports a more cost-
effective supply chain for those freight types.  

• Resilience: The presence of multiple transport modes enables the 
movement of freight to continue through times of disruption (as 
was experienced through the Kaikoura earthquake(s)).  

Externality modelling demonstrates the impacts (positive and negative) 
that coastal shipping has on third parties – in particular, current and 
future road users.  

Conceptually, this modelling is based on the ‘Value of Rail’ model that 
has been developed several times over the past three years by various 
parties.1  

Core features and principles of this coastal shipping externality 
modelling include: 

• Data inputs are based on official sources wherever possible 

• Key assumptions have been agreed with MoT and tested with a 
sample of coastal shipping representatives 

• This is a point-in-time estimate 

• Results are presented at a national/aggregate level – albeit based 
on regional origin : destination pair build ups 

• Model is sensitive to freight volumes (not freight values). 

 

 

https://www.kiwirail.co.nz/news/506/78/Study-highlights-rail-s-value-to-New-Zealand.html
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Methodology 

A high-level overview of the methodology to determine the externality 
value of coastal shipping is provided in Figure 1.  

Figure 1. High-level depiction of methodology 

 

As noted above, this conceptual modelling is the same as that completed 
for the Value of Rail work. However, significant and unique features of 
this current modelling exercise are explained throughout this report and 
include: 

• Definition of coastal shipping 

The definition of coastal shipping in the National Freight Demand 
Study (NFDS) has been used for this assessment2. Specifically, 
this means all domestic movements (and international 
transhipments) of the following freight types by coastal vessel: 
petroleum; limestone, cement and fertiliser; and retail and 
manufacturing.  

For the avoidance of doubt, international shipping and 
interisland ‘roll-on roll-off’ vessels are not included in the 
definition of coastal shipping for the purposes of this analysis. 

• Use of multiple data sources  

The Freight Gathering System (FIGS) and the National Freight 
Demand Study (NFDS) are the two main data sources being used 
for this report.  

An equivalency exercise converting all freight movements (Net 
Tonne Kilometres (NTKs) in NFDS and TEU kilometres) to ‘truck 
kilometres’ has been undertaken to enable a single volumetric 
comparison point across the analysis.  

 
2 Ministry of Transport (2019), National Freight Demand Study 2017/18. Retrieved from: https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/nationalfreightdemandsstudy/ 
3 Ministry of Transport (2020) Freight Information Gathering System. Retrieved from: https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/figs/  

• Inclusion of empty container movements 

A significant number of empty container movements via coastal 
shipping with a 40/60 split (40% empty, 60% full)3. Therefore, a 
separate ‘empty container’ module has been included in the 
coastal shipping model.  

• Inclusion of origin : destination analysis 

Origin : destination pairs have been analysed to understand the 
regional and national implications of coastal shipping freight 
movements across New Zealand.  

• Inclusion of congestion analysis by urban and rural areas 

Urban and regional analysis has been undertaken to understand 
the disproportional effects of the movement of freight through 
urban areas.   

• Differentiation by truck type 

In recognition of the fact that the three categories of coastal 
shipping freight would be moved by different truck types, the 
analysis has been segregated by RUC type.  

• Updates to relevant information 

A range of updates to base information has occurred. These 
reflect updates to core input data (such as the value of time in 
the EEM), updates to align with the greater specificity in this 
modelling, as well as updated assumptions for emissions data 
and conversion factors.   

The remainder of this report outlines the results of the analysis (Chapter 
2) and describes the technical specifications of the modelling and the 
core assumptions underpinning each stage of the reporting (Chapter 3). 

Annex 1 provides the base volumetric data underpinning the analysis. 

https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/nationalfreightdemandsstudy/
https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/figs/
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2.1 Report findings 

The following chapter presents the findings of the externality value of 
coastal shipping modelling. Table 1 provides a summary of all modelled 
scenarios. Tables 2 to 4 then provide a more detailed breakdown of each 
growth scenario.  

In all instances, the ‘low valuation scenario’ is applied when discussing 

findings. This is because the ‘low valuation’ scenario is more 

conservative, and we consider it a better reflection of reality. 

The two core findings are: 

1. Coastal shipping provides demonstrable value to road 
users (and the wider society) in the form of reduced 
negative externalities  

If coastal shipping were not available, then it is estimated that 
$306.4m p.a. of externality value would be lost. This externality 
value accrues in the form of reduced congestion costs and 
reduced safety incidents for road user as well as reduced 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

It is expected that this growth in externality value will be broadly 
proportional to the coastal shipping freight volumes. So, the 
greater the amount of coastal shipping, the greater the 
externality benefits for road users (all other things being equal). 

2. Much of this value is in the form of reduced travel times 
and congestion benefits for all road users 

Congestion benefits account for 72% of externality benefits in 
the low valuation scenario. This amounts to $229.7m in avoided 
externality costs for road users p.a.  

These avoided externality costs are attributed disproportionally 
across urban (37%) and rural (63%) networks despite urban 
freight volumes representing roughly 5% of total volumes.   

Meanwhile, safety ($52.9m) and net environmental benefits 
($23.8m) are comparably smaller contributors to this total.  

Table 1: Summary of findings – growth scenarios, low valuation  

 
Table 2: No coastal shipping scenario – low valuation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary - Externality benefits of coastal shipping ($m)

Status-Quo 8.60% Change from 

Status-Quo 

20.00% Change from 

Status-Quo 

Net emission avoided costs 23.8m 25.8m 2.0m 28.5m 4.8m 
Net safety avoided costs 52.9m 57.5m 4.5m 63.5m 10.6m 

Net congesiton avoided costs 229.7m 249.5m 19.8m 275.7m 45.9m 

Total avoided externality costs 306.4m 332.7m 26.3m 367.7m 61.3m 

Externality benefits of coastal shipping (No Coastal Shipping) 

Externality costs – Coastal Shipping 
Gross Emission externality costs - coastal shipping (16.6m) $ 

Externality costs – Coastal Shipping (16.6m) $ 

Avoided externality costs - Road 
Avoided emissions freight costs on road 40.3m $ 

Avoided safety freight costs on road 52.9m $ 

Avoided congestion freight costs on road 229.7m $ 

Avoided externality costs - Road 323.0m $ 

Total net externality costs avoided due to Coastal Shipping 
Net emission avoided costs 23.8m $ 

Net safety avoided costs 52.9m $ 

Net congesiton avoided costs 229.7m $ 

Urban congestion avoided costs 85.9m $ 

Rural congestion avoided costs 143.8m $ 

Total net externality costs avoided due to Coastal Shipping 306.4m $ 
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Table 3: No coastal shipping + 8.6% growth scenario – low valuation 

 

Table 4: No coastal shipping + 20% growth scenario – low valuation 

 

The assumptions and limitations associated with this modelling is 

provided in Section 3 (Methodology).  

