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Clarifying expectations in urban areas 

10. Within the second ranking it is important to clarify expectations on how to respond to growth and the 
roles of public transport, demand management and walking and cycling.  

11. Responding to growth requires an appropriate mix of transport modes and technology to respond to a 
region’s needs. In high growth urban areas, which are important from a national as well a regional 
perspective, we need to find an appropriate transport mix based on meeting both national and regional 
needs. A practical example of this occurring is in the Auckland Transport Alignment Project (ATAP)   

12. We provide a proposed emphasis on public transport, walking and cycling, and demand management 
below.  

Public transport emphasis 

13. The intent of the draft GPS 2018 was to recognise that public transport is a viable transport choice and 
an important part of the operation of metropolitan areas, especially high growth areas. We propose to 
change the wording in the GPS 2018 to clarify this intent. In the next draft of the GPS 2018, we also 
suggest that the GPS 2018 supports removing barriers to new business models and technologies that 
allow alternatives to single occupancy vehicles, e g. ride share, automated vehicles (e.g. mobility as a 
service). 

14. An ongoing difficulty concerning public transport is hat there is not an agreed level of service for 
different urban areas. For sealed roads, the One Network Road Classification has made it clear what 
the appropriate level of service is for each type of road  mak ng it easier to identify investment needs. 
We recommend the GPS 2018 propose that work begins on a similar level of service system for public 
transport.  

15. Another difficulty with expanding public transport capacity is that public transport has different systems 
(e.g. public transport operating system) and n some cases different ownership (e.g. rail). A possible 
solution is improved collaboration as part of the One Transport System concept discussed later.  

Suggested response: We recommend that GPS 2018 clarify that public transport is an important part of 
transport in metropolitan areas and propose tha  levels of service for public transport be developed. 

Demand management  

16. Demand management is supported by the National Infrastructure Plan and by the ATAP. However, in 
the submissions there is a wide range of definitions and expectations around demand management. 
These include information, promotion, encouragement and road pricing.  

17. The proposal for GPS 2018 is that where there is major investment, it makes sense to provide 
information on the availability of the new infrastructure and services. Some submitters want to go 
further and change incentives and pricing to target specific modal shifts (particularly towards public 
transport).  

18. The Ministry recommends clarifying that GPS 2018 supports the provision of information about major 
tr nsport investments to encourage cost effective use of the transport system. It also supports the 
investigation of road pricing for demand management as part of ATAP (Auckland’s Smarter Transport 
Pricing Project). The Ministry also recommends that GPS 2018 remains mode neutral and does not 
support the idea of demand management to drive towards specific mode targets.  

19. Note: that the proposed Ministry position appears to be different from the NZ Transport Agency’s focus 
area ‘Target rapid growth’, which includes incentivising significant modal shifts.  
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Suggested response: We recommend clarifying in the GPS 2018 that cost effective use of the transport 
system through information provision is encouraged.  

Walking and cycling  

20. GPS 2018 supports the continued completion of urban cycleway networks. The activity class funding 
ranges (funding ranges) in the National Land Transport Fund (NLTF) are based on this expansion. 
However, the current level of expansion has relied on additional funding from the Urban Cycleway 
Fund.  

21. An ongoing concern of many local government submitters is that the Nationa  Land Transport 
Programme (NLTP) does not cover maintenance for footpaths or cycleways. Many local authorities 
consider this an anomaly as the maintenance of roads is covered and  on this basis, there are 
arguments to support footpath and cycleway maintenance from within the NLTF. Resolving this issue 
has been problematic as there is no reliable evidence base about levels of service upon which to base 
decisions about NLTF coverage of footpath and cycleway maintenance. We consider that this issue 
should be resolved as part of GPS 2021.  

Suggested response: We recommend that the GPS 2018 propose work to begin to establish levels of service 
for footpaths and cycleways to provide an evidence bas  for decisions to be made in GPS 2021.   

A stronger response for safety 

22. While the majority of submitters supported the continued focus on the Safer Journeys Action Plan, 
some felt that the safety priority did not have sufficient focus and was being overlooked in favour of 
economic growth and productivity. Many submitters are concerned with the road safety trend and felt 
the wording of GPS 2018 and the proposed funding anges did not indicate an increase in effort to 
reduce deaths and serious injuries   

23. The intent of the draft GPS 2018 was to signal an increased effort for road safety. This included 
advancing the road safety action plan including safer roads and roadsides, smart and safe choices 
(technology, speed management plan) and safer vehicles. 

24. We propose the wording of GPS 2018 be strengthened to clarify the intent to increase the road safety 
effort. This may include messages about other efforts to address the rising road toll including the non-
funding responses. In addition, later there are options that consider increasing funding for safety 
activities  

Suggested res onse: We recommend changing the safety objective wording to make it clearer that an 
inc eased effort is required. 

Be transparent about value for money 

25. While submitters supported the value for money objective, many questioned its integrity. Individuals, 
Dist ict Health Boards and local authorities alike argued that State highway projects receive high levels 
of funding despite low benefit-cost ratios, while public transport and active modes do not, in their view, 
receive fair consideration. In addition, in the listening sessions and submissions there was a concern 
that the NZ Transport Agency’s process (Investment Analysis Framework (IAF) and associated 
business cases process) will not accurately reflect the intent behind GPS 2018. 

26. Stakeholders will be unaware, but we have been working with the NZ Transport Agency to align the 
draft GPS 2018 and the draft IAF. The draft GPS 2018 makes it clear that projects with low benefit cost 
ratios may be necessary to advance government policies. This should only occur when there is a clear 
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government policy and there should be transparency about the reasons for the decision (i.e. these 
decisions need to be documented and reported).  

27. The draft IAF now has a much stronger focus on benefit-cost analysis in its prioritisation process.  

28. The Ministry will continue to work with the NZTA to review and provide comment on the IAF to ensure 
the intent behind the GPS 2018 is delivered. We also intend to hold annual meetings with the NZTA 
and engage with local government to discuss progress and better understand their views on how the 
GPS intent is being delivered. 

Suggested response: We recommend that there be no changes to GPS 2018 although details could be 
included in GPS 2018 questions and answers.  

Show we are responding to our climate change obligations 

29. Many submissions called for more priority for increasingly mitigating the effects of land transport on the 
environment. Submitters argued the draft GPS 2018 does not go far enough to reach New Zealand’s 
commitments under the Paris Agreement.  

30. Significant mitigation already occurs as part of transport mprovement projects to meet Resource 
Management Act requirements. Where there are significant current environment impacts (e.g. noise, 
harmful emissions) GPS 2018 supports managing nvironment impacts by including ”increasingly” in 
the GPS 2018 objective for environmental mitigation.  

31. The Government has signed up to the Paris Agreement and the GPS 2018 mentions CO2 reductions. 
As there is not yet an action plan to indicate transport’s actions to reduce CO2, the GPS 2018 does not 
state any specific actions. However, we can note the Government’s commitment, and note the first 
actions in transport (being the Electric Vehicles Programme) and that further actions are being 
considered. The further action could include considering improving the vehicle fleet for safety and 
environmental reasons.  

Suggested response: We recommend clarifying the environment objective by referencing the government’s 
commitment and noting that, outside of the GPS 2018, the first transport response is the electric vehicle 
programme.  

Increase transport choice to respond to social accessibility issues 

32. Submitte s such as local authorities and District Health Boards want GPS 2018 to place greater 
emphasis on both the social issues of accessibility of transport, such as transport choice, and on the 
health benefits of walking and cycling.  

33. Transport choice involves ensuring there is adequate choice or alternatives to private vehicles (e.g. 
public transport, walking, cycling and on demand services (such as total mobility)). This is particularly 
important in cities and for those without a private vehicle (including disabled people). GPS 2018 
provides for increased public transport and cycling routes in urban areas (particularly in areas where 
there is growth). It also provides for maintaining the current level of public transport services for off 
peak transport and for non-growth urban areas.  

Suggested response: We have worked with the Department of Health and disability groups. We recommend 
leaving the levels of support for this area similar to the draft GPS 2018. 
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GPS 2018 themes 

34. During engagement (including the submissions) on the draft GPS 2018, it became obvious that the two 
themes of GPS 2018 of One Transport System and technology were either not picked up or not well 
understood.  

