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Clerk of the Committee 

Transport and Industrial Relations Committee 

Select Committee Office 

Parliament Buildings 

WELLINGTON 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

Submission to the 

TRANSPORT and INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS SELECT COMMITTEE 

on the 

LAND TRANSPORT MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 

Introduction 

 

1 The New Zealand Automobile Association (NZAA) thanks the committee for the 

opportunity to provide comment on the Land Transport Management Amendment Bill. As 

an incorporated society with a membership exceeding 1.2 million vehicle owners and 

drivers in New Zealand, we give close attention to any proposals that affect road users.  

We represent the interests of road users who collectively pay over $2 billion in taxes each 

year through fuels excise, road user charges and GST. 

 

2 We wish to appear before the committee to speak to our submission. Contact details: 

Contact person: Mike Noon 

Daytime phone: 04-931-9984 or 021-659-704 

Address:  Level 7, 342-352 Lambton Quay, Wellington 

Email:  mnoon@aa.co.nz 

 

3 As the main customers of the transport agencies our Members have a strong interest in 

the key components of the Bill governing, funding and prioritising the land transport 

system.  We circulated details of the Bill for comment to our 17 elected District Councils 

and National Council. The comments below include feedback from our District and 

National Councils.  
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Executive Summary 

The AA  

 strongly supports full hypothecation 

 conditionally supports regional fuel taxes provided they are supported in the region, 

key practical issues are addressed and prefers that the 50% restriction on road 

funding be dropped in favour of a requirement for balance 

 supports the introduction of a Government Policy Statement but seeks a specific 

directive project plan (NLTP) that provides a transport infrastructure that supports 

whole of government and wider sectoral outcomes 

 supports fixing plans for at least three years, but would prefer either fixing for six 

years (reviewed three yearly) or  a rolling three years (reviewed annually)  

 has strong concerns about the proposal to regionalise transport planning and seeks 

a national overview of the State Highway network, a process for setting consistent 

standards and treatments;  

 considers there is too great a devolvement of power to regional interests and to 

local government (the minor funder) and seeks greater input for road user groups 

as both key end users and major funders to achieve better balance; and seeks 

increased clarity about roles and responsibilities 

 strongly supports the proposed 30 year planning horizon but recommends a 

consequential amendment to the RMA to remove the requirement for transport 

corridors of all modes to have to reapply for consents every 5 years  

 conditionally supports the merger of Transit and Land Transport  

 considers the addition of “affordability” to the objectives is a positive step but that it 

may not go far enough; we seek the inclusion of  “ensuring best value for money” or 

“cost-effectiveness” as an explicit goal of the Transport Agency and RLTCs 

 

 

AA Submission 

 

4 The Bill makes many changes to the way that land transport is administered and funded. 

The submission discusses the eight main provisions below. 
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A. Full hypothecation of fuel tax: the Bill proposes that all fuel excise duty is reserved 

for land transport purposes and sets fuel excise levels every three years to provide 

more certainty for future funding and transport investment 

 

AA Position: The AA strongly supports full hypothecation  

5 The AA: 

a. Strongly supports the Bill‟s clause that means all the fuel excise duty road user 

charges (RUC) and motor vehicle registration (MVR) goes directly to the National 

Land Transport Fund; 

b. Supports the removal of inflation-adjusted indexing of fuel excise duties;  

c. Supports setting fuel excise three-yearly based on funding need instead of the 

current ad hoc approach of random increases to existing excise levels, on the 

condition that the AA must be consulted on any increase to the overall fuel excise 

level to be collected.  Motorists, through fuel excise and light diesel RUC, and 

heavy freight road users through heavy diesel RUC are the only ones paying the 

into the Fund. The Bill as proposed carries a strong risk of taxation without 

representation, and without effective consultation we cannot represent the interests 

of our Members. Three-yearly reassessment of fuel excise enables the Government 

to adjust for increases in vehicle fuel efficiency, without introducing other costly and 

unpopular methods of charging motorists such as road pricing.  

d. Supports diesel users being treated the same way, and that RUC is set to 

equivalent levels and subject to the same three-yearly adjustment. 

 

B. Enable regional fuel taxes, to allow regions to fund more projects. 

 

AA Position: The AA conditionally supports regional fuel taxes provided they are 

supported in the region and that key practical issues are addressed; and prefers 

that the 50% restriction on road funding be dropped in favour of a requirement 

for balance.  