 

Qualitative benefits 

Additionally, it is clear that the presence of an effective coastal shipping 

network enables the movement of freight to continue through times of 

disruption (as was experienced through the Kaikoura earthquake(s)).  

It is acknowledged that this may not be possible for all types of freight, 

but in general, the presence of coastal shipping certainly provides 

greater resilience to the transport system as a whole.  

2.2 Sensitivity Analysis 

Sensitivity analysis was conducted to see how different assumptions 

affect coastal shipping externality values. These sensitivities include: 

• Price of carbon ($65 in the low scenario and $200 in the high 

scenario) 

• Value of congestion (using high and low estimates from the 

original value of rail work), and 

• Number of safety incidents (low scenario is the average of 

incidents during last five years; high scenario is the maximum 

number of incidents in a given year during last five years). 

The methodology section covers the process involved within producing 

these externality values. Changes between the ‘low’ and ‘high’ scenario is 

provided in Table 5 below.  

Table 5: Sensitivity analysis for externality values of coastal shipping 

Externality benefits of coastal shipping (No Coastal Shipping) 

Externality costs – Coastal Shipping 
Gross Emission externality costs - coastal shipping (18.0m) $ 

Externality costs – Coastal Shipping (18.0m) $ 

Avoided externality costs - Road 
Avoided emissions freight costs on road 43.8m $ 

Avoided safety freight costs on road 57.5m $ 

Avoided congestion freight costs on road 249.5m $ 

Avoided externality costs - Road 350.8m $ 

Total net externality costs avoided due to Coastal Shipping 
Net emission avoided costs 25.8m $ 

Net safety avoided costs 57.5m $ 

Net congesiton avoided costs 249.5m $ 

Urban congestion avoided costs 93.3m $ 

Rural congestion avoided costs 156.2m $ 

Total net externality costs avoided due to Coastal Shipping 332.7m $ 

Externality benefits of coastal shipping (No Coastal Shipping) 

Externality costs – Coastal Shipping 
Gross Emission externality costs - coastal shipping (19.9m) $ 

Externality costs – Coastal Shipping (19.9m) $ 

Avoided externality costs - Road 
Avoided emissions freight costs on road 48.4m $ 

Avoided safety freight costs on road 63.5m $ 

Avoided congestion freight costs on road 275.7m $ 

Avoided externality costs - Road 387.6m $ 

Total net externality costs avoided due to Coastal Shipping 
Net emission avoided costs 28.5m $ 

Net safety avoided costs 63.5m $ 

Net congesiton avoided costs 275.7m $ 

Urban congestion avoided costs 103.1m $ 

Rural congestion avoided costs 172.5m $ 

Total net externality costs avoided due to Coastal Shipping 367.7m $ 

Summary - Externality benefits of costal shipping ($m) 

Benefits Low sensitivity High sensitivity 

Net Congestion  $ 229.73m $ 238.10m 

Net Safety $ 52.91m $ 65.13m 

Emissions 

Gross $ (16.58m) $ (50.57m)

Net $ 23.75m $ 72.44m

Total avoided externality costs $ 306.39m $ 375.67m
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Define coastal shipping 
Determine coastal shipping 

volumes 

Convert coastal shipping freight 
volumes to road volumes 

Determine externality values – gross 
and net 

Apply externality values to alternate road 
volumes 

Stage 1: Define Coastal Shipping 

Definition of coastal shipping 

The NFDS provides the definition of coastal shipping as used in this 
study: 

“…In defining the domestic [coastal shipping] freight task …[the 
authors] have included in the analysis the movement of purely 
domestic cargoes by coastal shipping either by domestic or 
international vessels.” 

Additionally, the definition of coastal shipping in the NFDS also includes 
the following:  

• Petroleum 

• Limestone, cement and fertiliser 

• Retail and manufacturing. 

All other maritime movements of freight have not been defined as 
coastal shipping – i.e. roll-on roll-off vessels, international movements of 
logs and milk powder, and importation of vehicles. This aligns to the 
NFDS definition, but also aligns with the concept of this modelling, as 
these movements technically do not have an alternative land-side 
transport link that could replace these movements. Put another way, 
there is no direct externality impacts to the roading sector from the 
international export leg of a maritime journey.  

Definition of empty containers  

The following vessel type definitions have been used in the Empty 
Container Module4:  

• Domestic shipment - Movements of containers from one New 
Zealand port to another New Zealand port, which are not import or 
export transhipments.  

 
4 Ministry of Transport (October 2014 – September 2015). Freight Information Gathering System & Container Handling Statistics. Retrieved from: https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-
resources/figs/ 
5 The net effect of using loading data is $1m p.a. (or well under a one percentage point difference).  

• Export transhipment - The container is loaded at a New Zealand 
port, is shipped to a second New Zealand port, discharged, and is 
then loaded for export without leaving the second port, and 
without the cargo changing. 

• Import transhipment - Cargo arrives from overseas at a New 
Zealand port, is discharged and then loaded onto another ship 
without leaving the port or the cargo changing and is then shipped 
to a second New Zealand port, is discharged and gated-out.  

Discharge data (rather than loading data) has been used for origin and 
destination pairs (by port) for empty containers. This has been used to 
avoid double counting of input data. Sensitivity testing of this 
assumption shows that the results do not materially change if ‘loading’ 
volumes are used5.  

From a volumetric perspective, it is assumed that empty containers don’t 
apply to petroleum and limestone, cement and fertiliser freight 
categories.  However, the value of ‘empty running’ of this freight is 
captured in the analysis and explained in Stage 4. 

https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/figs/
https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/figs/
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Define coastal shipping 
Determine coastal shipping 

volumes 

Convert coastal shipping freight 
volumes to road volumes 

Determine externality values – 
gross and net 

Apply externality values to alternate 
road volumes 

Stage 2: Determine coastal shipping volumes (by region) 

Base Data 

All full and empty container (retail and manufacturing) freight volumes 
has been sourced from FIGS6 which provides publicly available data on a 
quarterly basis7.  