GPS 2018 theme: One Transport System  

35. Local authorities and District Health Boards are particularly supportive of the One Transport System 
(OTS) approach outlined in the draft GPS. However, the majority requested guidance as to what an 
OTS approach looks like and how it would work in practice. In relation to enabling an OTS approach, 
some submitters commented that siloed approaches to activity classes do not allow flexibility or 
encourage multi-modal solutions.  

36. Some went further and requested that passenger and freight rail be funded from the NLTF. They also 
recommended that the Ministry take greater strategic leadership of rail, possibly by including key 
points from KiwiRail’s strategy documents in the GPS or bringing road and rail into a common funding 
model.  

One Transport System  

37. The draft GPS 2018 proposed that GPS led investment takes an OTS approach. An OTS approach 
means finding the best transport solution considering all modes (including those the GPS does not 
fund) and investing where the solution is within the scope of GPS activity class definitions or, where 
feasible, co-investing in that solution.  

38. We are proposing to make adjustments to the GPS 2018 text to: 

38.1. highlight OTS as a theme of GPS 2018 

38.2. clarify the role of OTS 

38.3. identify OTS related results 

38.4. identify how GPS 2018’s increased flexibility enables an OTS approach 

38.5. indicate that the Ministry/NZ Transport Agency will continue to work towards removing barriers 

to creating the best transport solutions. This could include considering the overall throughput in 

a transport network and how modes integrate.  

39. Note: that the OTS fits trongly with the NZ Transport Agency’s focus area ‘Shape the Land Transport 
System’ that intends to ‘move towards a situation where key land transport partners have an aligned 
view on the p essures, states and responses required’.  

Rail 

40. The funding options for both rail passenger services and freight are currently under review. Results 
from these reviews will not be available before GPS 2018 is finalised. GPS 2018 will reflect the current 
state where urban rail passenger services are subsidised through the public transport activity class 
and rail freight remains outside the GPS 2018.  

41. Rail is a hot topic with local authorities. They argue that it is difficult to plan and operate their transport 
system without funding certainty for rail capital over the longer term. Including stronger statements in 
the OTS area of the in GPS 2018 about the desire to solve some of the critical barriers affecting 
coordination could reduce some of this concern.  
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42. We are also considering how the GPS 2018 or other communications can provide clarity on how rail 
and road can work together to solve transport issues. 

Suggested response: We recommend that the final GPS 2018 clearly highlights the One Transport System 
theme and its role in the GPS 2018 as suggested above. 

GPS theme: Technology 

43. The intent of the draft GPS 2018 was to highlight the importance of technology to transport.  

44. We are proposing to make adjustments to the GPS 2018 text to: 

44.1. highlight technology as a theme of GPS 2018 

44.2. adjust the wording of some of the short and medium term results to better support the ITS 

action plan 

44.3. include, as a Ministerial expectation, that the NZ Transport Agency will take a lead role in 

advancing technology and innovation to deliver the best transport solution. This could include 

demonstration of results such as trials completed    

44.4. suggest that technology solutions are considered as pa t of all major NLTP business cases  

44.5. support the collection of important transport data and for t ansport data to be open source to 

enable the best transport solutions. (T ansport data can provide real time information and 

enable the integration of digital technology). 

45. Note: NZ Transport Agency’s focus areas ‘Deliver Connected Journeys’ has a strong technology focus 
‘to deliver innovative solutions that enhance transport system experiences’. 

Suggested response: We recommend that the final GPS 2018 clearly highlights the technology theme and its 
role in the GPS 2018 as suggested above. 
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Section 2: Issues highlighted by the NZ Transport Agency  

46. There are some issues that are particularly important for the NZ Transport Agency. The following 
section responds to the NZ Transport Agency request for clarity about: 

46.1. flexibility to allow the most appropriate transport intervention 

46.2. an additional activity class 

46.3. responding to wider government priorities 

46.4. signals about alternative funding and financing 

Provide flexibility to allow the most appropriate transport intervention 

47. The NZ Transport Agency (and some submitters) want more flexibility from GPS 2018. By flexibility 
they mean the ability to fund the most appropriate intervention across the entire land transport system, 
rather than being restricted by activity classes definitions or funding ranges   

48. There is a balance between giving flexibility (i.e. delegating authority) and provid ng more clear 
direction from government. The Land Transport Management Act 2003 (the Act) makes it clear that the 
government provides high level signals and the NZ Transport Agency makes investment decisions on 
individual projects based on Government direction and cost benefit analysis.  

49. We consider the GPS 2018 provides sufficient flexibility. The act vity class definitions are broad and 
there are wide funding ranges. The NZ Transport Agency has the ability to complete short term 
borrowing.  

50. In addition, the draft GPS 2018 already increases flexibility by linking the results to the objectives (and 
not to activity classes). On the surface this may seem trivial. However, it allows for significantly more 
flexibility to determine which activity class (o  group of activity classes) provides the best solution to 
achieve GPS objectives and results.  

51. We have been concerned about the quality of reporting on the outcomes of GPS 2012/GPS 2015 and 
before considering amendments t  the a tivity classes we would need to see significantly stronger 
reporting against GPS results. This will provide a level of assurance that the appropriate consistency, 
accountability and transparency is in place. This strengthening is proposed as part of GPS 2018.  

52. We will consider providing more flexibility when setting the funding ranges (to ensure they are wide 
enough to cover contingencies) and by considering if any of the activity class definitions are too 
rest ictive given GPS 2018 investment signals.  

Sugg sted response  Highlight areas where GPS 2018 has increased flexibility and consider changing activity 
class definitions (where the definitions contain any significant and unnecessary impediments) and varying the 
funding ranges to provide more flexibility.  

Are more activity classes required?  

53. The NZ Transport Agency (and other submitters) raised the issue of projects that might not fit within 
the current activity classes but do fit within the intent of GPS 2018. One example is where the prime 
benefit does not accrue to GPS-led investment but does provide significant benefits for the transport 
system. Rail is often given as an example. If, say, 40 percent of the benefits of a project are for road 
and 60 percent are for rail, then, considered from the perspective of the separate investors, the project 
would probably not stack up for either KiwiRail or for the NLTF. However, from a whole New Zealand 
perspective it might deliver the best transport solution for the best cost.   
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54. There could be an activity class that enables these types of projects. This could include co-funding to 
support multi-modal or cross modal issues. The Ministry recognises that such an activity class would 
reduce concerns about flexibility. It would also further support the implementation of the OTS. 
However, it risks opening up the NLTP to projects that overstretch the intent of GPS 2018.  

Suggested response: We do not recommend creating an additional activity class. However, if a decision is 
made that OTS is vital and that barriers to its implementation need to be removed, then an activity class could 
be created. Risks could be managed by having a small fund (say $5 million to $10 million) with a clear, 
restrictive definition guiding its use.  

Responding to wider government priorities 

55. The NZ Transport Agency is very interested in signals about wider government outcomes and their 
role in implementing them. The NZ Transport Agency is often asked by other government departments 
to be involved in, and even fund, aspects of their work. In addition, the NZ Transport Agency’s focus 
area ‘Keep people safe’ includes a coordinated programme of high impact interventions to significantly 
improve safety, public health and environmental outcomes (i.e  more broadly than currently the case 
for GPS-led investment in land transport). 

56. The draft GPS 2018 identifies the high level gove nmen  priorities relevant to transport. Where there is 
a specific objective that is advancing these policies, this is mentioned in the GPS 2018 (e.g. reference 
is made to ATAP, the Housing Infrastructure Fund  the tourism strategy etc). In this way if there is a 
specific high level government direction or policy, it can be referenced and supported in the GPS 2018.  

Suggested response: We recommend that only the high level government directions are included in GPS 
2018. This means that if other government departments ask for GPS related support that is not directly linked 
to high level government directions, then the NZ Transpo t Agency would be required to check with you before 
committing resources (particularly NLTF resources) to the activity.  