 

6 The AA supports regional fuel tax (RFT) subject to the following conditions: 

a. The region‟s residents are consulted and the regional council can demonstrate solid 

support for both the introduction and level of the taxes.  
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b. The Bill requires only regional road users to be consulted; given the importance of 

regional fuel tax, the AA would like to be consulted at a national level on all regional 

tax proposals, and have the opportunity to canvass our Members. 

c. Practical implementation issues, such as boundary issues and ways of undermining 

or avoiding the tax, need to be adequately addressed. In particular, the system 

should be monitored to ensure that service stations outside the boundary are not 

able to make windfall gains by using the neighbouring tax to simply increase their 

profit margins. 

d. Under the proposal, the fuel tax boundaries must comply with the regional council 

boundaries, not the existing Local Authority Petroleum Tax boundaries; the AA 

would prefer use of the LAPT boundaries as these are already established and 

introducing regional council boundaries adds another layer of complexity. Regional 

councils are currently able to target rates where the boundaries do not match up 

exactly. 

e. Also, switching to regional council boundaries will incur a substantial additional cost 

for those collecting the tax (oil companies). It is our contention that motorists should 

not fund any additional administrative costs if the boundaries are switched, instead 

these should be funded from local or central government. 

f. Taxes should be phased in as needed (not accumulated prior to being needed). 

g. Taxes must be used to support debt (infrastructure bonds) to maximise their impact, 

because otherwise the amounts that can be realistically raised are insignificant. 

h. Regions should recommend which projects should be funded, but there should be a 

mechanism to allow for final project approval by central government.  

i. We strongly support that the maximum level of a regional fuel tax should not 

exceed 10 cents per litre. 

j. The restriction of a 50% limit for road funding should be dropped and replaced with 

a requirement for balance based on regional need (discussed in more detail below). 

 

7 We can see the logic for inclusion of a 50% limit in metropolitan areas and initially it was 

envisaged that RFT would be only adopted in the metro areas. Indeed Auckland‟s public 

transport needs in particular are significant, and it is understandable that other regions do 

not want to pay for Auckland public transport, so regional fuel taxes make sense from 

user pays and equity perspectives.  The Bill could treat Auckland as a special case in this 

regard, but even without the provision, it is almost certain that RFT collected in metro 

areas will be substantively used for public transport in any case.   
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8 However, it is clear already that RFT is being actively contemplated by many rural 

regional councils.  In these cases there will be instances where the highest regional 

priority may relate to safety works (eg Waikato), repairs and replacement (eg old bridges), 

or essential regional development works, where the potential for cost effective alternative 

transport modes may be very restricted.  If there are few or no realistic regional 

alternative transport projects, the 50% requirement will negate RFT as a way to meet the 

region‟s transport needs. This is of particular concern for the AA in regions that have 

severe road safety issues, where placing a strict limit of 50% on roading will mean that 

lives that could be saved through road safety improvements will potentially be lost. 

 

9 Some of the government‟s key equity, employment, health and other goals are achieved 

through regional development initiatives. Poor road infrastructure can limit a region‟s 

regional development, growth, access or mobility goals.  The government recognised the 

critical role that roading plays in the non-metro regions when it specifically allocated road 

funding to assist regional development in disadvantaged regions (eg to unlock the „wall of 

wood‟ in Northland and Tairawhiti).  

 

10 It is for these reasons that we ask that the „less than 50% on roading‟ requirement be 

dropped and replaced with a requirement for balance based on regional need. Regions 

should recommend through their RLTCs the most appropriate allocation, with a final 

decision by central government, so that the spirit of the intent can be ensured. 

 

C. Provide for a Government Policy Statement to set out the Government's planned 

investment and funding priorities for the next 3 to 6 years and to provide more 

strategic guidance to the transport sector.  

 

AA Position: The AA supports the introduction of a Government Policy Statement 

(GPS) but seeks a specific directive project plan (NLTP) that provides for 

transport infrastructure that supports whole of government and wider sectoral 

outcomes 

 

11 The AA considers that: 

a. Introduction of a GPS will promote stability, certainty and national level guidance. 

b. There is a risk of regional capture of the national transport programme once RLTCs 

are empowered to plan for national and local roads within their boundaries. There 

must be a specific and directive tool to ensure that a whole of government and 
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national perspective is maintained in transport planning. It will also increase 

nationwide consistency. The AA is firm on this point as it is very important to protect 

a national State Highway Strategy and a transport network that supports the 

government‟s wider national, regional and sectoral goals. 

c. The GPS alone is not likely to achieve the outcomes sought by the value for money 

review. We understand the GPS cannot be directive with respect to projects.  There 

thus needs to be a national level document that is a specific and directive national 

level plan that is the outcome of wide consultation and national level modelling. The 

Minister of Transport for instance could issue a policy directive regarding national 

level projects that cross regional boundaries. Both the GPS and the national level 

plan should be binding on the regional strategies and programmes.  

d. An alternative would be for the Transport Agency to issue a National Land 

Transport Programme with which the regional programmes should be consistent.  

e. There needs to be clarity about a hierarchy: the GPS and national level plans need 

to explicitly drive down to the regional and local body plans. Currently the diagrams 

show the RLTP driving the NLTP, rather than the other way around. The legislation 

needs to entrench the GPS and National Land Transport Plan in the Regional Land 

Transport Strategy (RLTS) and Regional Land Transport Programme (RLTP), and 

the RLTS and RLTP in the Long Term Council Community Plans (LTCCP). 