All petroleum, limestone, cement and fertiliser volumes used in this 

modelling (and analysis) has been sourced from 2018 NFDS.   

Origin : destination pairs 

Defining the origins and destinations for coastal shipping (by region) is 

an important activity as this will help:  

• Determine the volumes of coastal shipping freight that need to 
be moved via road in the comparative scenario(s).  

• Determine the origins and destinations for the alternative land-
side transportation routes. This will enable the determination of 
appropriate freight distances in the comparative scenario(s).  

Table 4.5 in NFDS shows current coastal shipping movements on a 

regional council boundary origin/destination basis. In general, this table 

has formed the basis for our analysis – as the same logic has been 

employed for all FIGS data that has enabled the container movements 

(full and empty) to be determined.  

In interpreting this information, there are several instances where there 

are multiple sea-ports within a region: Auckland (Waitemata and 

Manukau) and Canterbury (Port of Lyttelton and Port of Timaru).  

For the purposes of this analysis, the Port of Auckland (Waitemata) is 
considered the Auckland origin/destination as cement movements do not 

 
6 Ministry of Transport (2020) Freight Information Gathering System. Retrieved from: https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/figs/ 
7 It is important to note that the empty container volumes are stated to include ISO tank movements, although they are not broken down explicitly in FIGS data. Therefore these movements have not been broken 
out explicitly for petroleum freight movements. Anecdotally, it is noted that this may represent at least 5,000 ISO tanks movements p.a. and therefore represents less than 5% of total empty container movements in 
New Zealand. 

enter the Manukau harbour anymore. Port of Lyttelton and Port of 
Timaru are both selectively used for the Canterbury origin/destination.  

The proposed default origin and destinations for each region is therefore 

noted below. Please note that several regions do not feature in this table 

because they do not have coastal shipping volumes recorded in NFDS (or 

FIGS) and therefore are NOT included in the analysis.  

An indication of the freight volumes by type, by port is also provided. 

Current coastal shipping volumes and distances are provided in Annex 1.  

Table 6: Default sea ports for consideration within each region 

Region Port 
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Northland Northport ✓ ✓ ✓ 
 

Auckland POAL 
(Waitemata) 

✓ ✓ ✓ 

Cement movements in 
2014 used to enter via 
Manukau. However, 
these movements now 
all enter via the 
Waitemata.  

Waikato N/A 
   

No substantial 
movements of coastal 
freight in NFDS 

Bay of 
Plenty 

PoT 
✓ ✓ ✓ 

 

https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/figs/
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Define coastal shipping 
Determine coastal shipping 

volumes 

Convert coastal shipping freight 
volumes to road volumes 

Determine externality values – 
gross and net 

Apply externality values to alternate 
road volumes 

Region Port 
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Gisborne N/A 
   

No substantial 
movements of coastal 
freight in NFDS 

Hawkes Bay Port of 
Napier 

✓ ✓ ✓ 
 

Taranaki Port of 
Taranaki 

✓ ✓ ✓ 
 

Manawatu N/A 
   

No substantial 
movements of coastal 
freight in NFDS 

Wellington CentrePort ✓ ✓ ✓  

TNM Port of 
Nelson 

✓ ✓ ✓ 
 

West Coast Westport 

   

In 2014, cement 
movements from 
Westport occurred, but 
with the closure of 
Holcim, these no long 
occur.  

Canterbury Port of 
Lyttelton 

✓ ✓ ✓ 

  

Port of 
Timaru 

Otago Port 
Chalmers 

✓ ✓ ✓ 
 

Southland South Port ✓ ✓ ✓  

 

It is important to note that the NFDS was originally based on 2012 data. 
Since this time, MoT has not undertaken an update of underpinning 
origin and destination pairs. However, two important activities have been 
undertaken by MoT that have enabled a 2018 baseline to be developed.  

 

These include: 

• Re-basing 2012. This is important because several market 
developments happened between 2012 and 2019 that have 
impacted the type and nature of coastal shipping freight carried. 
In particular, the decision to close the Holcim cement factory in 
Westland has removed all cement movements out of this region 
(and to other regions). Accordingly, MoT has ‘re-based’ 2012 to 
proportionally reflect what 2018 movements would look like.  

• Providing inflators. As part of MoT’s ‘Transport Outlook’ scenario 
modelling exercise, inflators between 2012 and 2052/53 have 
been developed. These ‘inflators’ differ by freight type carried 
and are based on indexing of supply and demand drivers over 
ten-year blocks – i.e. inflators from 2012 to 2022/23; 2032/33; 
2042/43, and 2052/53 respectively.  

Because these forecast periods do not align to 2018, an interpolation 
exercise has been undertaken to determine 2018 values. Specifically, 
the following inflators have been used for each freight type – these were 
used in MoTs Transport Outlook: 

• Petroleum: Based on regional population projections from Stats 
NZ.   

• Limestone, cement and fertiliser: Based on a 60% liquid milk 
production forecast and a 40% concrete production forecast.  

• Retail and manufacturing: Regional GDP and population 
projections by region, based on Stats NZ data.  
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Define coastal shipping Determine coastal shipping 
volumes 

Convert coastal shipping freight 
volumes to road volumes 

Determine externality values – 
gross and net 

Apply externality values to alternate 
road volumes 

Stage 3: Convert coastal shipping volumes to alternate road volumes 

There are several steps involved in Stage 3: 

• Determination of relevant scenarios 

• Conversion of coastal shipping volumes to truck volumes 

• Determination of alternative road distances 

• Disaggregation of rural and urban volumes 

• Disaggregation of freight by truck type 

Determination of relevant scenarios 

Three scenarios have been included in this analysis. These have been 
agreed with the project team: 

1. A ‘no coastal shipping’ scenario: All coastal shipping volumes are 
assumed to be removed in this scenario.  

2. An 8.6% growth scenario: This scenario removes all coastal 
shipping but also includes growth in coastal shipping freight 
volumes of 8.6%. This growth scenario aligns with MoT modelling 
about potential additional coastal shipping volumes expected in 
the next ten years.  

3. A 20% growth scenario: This scenario removes all coastal 
shipping but also includes growth in coastal shipping freight 
volumes of 20%. This growth scenario aligns with the quantum of 
increase in rail volumes expected over the next ten years.  