Provide signals about alternativ  funding and financing  

57. The NZ Transport Agency is seeking clea  direction about exploring alternative funding and financing 
sources. The draft GPS 2018 sets out principles to guide the use of alternative financing sources by 
the NZ Transport Agency. You have requested the Ministry investigate potential alternative funding 
and financing options (including value capture). Given this work is not complete there is no certainty 
about signal  for GPS 2018 at this stage therefore no changes are proposed at this stage.   

Suggested response: We do not intend to make any changes to Section 4 Funding Sources and Management 
of Expenditure at this stage. However, if you wish we can later provide a signal in the Letter of Expectation to 
the NZ Transport Agency Board if you want it to more actively pursue alternative funding and financing. 
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Section 3: Investment signals – options for funding ranges 

58. Investment signals are provided in the strategic direction section of GPS 2018. These signals can be 
supported by the level of the funding for each activity class. The draft GPS 2018 provides funding 
ranges for 3 years but the final GPS 2018 requires 10 year funding ranges.  

59. The Ministry at this stage cannot provide final advice on funding ranges. This section therefore: 

59.1. provide three illustrative revenue and expenditure options that respond to the strategic direction 

of GPS 2018 and feedback from submitters and the NZ Transport Agency 

59.2. suggest a base case funding range to provide in the draft GPS 2018 to the NZ Transport 

Agency 

59.3. proposes working with the NZ Transport Agency to amend the base case funding range.  

Base case: support ATAP and inter-regional corridors  

60. This option provides a basic level of business as usual expenditure and sufficien  funding for the 
indicative programme for ATAP and the inter-regional corridor programme (on current timing). This 
responds to concerns about funding for ATAP and for State Highway regional development.  

61. Note: this level of funding will be considered insufficient to meet submitters and NZ Transport Agency 
expenditure requests beyond the major projects. Increased expenditure to consider these requests is 
in Option 2 and 3. 

62. Figure 1 below shows expenditure in this scenario: 

62.1. a revenue increase of 1.4 percent in 2018/19 (a CPI level increase in 2018/19 with no further 

changes) is required to deliver basic business as usual, ATAP and inter-regional corridors  

62.2. there is a deficit of $270 million in 2021/22 and $116 million in 2022/23 that could be managed 

by the NZ Transport Agency by a hift in the timing of business as usual or major projects 

62.3. this base case assumes the majo ity of uncommitted expenditure is directed to State Highway 

improvements as new expenditure. This allows the funding ranges for State Highway 

Improvements to remain at similar levels to those forecasted in GPS 2015. In the last four years 

of GPS 2018 over $900 million a year is available for new expenditure.  

RE
LE
AS
ED
 U
ND
ER
 TH
E 

OF
FIC
IA
L I
NF
OR
MA
TIO
N 
AC
T





Page 13 of 20 
 

Inter-regional corridors 

89. The ‘inter-regional corridor’ expenditure covers eight key inter-regional routes. Together these 
business cases comprise around $4.5 to $7.0 billion of proposed investment over the next 30 years. 
The NZ Transport Agency is working with regional stakeholders to further develop the business cases 
and no commitment has been made to fund the implementation of these corridors.  

Base Case: Funding ranges  

90. The expenditure shown in Figure 1 has been used to model funding ranges (see Table 1) that could be 
included in the final GPS. Key changes from the draft GPS 2018 are: 

90.1. State highway improvements for 2018/19 to 2021/22 is $400 million more than expected from 

the draft GPS 2018. Given submitters feedback this may attract some concern  

90.2. there are significant increases in local road improvement, and public transport driven by ATAP 

90.3. business as usual expenditure is forecasted increase over years 4 to 10 by between 2 to 3 

percent a year 

90.4. regional development is much lower than in the draft GPS 2018 because regional State 

highways are included in State highway improvements activity class. This makes it clear the 

level of expenditure on state highways. In setting the final funding ranges, we will probably 

include regional state highway projects (where they are a regional not a national priority) in the 

regional improvements activity class to indicate the level of expenditure in the regions.  

Suggested response:  

Revenue in GPS 2018 should at least indicate a CPI increase (1.4% increase) in 2018/19. Whether further 
increases are indicated depends on your preference regarding timing of projects and whether Crown loans to 
delay NLTF expenditure can be conside ed 

GPS 2018 should provide funding certainty for Government’s share of the first ten years of the ATAP 
indicative package. We also recommend to wait until Auckland Council has given any indication of likely 
transport funding to be made available through their 2018-2028 Long Term Plan (Budget) (likely to be later in 
2017) before making any further Auckland funding decisions 

91. Funding has been set as a range around forecasted expenditure. The ranges are wider for an activity 
class that has less certain or lumpier expenditure (e.g. 15 percent for State Highway Improvements 
and 5 percent for Road Safety Promotion).  

92. he minimum funding range is low in some cases to reflect concern that there might not be sufficient 
high value pr jects to progress in some activity classes (e.g. local road improvements). 
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97. Four projects financed in this scenario: ATAP - East West Link, SH20, Inter-regional 
corridors - SH1 Auckland to Whangarei, and the Tauriko network plan.  

98. Note: that the Ministry is working on other financing and funding options (e.g. value capture), 
which may provide other options in the period of GPS 2018.  

Suggested response: Given transport taxes have increase by 40 percent since 2008, we propose 
tax increases should be limited by considering timing and Crown loans.  

We suggest the funding ranges provided to the NZ Transport Agency for consultation on GPS 2018 
include only a one off CPI increase of 1.4 percent. If you wish we can work with the NZ Transport 
Agency to consider options regarding changing timing of major projects and use of Crown loans to 
meet any further increase expenditure.  

However, if you want to accelerate major projects you may want to send a different signal and 
indicate support for more tax increases or Crown loans.   

Option 2: Urban growth and maintenance 

99. This illustrates an option that utilises the additional $500 million funding discussed above to 
respond to submitters concerns that urban growth is not modally balanced and NZ Transport 
Agency’s concern there insufficient maintenance funding to maintain the current level of 
service. The funding levels are indicative but based on assumptions on what is required to 
meet submitters needs:  

99.1. increased public transport (about $50 to $60 million per year) and walking and cycling 

($40 million a year)  This will enable additional public transport funding (for 

operational expenses) be ond Auckland and accelerate the completion of urban 

cycleway networks  Note: this still leaves questions about public transport capital 

(e.g. train and bus inf astructure) 

99.2. increase n State highway maintenance (about $50 to $60 million per year). This 

responds to the expansion of the network (e.g. Waterview tunnel) 

99.3. increase road safety promotion or road policing (about $20 million in total) to increase 

focus on safer behaviour and provide for alcohol interlocks 

100. The remaining funds could be used non-major state highway improvements if the full $500 
million was utilised   

Option 3: Safety, resilience 

101. This illus rates an option that utilises the additional funding to enhance safety and resilience. 
Submitters are concerned there was insufficient funding for resilience and safety. The 
benefits for resilience and safety come from maintenance, road improvements, road policing 
and road safety promotion. Also, the NZ Transport Agency was concerned that there would 
be insufficient funding to provide State Highway improvements beyond the major projects.  

102  Possible changes include: 

102.1. increased funding for state highways maintenance (about $80 million) and local road 

maintenance (about $30 million) to allow for more maintenance activities that support 

safety and resilience 

102.2. increase state highway improvements (about $200 to $300 million) to complete 

projects that improve safety and resilience 
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102.3. increased road safety promotion/road policing (about $20 million) to increase focus 

on safer behaviour and alcohol interlocks.  

103. The remaining funds could be used for non-major state highway improvements if the full 
$500 million was utilised.  

Suggested response: Work with the NZ Transport Agency to amend the base case funding ranges 
to respond to submitter’s concerns (e.g. public transport, safety, resilience) and the NZ Transport 
Agency’s concerns (e.g. State highway maintenance).  

Work with the NZ Transport Agency to amend the base case funding ranges 

104. The GPS 2018 provided to the NZ Transport Agency’s Board for formal consultation must 
provide 10 year funding ranges. We propose that these funding ranges provide signals that 
we are responding to submitter’s and NZ Transport Agency’s concerns but that limit tax 
increases and retain a value for money emphasis.  