 

D. Change to a three-year planning cycle (rather than annual) to reduce planning 

churn. 

 

AA Position: The AA supports fixing plans for at least three years, but would 

prefer either fixing for six years (reviewed three yearly) or a rolling three years 

(reviewed annually).  

12 The AA considers that: 

a. Current experience of having a plan fixed for six years has proved to be a huge 

success. Fixing the plan for six years has reduced planning churn and cost, and 

increased value for money.  The number of projects completed is likely to be 

increased substantially as a result of this greater certainty. Because projects have 

such long lead times, the content within the six year period is not likely to change 

significantly. 

b. A fixed three year timeframe does not, however, deliver the certainty nor the 

flexibility of the current six year timeframe. Every three years, the certainty will 
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reduce to zero, disrupting in-train planning processes and private sector investment 

in the contracting industry.  

c. We would strongly urge fixing plans for 6 years at a time, so that there is never less 

than 3 years certainty. Given the long lead times for transport projects, this is 

important for managing costs and focussing planning processes. 

d. Although there will be less ability to influence priorities within that timeframe, the AA 

considers that the benefits of improved progress and certainty (delivering better 

value for money) would outweigh the loss of flexibility. There also needs to be 

provision for escalating matters of urgency within the six year timeframe.  

e. If a six year plan is is not possible, then we would support a rolling three year plan 

instead. 

 

E. Introduce Regional Land Transport Programmes to rationalise land transport 

planning documents, reduce consultation, and encourage integrated land transport 

planning. 

 

AA Position: The AA has strong concerns about the proposal to regionalise 

transport planning and seeks a national overview of the State Highway network 

and to ensure consistent standards and treatments; considers there is too great a 

devolvement of power to regional interests and to local government (the minor 

funder) and seeks greater input for road user groups (the major funders and key 

customers) to achieve better balance; and seeks increased clarity about roles and 

responsibilities. 

13 The AA views on the proposal for RLTPs are as follows: 

Power imbalance of regional over national interests 

a. The AA has strong concerns about the proposal for regional control of the national 

State Highway system and the National Land Transport Programme. The concern 

is about potential loss of what is in the best interests of the overall country, as 

opposed to regional interests.  

b. The governance framework in this draft Bill seems to have been captured by a local 

government view. We would argue that in fact the accountability of local 

government is weak, with low voter turnout and little interest in regional council 

elections. The accountability of local government officials is also questionable, as 

these same officials sit behind whichever elected representatives the people 

choose. AA membership is based on a positive decision by every member annually, 
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backed by a financial commitment. The AA has the ability to survey its members 

rapidly on key issues both locally and nationally, and is thus more able to provide a 

representative view than many local bodies. 

c. As an example of our concern, the R funding peiod is nearly 40% complete, but 

local bodies have committed to spend only 20% of their region‟s available R funding 

and spent only 2% of it. 2% is very different to 40%. Local bodies have also over 

decades recorded a consistent underspend of what they have been allocated 

through the Land Transport Fund. Given lives are being lost daily as a result of this 

underspend, the Bill needs to pay particular attention to the accountability 

arrangements for local government if it is to have almost unilateral powers to set 

regional transport priorities and programmes. 

d. Further we would argue that road users in a region, and ratepayers, are two 

different groups have very different concerns and interests. The local road users 

are the larger source of local funding than the local government, and should have a 

local say over how their funds are spent. 

e. Transit has carried out its functions well and consulted well; we have concerns that 

an efficient, open, whole of government approach could be diluted under a local 

governance arrangement. 

 

Representation on RLTC 

f. Central government (through fuel excise, RUC and motor vehicle registration) 

contributes 70% of the Fund while rates account for less than 30%. But under the 

draft Bill, local government will control 85% of the RLTC, and hence the allocation 

of the Fund (the Transport Agency will only provide one representative while local 

government has many; two for the regional council and one for each TLA and (on 

average 5-6 TAs per region). 