These scenarios have explicitly been developed as point-in-time 
estimates. The outputs of the EY modelling will accordingly be point in 
time estimates and do not show the temporal effects of these scenarios – 
i.e. there is not be a cumulative build-up of benefits. Nor are the results 
discounted to a single ‘net present value’.  

It is acknowledged that this externality modelling does not take into 
consideration alternative distances that may need to be covered in 
getting freight beyond a sea port and to its ultimate destination. 

Depending upon the origin, the distances may be greater or less than the 
values used in this model. 

For instance, freight moving from Northland to Auckland will have been 
modelled to end at Ports of Auckland (c. 140km). Whereas in reality, 
freight may have to travel an additional 15km to inland freight hubs in 
South Auckland. Conversely, freight moving from Tauranga to Auckland 
will have a ‘shorter’ journey for the same reason.  

Conversion factor assumptions  

The conversion of freight volumes to a single volumetric unit is critical to 
enable comparison across freight types. In this instance it is noted that: 

• NFDS data for petroleum and limestone, cement and fertiliser 
volumes has been used. This is reported in Net Tonne Kilometres 
(NTKs).  

• FIGS data for empty and full containers has been used. This is 
reported in Twenty Foot Equivalent Unit kilometres (TEUkms). 

A range of conversion factors have been applied to determine a 
consistent truck kilometre travelled (TKT) unit of measurement.  

For petroleum and limestone, cement and fertiliser categories a truck 
conversation factor of 12 tonnes per truck has been used. That being, 
every 12 tonnes of freight volume carried on the coastal shipping 
network would equate to one additional / less truck on the road.  This 12-
tonne conversion factor has been used in the previous value of rail 
modelling and is confirmed by MoT to be appropriate.  

Previous calculations of the conversion factor for the value of rail 
modelling showed that this figure would likely be somewhere between 11 
tonnes and 15 tonnes per trip which provides support for the 12-tonne 
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Define coastal shipping Determine coastal shipping 
volumes 

Convert coastal shipping freight 
volumes to road volumes 

Determine externality values – 
gross and net 

Apply externality values to alternate 
road volumes 

conversion factor employed.8 These figures inherently capture full and 
empty movement of freight.  

For the retail and manufacturing category: 

• Anecdotal evidence provided from sector participants, and 
corroborated by MoT show that a ‘full container’ conversion 
factor of 13.25 tonnes per truck is appropriate. This is the 
average full container weight of export, import and domestic 
containers. This also assumes that one full container per truck is 
transported.   

• Port sector representative(s) have suggested that 1.5 empty 
containers per truck is a reasonable proxy for an ‘empty tuck 
conversion factor’.  

Determine alternative roading distances 

To determine the externality value of coastal shipping freight scenarios, 
an assessment of alternative roading distances is required. The distances 
for each equivalent origin : destination pair have been identified in Annex 
1 and have been derived from Google Maps.   

Disaggregation of rural and urban volumes 

Based on the fraction of the road network that can be considered ‘urban’ 
and ‘rural’ a rural/urban split of ~ 95/5 (95% rural, 5% urban) is assumed.  

Urban in this context refers to all freight travelling through Auckland, 
Wellington, Tauranga and Christchurch. All other regions outside of 
these four are considered to be rural.  

The specific definitions of urban boundaries are assumed to be the 
following and represent typical freight routes in/out of port 
environments where congestion on the roading network is typically 
experienced.  

• Auckland: All freight south of POAL is assumed to be within the 
urban environments until Papakura (i.e. 36km). This is the same 

 
8 It is reasonable to assume that all freight volumes would be hauled in 50 MAX trucks with a 30t payload – this means the average load is 15t per direction. On top of that some commodities are not dense and may 
not reach 30t in a truck. In that case they might reach 24t, but then these commodities may be subject to a backload.  

definition as the urban definition employed in the 2016 value of 
rail modelling.   

• Wellington: All freight North of CentrePort on SH1 is assumed to 
be within the urban environment until Waikanae (i.e. 60km). This 
is also the same definition as the urban definition employed in 
the 2016 value of rail modelling.   

• Christchurch/Lyttelton: Freight in/out of Lyttelton differs 
depending on whether it is transported North/West or South: 

o North/West – Urban congestion assumed to stop at 
Chaneys (25km) 

o South – Urban congestion assumed to stop after Hornby 
(25km). 

• Tauranga: Freight in/out of Port of Tauranga differs depending 
on whether it is transported East or North/South/West: 

o East – Urban congestion assumed to stop at Pyes Pa 
(20m). This will apply to freight to/from Port of Napier 
and Port of Gisborne.  

o North/South/West – Urban congestion assumed to stop 
at the Lower Kaimai (20km) – this will apply to all other 
ports. 

Disaggregation of freight by truck type 

This analysis considers that different truck types are used for different 
types of freight and bespoke Road User Charge (RUC) types have been 
used as a proxy. Classification of each freight type to Road User Charge 
(RUC) limits have been made on the following basis:  

• Petroleum: 100% RUC 14 

• Limestone, Cement, fertiliser: 100% RUC 14 

• Containers: 50% RUC 6; 50% RUC 14. 



 

15 
 

Define coastal shipping 
Determine coastal shipping 

volumes 

Convert coastal shipping freight 
volumes to road volumes 

Determine externality values – 
gross and net 

Apply externality values to alternate 
road volumes 

Stage 4: Undertake externality assessment 

Once the alternative TKTs by origin : destination pair is determined, then 
the externality assessment is undertaken.  

This valuation process uses well-established economic values, as well as 
ranges, to provide a reasonable indication of the value of coastal 
shipping under different investment scenarios.  

In the sub-sections below, the relevant volume driver is (re)confirmed for 
each externality value as well as the chosen value proxy.  

Gross and net benefits 

An important feature of the modelling is the calculation of gross and net 
benefits.  

• Gross benefits are assumed to be those that accrue to the 
increase or decrease of road traffic impacts in a given scenario. 

• Net benefits are encompassing of the coastal shipping impacts of 
a given scenario.  

All figures presented in this analysis are net externality benefits – that 
being the avoided externality costs on the road network, less the 
externality costs incurred by the coastal shipping network.  

No externality costs of moving freight via coastal shipping have been 
applied other than GHG emissions as it is assumed that: 

• Limited maritime deaths, serious injuries and minor injuries 
occur in the movement of freight 

• No congestion values are assumed for coastal shipping. No 
meaningful capacity issues are present, and freight is often not 
time critical). 