105. Once we have your responses to the recommendations in this paper  we w ll work with the 
NZ Transport Agency to amend the base case funding ranges to reflect the ssues identified 
below. This will enable us to provide an indicative funding range in the draft GPS 2018 we 
provide the NZ Transport Agency for formal consultation. We will not get the NZ Transport 
Agency’s final position until after formal consultation.  

106. We propose the funding ranges are based on:  

106.1. low revenue increases: a CPI increase (1 4%) 20 8/19 (as per option 1) or with 

further increases in 2019/20 if you wish.  

106.2. considering how financing and timing options can be used to reduce tax increases 

106.3. the base case funding ranges but amended following discussions with the NZ 

Transport Agency. These discussions are to provide rationales to increase the 

funding ranges over the base case to support the objectives of GPS 2018.  Possible 

areas to increase that respond to submitter’s and the NZ Transport Agency’s 

concerns are: 

 public transport and walking and cycling 

 road safety promotion to cover alcohol interlocks but also consider more 

promotion activities that support Safer Journeys Action Plan 

 State highway and local road maintenance to support maintaining the current 

level of service and enhancing safety and resilience 

 State highway improvements are increased over and above delivery of ATAP 

and inter-regional programmes to support enhanced safety, resilience and 

regional development. 
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Recommendations  

108. The recommendations are that you: 

(a) support the proposed changes to the draft GPS 2018 to:  

 clarify the priority rankings within economic growth and productivity and 
enhance GPS 2018 signals around high growth areas (especially the 
topics of public transport, walking and cycling, and demand management) 
as suggested in this paper 

 

Yes/No 

 

 change the safety objective wording to make it clearer that an 
increased effort is required 

Yes/No  

 

 no changes to value for money although details could be included in 
GPS 2018 questions and answers 

Yes/No  

 

 strengthening the environment objective by referencing the 
government’s commitment and noting that transport’s current response is 
the electric vehicle programme 

Yes/No  

 

 leave the levels of support for social accessibil ty at similar levels to 
GPS 2015 

Yes/No  

 

 clearly highlight the OTS and technology themes and explain their role 
in the GPS as suggested in this paper 

Yes/No  

 

 highlight areas where GPS 2018 has increased flexibility and consider 
changing activity class definition  (where the definitions contain any 
significant and unnecessary impediments) and the activity class funding 
ranges. 

Yes/No 

 do not create additional activity classes Yes/No  

 

 include only high level government directions in GPS 2018  Yes/No  

 

 no changes to the alternative funding and financing sections of GPS 
2018 

Yes/No  
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(b) note the timing of the next steps  

(c) note the attached summary of submissions  

 

 
 
 
David Eyre Gareth Chaplin 
Principal Advisor General Manager Sector Performance 
 
 
MINISTER’S SIGNATURE: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DATE: 
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Purpose of report  

1. This briefing provides a revised GPS 2018 for your consideration and seeks your 
agreement to consult with the Board. 

2. Attached to this briefing are two copies of the final GPS 2018. One copy highlights the 
changes that have been made from the draft GPS 2018. The other copy is for forwarding to 
the Board for formal consultation, if you agree.   

Background 

3. Since our discussion with you on 30 May 2017, we have made signif cant progress 
finalising GPS 2018 to reflect your priorities.  

4. This briefing focuses on three new elements that are now reflected or updated in GPS 
2018: 

4.1. 10-year funding ranges for activity classes 

4.2. GPS reporting  

4.3. Ministerial expectations. 

5. The briefing also outlines other minor changes to GPS 2018 and the process for consulting 
with the Board. 

10-year funding ranges have been developed 

6. As discussed with you on 30 May 2017, we have included 10-year funding ranges for GPS 
2018 (see Table 1). The funding ranges are based on: 

6.1. Revenue increases to fuel excise duty and road user charges at CPI levels for 

the first three years f GPS 2018 (that is from 2018/19 through to 2020/21). There 

are no further increases in revenue after 2020/21.  

The NZ Transport Agency have noted that they would prefer CPI adjustments over 

the full GPS 2018 (that is, across the 10 years). We have included a 3-year CPI 

increase given our discussions with you and our intention to maintain an emphasis on 

value for money. 

6.2. Funding for Auckland Transport Alignment Project (ATAP) is included in the 

funding ranges. The ranges include sufficient funding to provide for the 

Government’s share of ATAP (based on the indicative ATAP case) at current funding 

assistance rates of 51 percent. ATAP expenditure is reflected in the funding ranges 

for State highway improvements, local road improvements, public transport, and 

walking and cycling improvements. 

Highlights from activity class funding ranges 

7. State highway improvements has increased compared to GPS 2015 (an increase of 
around $300 million to $400 million a year). The ranges allow for funding to complete the 
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Roads of National Significance (RoNS), and ATAP. There is also substantial funding 
available (from $330 million in 2018/19 up to $615 million in 2027/28) that can be used to 
advance other important State highways projects, including commencing inter-regional 
routes.  

8. State Highway maintenance has an additional $50 million per annum to cover increased
renewals activity. The NZ Transport Agency had reduced maintenance expenditure over
the last three years to test the appropriate minimum level of maintenance  This approach
has created a need to do more renewals work now.

9. Regional improvements has an upper range of $140 million to allow f r approximately
$40 million of local road expenditure and $100 million of regionally important State
highways each year (exact numbers will be determined through the NZ Transport Agency s
assessment process).

Timing of major projects 

10. While the State highway improvement funding range is substantially higher than GPS 2015,
it is lower than outlined in our briefing on 27 May 2017. The NZ Transport Agency are
concerned with delivering projects at this significantly increased level of expenditure.

11. The NZ Transport Agency’s concerns are:

11.1. the capacity of the existing construction sector o provide substantial new projects 

alongside completing the RoNS and ATAP  The capacity constraints may result in 

limited competition and construction price spikes 

11.2. the inability to quickly advance large infrastructure projects through the Resource 

Management Act 1991 requirements. A cross-government review is being undertaken 

into these plann ng processes. However, any findings would not be implemented in 

time for the first years of increased GPS 2018 State highway improvement funding 

11.3. the ability for the NZ Transport Agency and local authorities to complete business 

case development and cost benefit analysis for this scale of large infrastructure 

projects in time to match the increased funding. 

12. We also consider that the capacity of the NZ Transport Agency to deliver projects at this
scale is a risk. The NZ Transport Agency appears to be operating at significant stretch to
complete the current programme of RoNS projects and to deliver on ATAP expectations.

13. After discussions with the NZ Transport Agency, we have smoothed the State highway
improvement funding ranges over the first few years of GPS 2018. This means that not all
of ATAP and inter-regional can be delivered within the current indicative time frame.RE
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GPS 2018 reporting has developed and will continue  

14. The GPS leads a significant level (approximately $4.0 billion) of investment per annum. 
The reporting framework needs to reflect the scale and breadth of this investment.  

15. An effective and meaningful monitoring and reporting framework is critical as it: 

15.1. enables the NZ Transport Agency to inform the Government about the GPS results 

achieved and how much this has cost 

15.2. provides information for decisions about future GPS investment  

16. The Ministry has worked with the NZ Transport Agency to develop high-level GPS 2018 
reporting measures that appear in Table 1 of the GPS 2018. These measures most closely 
relate to the long term GPS results.  

17. The high-level measures provide key indicators for reporting (e.g. network throughput) and 
signal how this information may be provided (e.g  by mode, region or time). This is a helpful 
starting point and provides sufficient signals to local authorities on the results expected 
from GPS 2018. However, we intend to continue working with the NZ Transport Agency to 
further develop the reporting measures.  

18. We consider that additional detailed measur s are needed to specify what the NZ 
Transport Agency will report on to ensure adequate and consistent reporting throughout the 
GPS 2018 period. The detailed measures will be complete before 1 July 2018 when GPS 
2018 comes into effect, and can be published alongside GPS 2018.  