 

 

 

 

Value of time (congestion) 

Volume drivers 

The volume of alternate road freight on an individual route basis is 
derived from the analysis provided in Stage 3. This is then aggregated up 
to a total TKT figure. Total TKTs for each scenario is provided in Table 7.  

Table 7: Total TKT used in analysis 
 

Scenario 
Aggregate TKTs (alternate 
road) 

No coastal shipping scenario 402.30m 

8.6% Growth scenario 436.90m 

20% Growth scenario 482.76m 

 

Net figures (i.e. the inclusion of coastal shipping volumes) has not been 
included in this analysis because it is assumed that there are no 
congestion effects in coastal shipping lanes.  

Urban and rural volumes were also distilled in line with the assumptions 
noted in section above. The results of these urban rural splits are noted 
in Table 8 below.  

Table 8: Total urban and rural TKT used in analysis 

Scenario Urban TKTs 
(alternate road) 

Rural TKTs 
(alternate road) 

No coastal shipping scenario 20.11m  382.18m  

8.6% Growth scenario 21.84m 415.05m 

20% Growth scenario 24.14m  458.62m  
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Value drivers 

In previous value of rail modelling exercises, an assessment of 
interregional and metro congestion was undertaken. This ultimately 
leveraged traffic modelling from AT and GWRC in metro areas, and 
incorporated traffic count information in interregional areas.  

The value of time metrics included in the New Zealand Transport 
Agency’s Economic Evaluation Manual (EEM)9 were used to determine 
congestion benefit savings. Different value of time proxies is assumed 
for metro and interregional benefits. These figures are consistent with 
best practice in transport evaluation.  

Specifically: 

• Urban: The value of time (congestion) were derived from the 
values of time listed under the following table in the EEM. In 
essence the AM: IP: PM: traffic counts aligned to the 
commensurate base value of time metric as per below.  

 

• Rural: The total lower bound ‘inter regional’ (rural) freight 
benefit from the 2016 Value of Rail report divided by the total 
tonne kms of the 2016 Value of Rail report was employed to 
derive a benefit per tonne km proxy.  

The low value per TKT rates used in this analysis were: 

• Urban, $3.66 per TKT 

 
9 NZ Transport Agency.(2018). Economic Evaluation Manual. Retrieved from: https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/economic-evaluation-manual/economic-evaluation-manual/docs/eem-manual.pdf 

 

• Rural, $0.32 per TKT 

The high value scenario range applied the same logic as above, but 
utilised additional maximum increments for congestion, as noted in the 
EEM (Table A4.3 above). In practice this resulted in a 3.64% valuation 
increase.  

Emissions 

Volume drivers 

The volume of alternate road freight on an individual route basis is 
derived from the analysis provided in Stage 3. This is then aggregated up 
to a total TKT figure that is used for the gross benefit analysis.  

Table 9: Total TKT volumes used in analysis 

Scenario Aggregate TKTs (alternate road) 

No coastal shipping scenario 402.30m 

8.6% Growth scenario 436.90m 

20% Growth scenario 482.76m 

Value drivers 

Emissions benefits have been derived based on values included in the 
Transport Agency’s EEM and through other official sources. These 
figures are consistent with best practice in transport evaluation.  

A high and low value range has been identified and used for this 
assessment.  

A value of $65.58 per tonne of CO2 has been deployed to determine the 
low value scenario for this analysis. This value proxy has been taken 
from the NZTA EEM and was based on 2016 prices. 

It is worth noting however that the lower bound emissions figure noted 
above has been updated significantly since the value included in the 

https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/economic-evaluation-manual/economic-evaluation-manual/docs/eem-manual.pdf
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2013 EEM (and previous 2016 Value of Rail model). This demonstrates 
that the price of carbon is currently trending upwards and that the value 
represented in the EEM may be an underestimate, particularly when this 
analysis is likely couched within a longer-term investment horizon. 

Accordingly, a range of other upper bound estimates have been 
contemplated. Most notably, the Productivity Commission assessment of 
policy interventions to achieve a Low Carbon Economy suggests a range 
of $150 - $250 per tonne of carbon is appropriate, particularly as this 
price would be necessary to achieve Paris Climate Agreement 
obligations.   

The $200 upper bound aligns with the mid-point of the productivity 
commission modelling of carbon price increases over a 30-year period. 

Emission factors 

The basis for all gross estimates has been the following emissions factors 
(sourced from Ministry of Transport)10 and applied to each RUC type. 

Figure 2: Emission intensity (EI) of heavy diesel trucks  

  

The basis of all net emissions factors are the value of rail work and MoT’s 
internal paper on emission conversion factors for transport modes.11  

The net benefit calculation (i.e. coastal shipping emissions) is similarly 
granular and notes the following for the coastal shipping analysis:  

 
10 Ministry of Transport (2019). Real-world fuel economy of heavy trucks. Retrieved from: https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Import/Uploads/Research/Documents/TKC2019/Wang-H_Real-world-fuel-economy-
of-heavy-trucks_TKC2019-web.pdf 
11 Samuelson, R .(2019). What We Know and Don’t Know About Freight Emissions by Mode in New Zealand 
12 MoT has further advised that non-CO2 emissions for road transport in NZ represent only around 1%, well within analysis uncertainty. 

• Coastal shipping (container freight) – 46 g CO2-e/tonne-km 

• Coastal shipping (oil products) – 16 g CO2-e/tonne-km 

• Coastal shipping (other bulk) - 30 g CO2-e/tonne-km. 

It is important to note that these two emission conversion factors are 
slightly different in practice. The CO2-e conversion factor for coastal 
shipping includes all gasses whereas the road transport emission 
conversion factors just consider carbon.  

Given that the road conversion factors are granular enough to enable a 
RUC-specific emission rate, and that carbon typically represents over 
95% of the contribution to CO2-e on a volumetric basis, this distinction is 
considered immaterial for the purposes of the analysis12.  

Safety 

Volume drivers 

The volume of alternate road freight on an individual route basis is 
derived from the analysis provided in Stage 3. This is then aggregated up 
to a total TKT figure. Total TKTs for each scenario is provided in Table 
10.  

Table 10: Total TKT volumes used in analysis 

Scenario Aggregate TKTs (alternate road) 

No coastal shipping scenario 402.30m 

8.6% Growth scenario 436.90m 

20% Growth scenario 482.76m 

Net figures (i.e. the inclusion of coastal shipping volumes) have not been 
included in this analysis because it is assumed that there are no 
significant fatalities, serious and minor injuries that occur within the 

https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Import/Uploads/Research/Documents/TKC2019/Wang-H_Real-world-fuel-economy-of-heavy-trucks_TKC2019-web.pdf
https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Import/Uploads/Research/Documents/TKC2019/Wang-H_Real-world-fuel-economy-of-heavy-trucks_TKC2019-web.pdf
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coastal shipping sector. This position is backed up by accident data 
reported to MoT.  

The calculation for this analysis was taken from the value of rail 
modelling where a death, serious and minor injury per TKT was derived 
from the Transport Agency’s Crash Analysis System (CAS).  

Firstly, a death, serious and minor injury count per year related to heavy 
vehicle travel was determined. This was then divided by average kms 
travelled by heavy vehicles. An average ‘incident per TKT’ figure was 
calculated by taking the average annual deaths, serious and minor injury 
divided by the average kms travelled by heavy vehicles.  

Five-year totals were undertaken to smooth out any seasonal and/or 
year on year fluctuations.  

This resulted in the following metrics for low scenario: 

• Average heavy vehicle deaths factor: 0.000000019 per heavy 
vehicle km travelled  

• Average heavy vehicle serious injuries factor: 0.000000057 per 
heavy vehicle km travelled  

• Average heavy vehicle minor injuries factor: 0.000000194 per 
heavy vehicle km travelled. 

In the high scenario, the maximum number of incidents in a given year 
during last five years was used as the numerator in this calculation.  

Value drivers 

Safety values have been derived from well-understood proxies of 
statistical value of life and injury.13 These are widely utilised in transport 
project appraisals.  

 

 
13 Ministry of Transport. (2018). Social Cost of Road Crashes and Injuries 2018 update. Retrieved from: https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Import/Uploads/Research/Documents/b67f729bf5/Social-cost-of-road-
crashes-and-injuries-2018-update.pdf 
14 This conclusion is based on a range of anecdotes from MoT officials, and recently published NZTA research from EY, in observing the response to the Kaikoura earthquake(s). Money, C, J Williamson, N Bittle, D 
Shen and A Bunce (2018) Identifying freight performance and contextual indicators. NZ Transport Agency research report 651. Accessed through:  
https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/research/reports/651/651-Identifying-freight-performance-and-contextual-indicators.pdf  

The following values have been employed: 

• The value of avoided deaths: $4,335,700  

• The value of avoided serious injuries: $433,600  

• The value of avoided minor injuries: $17,300  

Correspondence with the MoT Safety and Mobility team confirmed that a 
single value for the values of statistical life, serious and minor injuries 
was the long-standing tradition and current policy. It was noted that a 
new value of life survey will be undertaken to update these values but 
would not be available in the near future.  

Resilience 

It was originally intended to undertake externality modelling for 
resilience. However, discussions with the project team led to questions 
about whether resilience benefits are true externalities. Moreover, lack 
of reliable data (and an acceptable methodology) has meant that this 
investigation has not taken place. 

That said, the presence of an effective coastal shipping network enables 
the movement of freight to continue through times of disruption (as was 
experienced through the Kaikoura earthquake(s))14. It is acknowledged 
that this may not be possible for all types of freight, but in general, the 
presence of coastal shipping certainly provides greater resilience to the 
transport system as a whole. 

 

 

 

 

https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/research/reports/651/651-Identifying-freight-performance-and-contextual-indicators.pdf
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Limitations and assumptions 

There are a wide range of limitations and assumptions that have been 

made in concluding this modelling exercise. The following features, in no 

particular order, should all be noted: 

• This is a comparative static model that demonstrates the 

externality value of a given scenario at a single point in time. 

• This modelling does not take into account changes in the market 

including tightening MARPOL obligations. 

• This modelling is not directly based on traffic modelling, and has 

not taken into consideration behavioural changes as a result of 

the differing scenarios. However the derivation of congestion 

value in urban environments is indirectly based on transport 

modelling undertaken in Wellington and Auckland for previous 

value of rail work.  

• There is an inherent assumption that additional coastal shipping 

tonnes can be accommodated on the current road and rail 

networks. 

• For alternative route analysis, it is assumed that the sea port will 

be the origin and the destination for a given region. This may 

over- or under-represent distances in practice, given that freight 

will eventually travel from sea port to inland freight 

hubs/distribution centres.  

• All coastally shipped freight that moves to inland ports – 

Waikato, Palmerston North etc – is not captured in this analysis. 

• All alternative routes are road-based. It is noted, that for some 

freight movements rail might be preferred in practice 

(particularly between Auckland and Bay of Plenty).  

• Freight Information Gathering System (FIGS) and National 

Freight Demand Study data has been used in deriving this model. 
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Annex 1: Coastal Shipping freight volumes and input data 

Petroleum total NTK (2019): 

• Tonnage: 2,600,994 

• NTKs: 2,456,579,839  

Source: NFDS data sourced from MoT 

Petroleum volumes 

Origin Destination Tonnes NTKs TKT 

Northport Port of Auckland  125,948  19,593,416 1,632,785  

Northport Port of Tauranga 633,239 184,123,131 15,343,594  

Northport Port of Napier 183,671 133,001,807 11,083,484  

Northport Port of Taranaki 70,669 59,419,353 4,951,613  

Northport CentrePort 345,027 364,224,208 30,352,017  

Northport Port of Nelson 265,193 285,350,646 23,779,220  

Northport Port of Lyttleton 572,489 730,511,533 60,875,961  

Northport Port of Timaru 0 0 0 

Northport Port Chalmers 212,561 335,795,006 27,982,917  

Northport Southport 192,198 344,560,739 28,713,395  

Total 1,189,744 498,482,043 41,540,171 

   

Limestone, cement and fertilizer total NTK (2019):  

• Tonnage: 1,189,745 

• NTKs: 498,482,042 

Source: NFDS data sourced from MoT 

Limestone, Cement and Fertilizer Volumes 

Origin Destination Tonnes NTKs TKT 

Northport Port of Auckland 643,999  100,185,703 8,348,809  

Northport Port of Tauranga 108,616 31,581,519 2,631,793  

Northport Port of Napier 14,568 10,549,341 879,112  

Northport Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 

Northport CentrePort 52,274 55,182,519 4,598,543  

Northport Port of Nelson 0 0 0 

Northport Port of Lyttleton 0 0 0 

Northport Port of Timaru 0 0 0 

Northport Port Chalmers 0 0 0 

Northport Southport 0 0 0 

     