Ministerial expectations have been updated 

19. The draft GPS included Ministerial expectations. The attached GPS 2018 includes three 
amendments to ensure signals throughout the GPS are considered by the NZ Transport 
Agency. The following changes are included: 

19.1. a new expectation to requir  the NZ Transport Agency to take a lead role in 

advancing technology and innovation to deliver the best transport solutions 

19.2. an amendment to the current expectation around integrated planning to clarify how 

the ‘one transport system’ theme should be considered by the NZ Transport Agency 

19.3. an amendment to the current expectation around value for money to require more 

transparency on NZ Transport Agency decision-making process. The will enable 

decision-makers to find, understand and use reported information. 

20. The NZ Transport Agency is required to report on both the GPS 2018 results and the 
Ministerial expectations. We expect a stand-along annual GPS 2018 report will be issued in 
addition to any other reporting provided. For example – a complete GPS report would still 
be required even if the NZ Transport Agency decided to include some elements of GPS 
reporting within its Crown entity reporting. 

Other minor amendments to GPS 2018 

21. The attached GPS 2018 has been updated to reflect the changes discussed above. Other 
minor amendments have been made, and are outlined on the page overleaf. 
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GPS 
Section 

Detail Change 

Strategic 
direction 

Technology and ‘one 
transport system’ 

Two text boxes have been included in the strategic direction section to clearly 
explain the themes and their expected impact for land transport investment. 

Economic Growth and 
Productivity 

Clarification on what is required to deliver high quality transport connections 
(including in high growth areas). 

Road Safety 
Some wording changes, however, the emphasis remains to implement Sa er 
Journeys. 

National 
land 
transport 
objectives 

System that address 
current and future 
demand for access to 
economic and social 
opportunities 

Clarification on what is required to deliver high quality transport onnections 
(including in high growth areas). 

Additional text to indicate that regional development is important, noting the 
Government’s commitmen  to regional development and tourism investment. 

System that is resilient 

Reference to long-term gradual risks is included alongside references to 
other network access d sruptions. 

Reference to low frequency and high cost events. 

System that provides 
appropriate transport 
choice 

Reference o transport choice providing both for those who do not have 
access to the system (e.g  disabled people and transport disadvantaged 
groups)  as well as enabling the land transport system to be well used (e.g. 
public t ansport  walking and cycling) even when the user has access to other 
forms of transport. 

System that 
increasingly mitigates 
the effects of l nd 
transport on the 
env ronment 

Referenc  to the Paris Agreement on climate change and Government 
support of e ectric vehicles. 

System that del v rs 
the right infrastructure 
nd services o th  

right level and a  the 
best cost 

Additional text to note that rigorous, fit-for-purpose cost benefit analysis is 
needed to ensure delivery of the right infrastructure and services at the best 
cost.  

This section also emphasises that, while good progress has been made 
improving returns from road maintenance, continued progress is required. 

Investmen  
in and 
transport 

Activity classes 

A new paragraph identifies the flexibility available within the GPS 2018 (for 
example, the ability to use more than one activity class to achieve GPS 
results).  

No new activity classes have been created. Activity classes retain their 
current funding scope. However, some definitions have been updated within 
current GPS parameters (e.g. “service levels” have been amended to “levels 
of service” to reflect the more common usage in land transport). 
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Recommendations  

28. The recommendations are that you: 

(a) approve the final GPS 2018 for consultation with NZ Transport Agency Board Yes/No 

(b) sign the attached letter referring the final GPS 2018 to the NZ Transport 
Agency Board, seeking their comments by 7 July 2017 

Yes/No 

(c) note that we will send the final GPS 2018 to government departments at the 
same time as the Board consultation 

 

(d) note that the Ministry is preparing the following documents to support the 
release of GPS 2018 in August 2017:  

 a Cabinet paper and speaking notes  

 a Ministerial foreword to GPS 2018  

 communication materials (e.g. Questions and answers, media release).  

 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
David Eyre Gareth Chaplin 
Principal Adviser General Manager, Sector Performance  
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Purpose of report  

1. The New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) has responded to your request for information 
on additional funding to progress improvements to Auckland urban corridors 

2. This report provides preliminary advice on the implications of the NZTA’s proposal to support 
your decisions on additional funding.  

Assumptions in the NZTA proposal 

3. It is not clear what assumptions the NZTA have used for their modelling and what model 
they used to develop the advice. The assumptions made in the NZTA proposal could be 
material. We intend to work with the NZTA to understand these assumptions and the 
implications for GPS 2018.  

4. We suggest that you direct the Ministry and the NZTA to jointly form a view on the minimum 
necessary funding changes (if any) required before GPS 2018 is lodged for Cabinet 
consideration.  

The NZTA’s proposal 

5. The NZTA’s proposal uses the NLTF to progress a selection of projects that Auckland 
Transport has asked it to consider fully funding. Three of these projects (North-Western 
Mass Transit, AMETI and the Mill Road Northern section) were included in the indicative 
Auckland Transport Alignment Project (ATAP) first decade package of investments. The 
remainder (Mill Road Southern section and Penlink) are being considered as part of a 
refresh of the ATAP funding gap and are likely to be proposed as first decade investments.  

6. The NZTA has conside ed North-Western Mass Transit, Mill Road (Northern and southern 
sections) and AMETI to be nationa ly significant. (The NZTA does not consider Penlink to be 
a nationally significant urban corridor)  The NZTA have estimated that for the NLTF to fully 
fund these projects (i.e. with no local Auckland share) a 2.2 cent/litre increase in fuel excise 
duty would be required. This assumes the NZTA continues all other planned expenditure 
with no  changes in timing.  

7. The NZTA’s proposal appears to be an increase of 2.2 cent/litre increase in 2018/19 (i.e. a 
3 7 percent increase in FED and RUC in 2018/19), and ongoing CPI increases. This is very 
different from GPS 2018 revenue assumptions which assumes CPI for three years, with no 
further increases   

Material issues that need to be resolved 

8. The e are a number of material issues that should be considered prior to making a final 
decision on how to respond to the NZTA’s advice. This includes: 

8.1.  potential double-counting in the model 

8.2.  whether and when additional funding is required 

8.3. the significance of the proposed rate changes 

8.4. whether the projects fall within the scope of GPS 2018.  

9. These critical matters are discussed below. 
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Is additional funding required?  

10. The NZTA’s proposal is based on no changes being made to the National Land Transport 
Programme (NLTP) to re-scope, re-phase or reprioritise the programme. Any proposed tax 
increase needs to consider whether that these projects need to be fully funded rather than 
part funded or reprioritised.  

11. It is not clear whether the Board has considered reprioritisation within GPS 2018 funding 
ranges. There is substantial funding available in GPS 2018 (from $330 million in 2018/19 up 
to $615 million in 2027/28) that can be used to advance State highways projects     

12. It is also not clear when the proposed projects will be consented and therefore, when 
expenditure needs to be provisioned for in GPS 2018. This will have a material effect on 
GPS 2018 funding ranges.  

13. As part of the joint work with the NZTA, we will consider whether small adjustment might be 
made to the upper band for State highways improvements (for example  $50 million in 
2018/19 and $80-100 million in 2019/20 and 2020/21) to take some pressu e of the extent to 
which re-priortisation may be required once decisions are made on ATAP. This would enable 
the GPS 2018 to be issued in August, as proposed  If needed (and it may not be, given the 
flexibility in GPS 2018 and the actual timing of these projects), then any necessary 
amendments for accelerated ATAP can be made to the GPS 2018 in 2018 or 2019.  

14. We will provide you with options on how best to fund any additional increment.  

There may be double-counting of  projects  

15. All three projects in the NZTA proposal have been included in the modelling used to 
establish the funding ranges for GPS 2018, with the exception of the Mill Road Southern 
section from the second into the first decade o  ATAP projects (i.e. into GPS 2018).  

16. The draft GPS 2018 included provision for what was known of the ATAP priorities at a 51 
percent funding assistance rate (FAR)  The NZTA has elevated this to between 80 and 100 
percent effective FAR. Poten ially  some of the NZTA projects in its proposal are already be 
provisioned fo  within GPS 2018 funding ranges.  

17. The NZTA’s estimate of the required tax increases may be too high if there is double-
counting of projects already allowed for in the GPS 2018 funding ranges. We will work with 
the NZTA to further model their assumptions and possible implications for GPS 2018 funding 
ranges.  

Additionality of the investment 

18. As the NZTA proposal does not contain any reciprocal obligations on Auckland, it would be 
important to invite the Board to identify how the criteria developed for these projects ensures 
that additional high value investment in land transport in Auckland is taking place, and that 
the proposal is not merely substituting investment. You may also wish to invite the Board to 
pay very close attention to price pressures (in Auckland and associated areas), as these are 
also potentially material.  
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23. Our earlier GPS 2018 advice sought your agreement to lodge the GPS 2018 with Cabinet 
Office on 27 July 2017 to enable release before Parliament dissolves. You still have the 
opportunity to do this as you can lodge the GPS 2018 with Cabinet Office on 3 August 2017. 
This provides planning certainty for local government. It still enables the Government to 
consider the implications of ATAP for the GPS 2018 and, if it is needed, for the GPS 2018 to 
be amended.  

24. The modelling work needs to be undertaken as a matter of priority for this to happen. The 
Ministry will be able to provide you with more detailed advice on the NZTA’s proposal, once 
this modelling work has been completed. 

Recommendations  

25. The recommendations are that you:  

(a) note that the NZTA proposal for nationally significant corridors will result in the 
NLTF fully funding nationally significant urban corridors in Auckland  

 

(b) direct the Ministry and the NZTA to confirm the modelling assumptions and 
what changes, if any, may be required to GPS 2018 so the GPS 2018 paper 
can be lodged with Cabinet Office at the latest on 3 August 2017 

Yes/No 

(c) agree that GPS 2018 should continue to be launched in August 2017 before the 
Parliament dissolves  

Yes/No 

  

 

 

 
 
 
Joanna Gordon Gareth Chaplin 
Contractor General Manager Sector Performance 
 
 
  
  
 
MINISTER’S SIGNATURE: 
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Transport implications of faster growth 

9. Rapid population growth in recent years is having a significant effect on the performance of 

Auckland’s transport network. Despite strong growth in public transport use, private vehicle 

travel has increased substantially in recent years. Based on recorded travel demand and 

average trip lengths, we estimate there are now approximately 360,000 more daily vehicle trips 

in Auckland than three years ago. 

10. The scale and pace of Auckland’s current growth is outpacing efforts to improve Auckland’s 

transport system, resulting in growing congestion and declining travel speeds    

 The proportion of Auckland’s arterial road network experiencing morning peak congestion2 

has increased from 18 percent during the December 2014 quarter to 24 percent during the 

December 2016 quarter. 33 percent of the network was congested during the Ma ch 2017 

morning peak.    

 Congestion is spreading throughout the working day, with 11 2 percent of the a terial road 

network experiencing inter-peak congestion in the year to March 2017, up from 8.8 

percent the year before.  

 Arterial road travel speeds have decreased by 5 6 and 7.7 pe cent for the morning and 

afternoon peak periods respectively over the yea  to March 2017 compared to the 

previous year.   

 Auckland State highway travel speeds have decreased on average 2-5 kilometres per 

hour on parts of the network in the peak periods over the year to March 2017. 

11. These figures indicate greater transport costs for Aucklanders, especially when travelling to 

work, along with the increasing difficulty and unreliability of business and freight travel during 

the inter-peak period. Overall, although Auckland’s gross labour force grew by around 7.5 

percent in 2016, declining travel speeds w ll resu t in much smaller actual increases in access 

to employment, a key driver of improved economic productivity.  

Expenditure  

Updated cost information  

12. The cost information used in ATAP was pulled together in mid-2016. Since that time further 

work has increased the City Rail Link’s (CRL) anticipated cost but also identified potential 

savings on road renewals.  

13. ATAP assumed a total project cost for CRL of around $2.5 billion, including approximately $1.9 

billion of investment from July 2018 onwards. More detailed CRL costs will not be known until 

tenders are completed, but recent funding agreements between the Council and Government 

are su ficient to fund a cost of up to $3.4 billion for the whole project, evenly split between the 

two parties.  

14. ATAP identified the need for Auckland Transport and NZTA to agree appropriate levels of 

service and funding requirements for asset management investment, especially road renewals. 

While this work is ongoing, initial analysis has highlighted the potential for some significant cost 

savings in this area. 

                                            
2
 Defined in this case as a median travel speed of lower than 50 percent of the speed limit – for example 

travelling at 48 kph on the motorway.  
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15. In general, New Zealand construction sector cost inflation is running higher than general CPI, 

while in Auckland, land costs have been a major factor in driving increased project costs. Both 

of these factors will put further pressure on transport funding.  

 Updated programme sequencing  

16. Over the past few months Auckland Transport and NZTA have begun the process of refining 

their programmes as part of developing the 2018 RLTP. This process will continue through to 

approving a draft RLTP for public consultation in December this year.  

17. Early work has identified that ATAP’s indicative programme sequencing significantly 

underestimated required funding for the first three years, and that faster than expected 

population growth means transport network performance will decli e unless some in estment 

is accelerated.  

18. Accelerating investment would mean bringing investment forward into the first three years of 

ATAP’s first decade (2018-2020) and potentially bringing in estment from ATAP’s second 

decade into the first.  

19. In principle, we agree some acceleration of inv stment is required if the levels of network 

performance aspired to in ATAP are to be met  However, until further analysis occurs it is not 

yet possible to agree the quantum and timing of required accelerated investment.     

20. The RLTP is the central process for determining the mix and timing of transport investment 

needed to support Auckland’s growth. Auckland Transport are currently developing 10-year 

expenditure scenarios based off different levels of assumed funding. This work will develop a 

range of scenarios including: 

 What will  be achieved under the agreed ATAP indicative package (a $24 billion 

programme)  

 What cou d be achieved if the ATAP indicative package is accelerated to meet the 

demands of faster than expected population growth (cost to be determined, but a desktop 

exercise undertaken by Auckland Transport suggests this could be up to $27 billion).  

21. This work will also identify what will not be achieved, relative to ATAP, if current funding levels 

are maintained, or the gap is only partially closed.  

22. By September this year, Auckland Transport will have developed these programmes in more 

detail and NZTA will have undertaken a preliminary assessment of them. This will allow agreed 

high-level commentary on the likely network performance impact and comparative value of 

different levels of investment.   
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Government funding pressures  

30. In addition to the Government’s share of ATAP’s indicative package, the National Land 

Transport Fund (NLTF) has other significant funding pressures over the next decade, including 

a programme of inter-regional State highway improvements and the remaining Roads of 

National Significance. 

31. As well as these funding pressures, the NLTF is forecasted to be close to the NZ Transport 

Agency’s self-imposed guideline of 10 percent of revenue that can be committed to servicing 

the cost of financing, including Public-Private Partnerships. Over the next decade this is 

forecasted to rise to 6 to 7 percent between 2021/2022 and 2023/2024, de ending on 

decisions made in the final 2018 GPS and timing of repayments associated with the Housing 

Infrastructure Fund. This may constrain the willingness of the NZTA to raise further finance 

through loans or commit to other Public-Private Partnerships. 

Revised funding gap 

32. ATAP estimated a funding gap of $4 billion over the next 10 years, with an ind cative 

expenditure profile suggesting the gap would be minimal before 2020 before increasing 

significantly from the early 2020s onwards. ATAP also noted that under current funding 

arrangements this gap largely lies with the Council  

33. Since the completion of ATAP, updated information on popula on growth projections, project 

costs, programme sequencing and revenue, indicate that the funding gap is likely to be higher 

than $4 billion, if the levels of network performance aspired to in ATAP are to be met.  

34. Of particular note is that the funding gap is likely to be higher over the first three years (2018/19 

to 2020/21), the period where funding needs to be effectively committed through the next round 

of statutory transport planning and funding documents, which are currently under development. 

ATAP’s preliminary funding gap over the first three years was around $380 million. Refined 

sequencing and accelerated recent growth suggest a much larger funding gap over the next 

three years. 

35. As noted earlier  by September this year we will be in a position to advise in more detail what 

level of investment beyond the $24 billion ATAP programme may be appropriate, along with 

updated sequencing  This will enable a complete picture of the funding gap under current 

revenue assumptions.   