Port of Auckland Northport 0 0 0 

Port of Auckland Port of Tauranga 0 0 0 

Port of Auckland Port of Napier 0 0 0 

Port of Auckland Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 

Port of Auckland CentrePort 0 0 0 

Port of Auckland Port of Nelson 0 0 0 

Port of Auckland Port of Lyttleton 109,877 137,357,410 11,446,451 

Port of Auckland Port of Timaru 0 0 0 

Port of Auckland Port Chalmers 53,722 82,679,563 6,889,964 

Port of Auckland Southport 0 0 0 

     

Port of Lyttleton Northport 0 0 0 

Port of Lyttleton Port of Auckland 0 0 0 
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Port of Lyttleton Port of Tauranga 0 0 0 

Port of Lyttleton Port of Napier 19,858 12,320,304 1,026,692  

Port of Lyttleton Port of Taranaki 14,431 8,445,463 703,789 

Port of Lyttleton CentrePort 31,727 10,223,852 851,988 

Port of Lyttleton Port of Nelson 14,143 7,098,453 591,538  

Port of Lyttleton Port of Timaru 15,569 3,402,401 283,533 

Port of Lyttleton Port Chalmers 80,201 28,518,077 2,376,506 

Port of Lyttleton Southport 0 0 0 

     

Port Chalmers Northport 0 0 0 

Port Chalmers Port of Auckland 0 0 0 

Port Chalmers Port of Tauranga 0 0 0 

Port Chalmers Port of Napier 0 0 0 

Port Chalmers Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 

Port Chalmers CentrePort 0 0 0 

Port Chalmers Port of Nelson 0 0 0 

Port Chalmers Port of Lyttleton 30,759 10,937,438 911,453 

Port Chalmers Port of Timaru 0 0 0 

Port Chalmers Southport 0 0 0 

Total 1,189,744 498,482,043 41,540,171 

 

Manufacturing and retail 

Total Full Container # (2020):  

• Tonnage: 2,556,844 

• NTKs: 2,750,965,180 

Source: FIGS, https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/figs/containers/port-tables/ 

Total Empty Container # (2020):  

TEUs: 168,114 

Source: FIGS, https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/figs/containers/port-tables/ 

Manu and Retail Volumes – Full containers 

Origin Destination Tonnes NTKs TKT Empty TEUs 

Northport Port of Auckland  2,413  375,385 31,282  0 

Northport Port of Tauranga 1,385 402,714 33,559  0 

Northport Port of Napier 0 0 0 0 

Northport Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 0 

Northport CentrePort 0 0 0 0 

Northport Port of Nelson 0 0 0 0 

Northport Port of Lyttleton 90,127 115,004,109 9,583,676  2 

Northport Port of Timaru 0 0 0 0 

Northport Port Chalmers 0 0 0 0 

Northport Southport 0 0 0 0 

      

Port of Auckland Northport 0 0 0 0 

Port of Auckland Port of Tauranga 27,826 7,420,753 618,396  46,607 

Port of Auckland Port of Napier 18,372 12,657,228 1,054,769  27,312 

Port of Auckland Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 0 

Port of Auckland CentrePort 70,940 72,390,394 6,032,533  3,908 

Port of Auckland Port of Nelson 76,343 89,498,097 7,458,175  9,042 

Port of Auckland Port of Lyttleton 644,735 805,983,134 67,165,261  6,585 

Port of Auckland Port of Timaru 5,490 7,686,614 640,551  538 

https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/figs/containers/port-tables/
https://www.transport.govt.nz/mot-resources/freight-resources/figs/containers/port-tables/
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Origin Destination Tonnes NTKs TKT Empty TEUs 

Port of Auckland Port Chalmers 44,150 67,946,865 5,662,239  7,762 

Port of Auckland Southport 0 0 0 2,084 

      

Port of Tauranga Northport 0 0 0 0 

Port of Tauranga Port of Auckland 26,392 7,038,459 586,538  21 

Port of Tauranga Port of Napier 14,665 7,822,175 651,848  2,085 

Port of Tauranga Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 0 

Port of Tauranga CentrePort 4,216 3,646,672 303,889  33 

Port of Tauranga Port of Nelson 19,893 21,036,381 1,753,032  829 

Port of Tauranga Port of Lyttleton 262,310 286,620,464 23,885,039  929 

Port of Tauranga Port of Timaru 11,335 14,107,447 1,175,621  502 

Port of Tauranga Port Chalmers 32,886 45,435,197 3,786,266  3,744 

Port of Tauranga Southport 0 0 0 0 

      

Port of Napier Northport 0 0 0 0 

Port of Napier Port of Auckland 14,230 9,803,877 816,990  962 

Port of Napier Port of Tauranga 220,969 117,859,598 9,821,633  585 

Port of Napier Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 0 

Port of Napier CentrePort 0 0 0 34 

Port of Napier Port of Nelson 301 179,001 14,917  0 

Port of Napier Port of Lyttleton 2,157 1,337,975 111,498  130 

Port of Napier Port of Timaru 0 0 0 0 

Port of Napier Port Chalmers 4,233 3,848,792 320,733  356 

Port of Napier Southport 0 0 0 0 

      

Port of Taranaki Northport 0 0 0 0 

Port of Taranaki Port of Auckland 0 0 0 0 

Port of Taranaki Port of Tauranga 0 0 0 0 

Port of Taranaki Port of Napier 0 0 0 0 

Port of Taranaki CentrePort 0 0 0 0 

Port of Taranaki Port of Nelson 0 0 0 0 

Port of Taranaki Port of Lyttleton 0 0 0 0 

Port of Taranaki Port of Timaru 0 0 0 0 

Port of Taranaki Port Chalmers 0 0 0 0 

Port of Taranaki Southport 0 0 0 0 

      

CentrePort Northport 0 0 0 0 

CentrePort Port of Auckland 1,604 1,636,640 136,387  0 

CentrePort Port of Tauranga 42,207 36,504,458 3,042,038  3,733 

CentrePort Port of Napier 37 14,350 1,196  4,249 

CentrePort Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 0 

CentrePort Port of Nelson 671 156,534 13,045  1,069 

CentrePort Port of Lyttleton 0 0 0 0 

CentrePort Port of Timaru 0 0 0 0 

CentrePort Port Chalmers 0 0 0 932 

CentrePort Southport 0 0 0 0 

      