Potential leve s for addressing the gap 

36. Both the Council and Government have a number of levers available to increase transport 

revenue to address the funding gap. The trade-offs within and between these various levers 

can be complex and will require further analysis and advice from both Council staff and 

government officials.   

37. The following table outlines at a high-level some of the potential levers available to the Council 

through the long-term plan and the Government through the GPS and the Budget 4.  

 

                                            
4
 Smarter transport pricing and regional fuel tax have not been included in this list as per previous 

correspondence to the Mayor from the Ministers of Finance and Transport.   
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Annex 1 – Assumptions underlying historic and forecast Auckland transport expenditure 

All historic figures are in nominal terms and forecast figures in 2016 dollars.  

Treatment of Council funding  

1. Consistent with the approach ATAP agreed, Auckland Council figures from 2012/2013 
onwards: 

1.1. remove the National Land Transport Fund contribution (for local roads/public 

transport subsidy)  

1.2. net off operating revenue sources (such as public transport fa es and parking 

revenues)    

1.3. exclude depreciation  

1.4. exclude the financing cost of borrowings. 

2. These exclusions account for the difference between the Auckland Council figures reported 
here and the Council’s published Annual Plan figu es. 

3. The forecasts for 2016/2017 and 2017/2018 are sourced from the Council’s Annual Plans 
for those years. Forecasts from 2018/2019 onwards are sourced from the Council's Long-
term Plan 2015-2025, noting revised City Rail Link costs. The period 2025/2026-2028/2029 
was extrapolated from long-term plan figures. 

4. Decisions to finalise the Long-term Plan 2018-2028 by June 2018, and the 2018 
Government Policy Statement on land transpo t will likely change forecast expenditure.  

Treatment of Government funding  

5. National Land Transport Fund figures include Crown SuperGold Card and Urban 
Cycleways Fund contributions.  

6. 2016/2017 and 2017/2018 numbers are based on subsidy estimates from the Council’s 
Annual Plans, and high-level National Land Transport Programme forecasted State 
highway expenditure   

7. Forecasts for 2018/19 onwards are sourced from ATAP, which were derived from the 2015 
Government Policy Statement on land transport and the 2015 National Land Transport 
Programme.   

Treatment of rail expenditure  

8. Crown rail expenditure excludes loans for the purchase of electric trains. The expenditure 
associated with paying back these loans is captured under the NZTA and Auckland Council 
lines respectively. Forecasts for 2018/2019 onwards assume the Auckland Rail 
Development Plan will be funded by the Crown (subject to Budget bids), consistent with 
current funding arrangements. 

City Rail Link 

9. City Rail Link forecasts are based on revised estimated costs for the project, split evenly 
between the Government and Auckland Council.  

RE
LE
AS
ED
 U
ND
ER
 TH
E 

OF
FIC
IA
L I
NF
OR
MA
TIO
N 
AC
T



11 
 

10. Crown funding commences in 2017/2018 ($296 million) comprised of expenditure ($76 
million) and back payment of costs incurred by the Council from previous years ($220 
million). Auckland Council contribution for 2017/2018 (-$144 million) is due to the Council’s 
share of expenditure ($76 million) less the Crown payment for this year ($220 million). In 
2024/2025, land sales contribute to both the Government and Auckland Council, hence a 
negative figure for this year ($108 million each). 

11. Treatment of City Rail Link costs are responsible for the variance observed in the 
Government’s and the Council’s numbers from those provided previously. The Council will 
commit additional funding for the City Rail Link on top of figures budgeted for previously, 
rather than drawing these from its transport budget.  
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Purpose of report  

1. To discuss the implications of the New Zealand Transport Agency’s (NZ Transport 
Agency) proposal for nationally significant urban corridors in Auckland (significant urban 
corridors).  

2. This briefing discusses the material issues raised following the significant urban 
corridors funding proposal and provides advice to resolve those issues and the 
implications for GPS 2018 release. 

Background to the nationally significant urban corridors 

3. On 25 July 2017, the NZ Transport Agency responded to your request for advice on 
significant urban corridors in Auckland. Three corridors were identified by the NZ Transport 
Agency as nationally significant: North-Western Mass Transit, Mill Road (Northern and 
Southern sections), and AMETI – Panmure to Botany. Your agreement was sought to 
consider funding options to progress the delivery of these corridors. 

4. We provided you with additional information on 26 July 20 7 that highlighted the 
material issues to be resolved before additional funding support was considered. 

5. We have been working with the NZ Transport Agency to consider these issues. This 
briefing: 

5.1. confirms the level of funding required and possible tax implications 

5.2. suggests next steps to agree funding for the urban corridors following consideration 

of the remaining material issues alignment with broader Auckland Transport 

Alignment Project (ATAP) discussions, ability to influence the level of additional 

funding (including reprioritisation), considering the most appropriate funding sources, 

and reducing any future precedent created).  

Confirmation of funding required and possible tax implications 

6. We have confirmed there is no double counting between the NZ Transport Agency and 
the Ministry of Transport (the Ministry) figures used. The NZ Transport Agency 
estimates that an additional $1.1 billion to $1.4 billion is required over the 10 years of 
GPS 2018 to support the significant urban corridors. This funding is addition to that 
allowed for in the draft GPS 2018 because the proposal assumes an increase Financial 
Assistance Rate (FAR) for these corridors. 

7. In the first three years of GPS 2018, around one-third of this funding ($300 million to 
$500 million) would be required while the remaining two-thirds is required in the last 
seven years.  

8  If the additional expenditure is fully funded from the National Land Transport Fund 
(NLTF) and no reprioritisation occurs, a tax increase will be required. The NZ Transport 
Agency’s advice estimates a 2.2 cents per litre increase in year 1 followed by CPI 
increases in out years. This would generate $2.64 billion over 10 years (around $1.2 
billion more than required).  

9. We have run indicative analysis to consider options for amending fuel excise duty (and 
road user charges equivalent) that would generate funding to cover the $1.4 billion 
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18. If you want to announce the significant urban corridors before ATAP funding discussions are 
resolved we would be unable to address all the issues noted above but we could: 

18.1. advise on the impact of possible funding mechanisms including changes to fuel 

excise duty and road user charges 

18.2. provide a letter to the NZ Transport Agency’s Board to seek their confirmation these 

projects fit with their NLTF decision-making process 

18.3. work with NZ Transport Agency to create criteria to ensure the precedent risk was 

reduced. 

19. However, this process would not be able to be completed before 3 August 2017. In 
effect, a decision to announce nationally significant urban corridors would delay he 
issue of GPS 2018.   

Recommendations  

20. The recommendations are that you: 

(a) note the additional funding suppo t for the significan  urban corridors is $1.1 
to $1.4 billion over the 10 years of GPS 2018 

 

(b) note if this additional funding comes entirely rom the NLTF it will require 
increases in fuel excise duty and road user charges 

 

(c) agree to decide on the sign ficant urban corridors as part of the accelerated 
ATAP discussions 

Yes/No 

(d) agree to release GPS 2018 with funding ranges as provided on 20 July 2017 

OR 

agree to release GPS 2018 but increase the local roads activity class by $50 
million in 2018/19 

Yes/No 

 

Yes/No 

(e) agree to lodge GPS 2018 on 3 August 2017 Yes/No 

 
 
 
 
David Eyre Gareth Chaplin 
Principal Advisor General Manager Sector Performance 
 
 
MINISTER’S SIGNATURE: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DATE: 
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Purpose of report 

1. This briefing provides our advice on the joint report we have prepared with the Auckland 
Transport Alignment Project (ATAP) agencies1 that refreshes the ATAP first decade 
indicative package and funding gap. The briefing also provides our initial advice around next 
steps. 

Process 

2. At the end of June 2017, following discussions with the Mayor of Auckland  you asked that 
we update the ATAP first decade indicative package and funding gap in light of revised 
population growth forecasts since ATAP ended. Since then, we have worked with the ATAP 
agencies to identify the likely mix and scale of additional investment needed. 

3. Due to the limited time available, we have relied primarily on qualitative assessments, 
informed by some modelling using Council’s updated land use assumptions about where 
future population and employment growth will occur (i.e. which growth zones are being 
brought forward/pushed back).  