Port of Nelson Northport 0 0 0 0 

Port of Nelson Port of Auckland 30,313 35,535,858 2,961,321  88 

Port of Nelson Port of Tauranga 307,109 324,765,788 27,063,816  1,312 

Port of Nelson Port of Napier 1,882 1,118,649 93,221  100 

Port of Nelson Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 0 

Port of Nelson CentrePort 1,126 218,908 18,242  81 
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Origin Destination Tonnes NTKs TKT Empty TEUs 

Port of Nelson Port of Lyttleton 2,749 1,379,807 114,984  2 

Port of Nelson Port of Timaru 0 0 0 842 

Port of Nelson Port Chalmers 0 0 0 0 

Port of Nelson Southport 0 0 0 0 

      

Port of Lyttleton Northport 0 0 0 0 

Port of Lyttleton Port of Auckland 76,781 95,984,377 7,998,698  4,938 

Port of Lyttleton Port of Tauranga 182,093 198,969,606 16,580,800  14,911 

Port of Lyttleton Port of Napier 19,697 12,220,233 1,018,353  6,217 

Port of Lyttleton Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 0 

Port of Lyttleton CentrePort 5,528 1,781,410 148,451  1,005 

Port of Lyttleton Port of Nelson 24,601 12,347,137 1,028,928  7,801 

Port of Lyttleton Port of Timaru 0 0 0 0 

Port of Lyttleton Port Chalmers 5,961 2,119,795 176,650  3,832 

Port of Lyttleton Southport 0 0 0 0 

      

Port Chalmers Northport 0 0 0 0 

Port Chalmers Port of Auckland 50,305 77,419,334 6,451,611  415 

Port Chalmers Port of Tauranga 141,728 195,810,592 16,317,549  545 

Port Chalmers Port of Napier 9,454 8,596,985 716,415  746 

Port Chalmers Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 0 

Port Chalmers CentrePort 60 37,181 3,098  0 

Port Chalmers Port of Nelson 25 19,886 1,657  56 

Port Chalmers Port of Lyttleton 19,771 7,030,208 585,851  535 

Port Chalmers Port of Timaru 0 0 0 0 

Port Chalmers Southport 0 0 0 0 

      

Southport Northport 0 0 0 0 

Southport Port of Auckland 0 0 0 1 

Southport Port of Tauranga 20,863 33,422,317 2,785,193  117 

Southport Port of Napier 111 125,574 10,464  250 

Southport Port of Taranaki 0 0 0 0 

Southport CentrePort 172 145,076 12,090  0 

Southport Port of Nelson 2 1,946 162  116 

Southport Port of Lyttleton 3,662 2,115,764 176,314  90 

Southport Port of Timaru 0 0 0 0 

Southport Port Chalmers 12,964 3,385,437 282,120  81 

Total 2,556,844  2,750,965,181 229,247,099  168,114  
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Disclaimer 

 
Ernst & Young (EY) was engaged on the instructions of the Ministry of Transport (MoT) to provide 
an assessment of the externality benefits of coastal shipping in New Zealand. This assessment was  
completed in accordance with the services agreement that commenced on 20 May 2019 including 
the General Terms and Conditions. The results of EY's work, including any assumptions and 
qualifications made in preparing the report, are set out in EY's report dated 4 June 2020 (Coastal 
Shipping Externality Report). You should read the Coastal Shipping Externality Report in its 
entirety. A reference to the Coastal Shipping Externality Report includes any part of the Coastal 
Shipping Externality Report.   
 
Unless otherwise agreed in writing with EY, access to the Coastal Shipping Externality Report is 
made only on the following basis and in either accessing the Coastal Shipping Externality Report or 
obtaining a copy of the Coastal Shipping Externality Report the recipient agrees to the following 
terms: 

1. The Coastal Shipping Externality Report has been prepared for MoT.  
2. EY has consented to the Coastal Shipping Externality Report being published electronically 

or released into the public domain for informational purposes only. EY has not consented 
to distribution or disclosure beyond this. The Coastal Shipping Externality Report may not 
be used or relied upon by any other party without the prior written consent of EY.  

3. EY disclaims all liability in relation to any other party who seeks to rely upon the Coastal 
Shipping Externality Report or any of its contents.  

4. EY has acted in accordance with the instructions of MoT in conducting its work and 
preparing the Coastal Shipping Externality Report. EY has not been engaged to act, and 
has not acted, as advisor to any other party. EY makes no representations as to the 
appropriateness, accuracy or completeness of the Coastal Shipping Externality Report for 
any other party's purposes.  

5. No reliance may be placed upon the Coastal Shipping Externality Report or any of its 
contents by any recipient of the Coastal Shipping Externality Report for any purpose and 
any party receiving a copy of the Coastal Shipping Externality Report must make and rely 
on their own enquiries in relation to the issues to which the Coastal Shipping Externality 
Report relates, the contents of the Coastal Shipping Externality Report and all matters 
arising from or relating to or in any way connected with the Coastal Shipping Externality 
Report or its contents.  

6. No duty of care is owed by EY to any recipient of the Coastal Shipping Externality Report in 
respect of any use that the recipient may make of the Coastal Shipping Externality Report.  

7. EY disclaim all liability, and take no responsibility, for any document issued by any other 
party in connection with the Coastal Shipping Externality Report.  

8. No claim or demand or any actions or proceedings may be brought against EY arising from 
or connected with the contents of the Coastal Shipping Externality Report or the provision 
of the Coastal Shipping Externality Report to any recipient. EY will be released and forever 
discharged from any such claims, demands, actions or proceedings.  

9. To the fullest extent permitted by law, the recipient of the Coastal Shipping Externality 
Report shall be liable for all claims, demands, actions, proceedings, costs, expenses, loss, 
damage and liability made against or brought against or incurred by EY arising from or 
connected with the Coastal Shipping Externality Report, the contents of the Coastal 
Shipping Externality Report or the provision of the Coastal Shipping Externality Report to 
the recipient.  

10. The material contained in the Coastal Shipping Externality Report, including EY logo, is 
copyright and copyright in the Coastal Shipping Externality Report itself vests in MoT. The 
Coastal Shipping Externality Report, including the EY logo, cannot be altered without prior 
written permission.  

11. Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 