4. We have not undertaken any detailed modelling of the revised first decade package. As a 
result, there is an inherent level of uncertainty and need for ongoing work to ensure all 
investments deliver value for money. As with ATAP  the indicative package is not intended to 
be an investment programme, as all transport investments need to go through business case 
approval to proceed. 

The revised first decade funding gap 

5. The revised first decade funding gap has increased to $5 9 billion (an increase of $1.9 
billion to ATAP’s original estimate). The funding gap over the first three years is $1.3 billion. 

6. Depending on assumptions made about the extent of co-funding from the National Land 
Transport Fund (NLTF), between $2.8 t  $4 bi ion of the original $4 billion funding gap was 
attributable to Auckland Council. We have not been able to apportion the updated funding 
gap due to the limited t me available but will be able to provide this to you in any further 
advice. Prel minary estimates suggest that the vast majority of the additional funding gap lies 
with Auckland Council. 

7. The projects that have been brought forward from the second decade, potential savings on 
renewals and likely revenue increases are detailed in the joint report. We have highlighted 
below the main challenges from additional growth and the investment that has been brought 
forward to address these challenges. 

Growth n the North and South 

8. Auckland Council’s re-sequencing of greenfield growth areas in the north and the south 
means that there will be additional pressure on the transport network in those areas. Around 
30% of the extra growth is projected to occur in greenfields areas. The revised indicative 
package brings forward around $1.5 billion worth of investment to address this pressure.  

9. This investment includes building and upgrading arterial roads to enable growth, a tolled two-
lane (future-proofed for widening) Penlink in the North, minor upgrades to State Highway 1 
between Albany and Silverdale (including bus shoulder lanes) and Mill Road in the South 
(which also improves network resilience in the South as an alternative corridor for SH1). The 
projects identified have reasonably strong benefit cost ratios (see Appendix 1 to the joint 
report).  

                                            
1 The Ministry of Transport, Auckland Council, the Treasury, New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA), 
Auckland Transport and the State Services Commission. 
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Possible options to address the revised funding gap 

27. We expect the Mayor will want to speak to you soon after receiving the report. 

28. We have previously provided you with advice on possible options to address the ATAP 
funding gap (OC04527 / T2016/2412 refers). We have summarised these briefly below. We 
recommend that you discuss and indicate to officials which option(s) you would like to 
receive further advice on, for the purpose of discussions with the Auckland Mayor and 
Council. 

29. The following advice does not take into account recent announcements of potential Crown 
funding for transport in Auckland. 

Auckland Council levers 

30. As previously advised, the best option for addressing the funding gap is increased Auckland 
Council funding as it presents the least disruption to the current funding framework. 

31. Auckland Council will be developing its revenue and expenditure policy between August and 
November 2017 to inform the Long-term Plan proposal the Mayor wil  put to the wider 
Council at the end of November 2017. This will include its policy around targeted rates and 
development contributions and the allocation of transport expenditure. 

32. For the purpose of discussions with the Mayor, we recommend that you continue to seek 
Auckland Council commitments to review its existing expenditure and revenue policy to 
make available a greater share of funding for transport investment than it currently has 
planned.  

Government levers 

33. As you are aware, the Government has already made financial support available for 
Auckland Council through the Housing Infrastructure Fund and Crown Infrastructure 
Partnerships.  

34. The GPS 2018 is ready for release and as currently prepared, includes sufficient allocation 
for the NLTF share of the orig nal A AP funding gap. However, as noted above, between 
$2.8 to $4 billion of the original funding gap lies with Auckland Council. 

35. We previously advised that beyond Auckland Council increasing its budget, the NLTF would 
present the next best option for additional funding. This would allow for a more rational 
allocation of funding gainst the Government’s land transport objectives.  

36  A Crown appropriat on potentially provides the opportunity for greater flexibility and control in 
how the Government could structure its funding, including specific conditions it could attach 
(e.g  spec fic projects). An NLTF solution would link more closely with the outcomes set out 
in the GPS. 

Nationally significant urban corridors proposal 

37. At your request, the NZTA has developed a framework to assess projects that the NLTF 
could fully fund as nationally significant urban corridors. This framework has identified Mill 
Road ($1 billion), AMETI ($650 million) and the Northwestern Busway ($850 million) as 
potential candidates from a list of 4 projects proposed by Auckland Transport. Penlink ($240 
million) was the remaining project that did not satisfy the criteria. All four projects are in the 
revised first decade funding gap. 

38. If the Government were to apply this approach, we would recommend a more robust 
framework be developed that can be applied not just in Auckland but nationally to assess 
future requests for full funding, and possibly operation, of local corridors, consistent with the 
NZTA’s existing investment assessment framework.  
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Purpose of report 

1. This report provides you with information you have requested on some options that could 
address the funding gap. It builds on the draft Cabinet paper we provided to you on 
Thursday 10 August 2017 summarising the revised Auckland Transport Alignment Project 
(ATAP) funding gap. 

You have asked for further information following receipt of the revised ATAP funding gap 

2. The ATAP agencies provided you with a report on 4 August 2017 updating the ATAP first 
decade indicative package, in light of recently revised population growth forecasts. The 
report identified a revised first decade funding gap of $5.9 billion (an increase of $1.9 billion 
from ATAP’s original estimate). We advised you that most of this gap still lay with the Council 
under current funding arrangements. 

3. After receiving the report, you asked for a paper to take to Cabinet on Monday 14 August 
2017 noting its findings. 

4. You also asked us to provide information on the following options to address the gap: 

4.1. whether and how the draft 2018 Government Policy Statement on Land Transport 

(GPS) could provide for the National L nd Transpo t Fund (NLTF) share of the 

revised ATAP funding gap along with other national priorities, and whether this would 

require increases to Fuel Excise Duty (FED) and Road User Charges (RUC). 

4.2. what potential Auckland Council transport unding could be freed up and what 

projects it might choose to fund if the Government were to meet the full costs of Mill 

Road, the Northwestern Busway and a 75% share of the cost of the Auckland 

Manukau Easte n Transport Initiative (AMETI). (In July 2017, the New Zealand 

Transpor  Agency (NZTA) provided you with a proposed approach for how the NLTF 

could be used to fund these projects). 

4.3. Auckland Council’s revenue options and what it could make available towards the 

funding gap. 

Providing for the NLTF (Government) share of the revised ATAP funding gap 

5  We have previousl  advised you that under the original $4 billion funding gap, around $2.8 - 
$4 billion of this amount lies with Auckland Council. The GPS as it is currently drafted 
provides for the Government’s share assuming all of the gap lies with Council. 

6. Between $3.8 - $4.9 billion of the revised $5.9 billion funding gap lies with Auckland Council 
leaving $1 - $2.1 billion for the Government to provide.  

7. This range reflects the fact that not all projects in ATAP’s indicative 10-year package are 
eligible for NLTF funding under current arrangements and some projects and activities may 
be low value. ATAP’s focus was on strategic investments but to develop the funding gap 
ATAP needed to include a very large number of small investments without scrutinising them. 

8. To provide $1 - $2.1 billion additional NLTF funding toward the funding gap over the next 10 
years would require a FED and RUC rate increases of between 3 - 4 cents per litre (in 
addition to the proposed CPI increases over the first three years). This would generate 
between $1.5 - $2 billion over 10 years.  
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Recommendations 

25. The recommendations are that you:

(a) note that to raise additional revenue over that proposed in the draft 2018 
Government Policy Statement on Land Transport, Fuel Excise Duty and 
Road User Charges will need to be increased by: 

 3 cents per litre to raise $1.5 billion over 10 years

 4 cents per litre to raise $2 billion over 10 years.

(b) note that if the Government were to fully fund Mill Road, the Northwestern 
Busway and the Auckland Manukau Eastern Transport Initiative, this would 
free up around $1 billion for Auckland Council and it is likely to prioritise it on 
mass transit to the airport 

(c) share a copy of this briefing with the Minister of Finance Yes/No 

Sam Ponniah Martin Glynn 
Senior Adviser Director Auckland 
Ministry of Transport Ministry of Transport 

MINISTER’S SIGNATURE: 

DATE: 
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