  

 

g. Perhaps instead of one representative from each local authority, to reduce the size 

of the committee, reduce parochial incentives and increase regional perspective, 
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the local bodies should be represented by no more than three members on the 

RLTC, selected through an Electoral College type approach by the region‟s local 

authorities on the basis of their skills and background, not on which local area they 

represent. This would remove the parochial nature of the committees as proposed, 

and give a more regional overview and create a more professional approach. This 

could also acknowledge that central government appears to be underrepresented in 

terms of funding sources. 

h. Light vehicle users through fuel excise, light RUC and MVR are the source of 60% 

of central government funding. This alone exceeds the local government funding 

share, but this group has no automatic right 

of representation or voting rights on the 

RLTC.  As the motorist is the largest 

primary funder of the RLTPs and the 

greatest „skin on the table‟ (also being 

elected representatives), we would like a 

locally elected AA councillor to have 

automatic rights to be a member on all RLTC as the light road user representative. 

i. Light vehicle users numerically represent the bulk of the true customers of the fund 

(our members use all modes eg public transport, walking and cycling).  The AA is 

there to represent all of the five RLTC stakeholder objectives, not just one of them. 

Satisfaction of the customers has long been ignored in the current framework 

(Transit‟s State Highway user satisfaction survey being the sole exception).  

j. The lack of accountability towards the actual consumers of the system was a major 

flaw of the current and previous systems, but is not explicitly addressed by the 

proposed Bill and indeed may have been made worse by the removal of Transit. 

 

k. The AA representatives on RLTCs are elected volunteers who do not get paid to 

attend, but regularly appear and make a balanced contribution to the transport 

strategies. They have a proven track record as being positive contributors.  

l. We would like the AA, in recognition of the role of light vehicle users as the largest 

funder, also to have a voting right on the committee, so that the taxation is 

accompanied by real representation. The AA as major funder has a very keen 

interest in achieving value for money.  

 

Lines of responsibility 
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m. A major concern is that there is no clear line of responsibility outlined within the 

proposed framework, so it is not clear to us whether the Transport Agency or the 

RLTC has the right to include or exclude national level projects nor who holds final 

funding approval.  

n. The RLTC should recommend the RLTP to the Transport Agency, but the Transport 

Agency should have the final approval of the RLTP. The proposal as it stands we 

believe may allow an RLTC to not include a project of the Transport Agency (likely 

to be a national level project); the RLTC is simply required to explain why it is not 

included. This is inadequate, as the national level issues must override the RLTP 

not the other way around and the national level programme should take precedence 

for funding. 

o. A concern has been raised about the practical outcome of the Ministry/Minister 

taking on the responsibility of declaring State Highways without a clear mechanism 

for funding its wishes. 

p. There needs to be a clear and transparent process for funding national level 

projects. Care needs to be taken to ensure that the national priorities receive 

funding without undermining the regional priorities by taking them out of regional 

funds. There also needs to be an indication of the funding allocation among the 

regions, so that each RLTC understands how much national funding will be applied 

to its RLTP, and hence what projects are affordable within the timeframes. 

 

Consultation at a national level as well as regional 

q. Currently the Transport Agency is not required to consult on the National Land 

Transport Programme. The Transport Agency must be required to consult national 

organisations, particularly national road users on the NLTP prior to its finalisation. 

r. The AA also wishes to be consulted early on the development of the Trends Issues 

and Options report, the Update of the New Zealand Transport Strategy as well as 

the GPS and NLTP. 

s. The AA wishes to be represented on the Board of the Transport Agency.  

 

Loss of safety focus standards and consistency 

t. Another key concern for the AA is the potential for loss of safety focus. The regional 

committees are not driven by the national benefits of safety in the same way that 

Transit has been, and some may be more concerned with regional budgets than by 

a reduction in deaths and injury to achieve national objectives. This is of great 

concern to the AA, particularly emphasis on nationally consistent strategies such as 
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safety retrofit, passing lanes, rumble strips and other standards. Local bodies have 

up to now demonstrated little acknowledgement of the need for national 

consistency or had consistent uptake of best practice safety initiatives. 

u. Transit is currently funded to develop and maintain Standards. This should be 

extended under the new system to include the Transport Agency developing and 

maintaining not only Standards suitable for State Highways but also standards and 

guidelines suitable for local roads, and also increases the need for the Transport 

Agency to increase its audit function to ensure national compliance with key 

initiatives 

 

Other issues 

v. The Bill proposes one RLTC for each of the unitary authorities. The local AA 

Districts consider that in particular, having separate RLTC for Nelson City and 

Tasman District would appear to be cumbersome and inefficient.  The current 

division through the middle of one urban centre creates many cross boundary 

transport issues. We consider efforts should be made to word the legislation to 

allow some rationalisation of the unitary authorities.  

w. The AA also seeks to become an approved organisation under this legislation most 

importantly so that the AA could participate earlier in the process as a key 

stakeholder and on a more inclusive footing in the RLTC and other working groups 

that are only open to approved organisations. While the AA could use this status to 

seek funding for public good road safety initiatives, this would not be the main 

objective. 

 

F. Increase the term of regional land transport strategies and the national land 

transport strategy to 30 years to recognise the long-term nature of transport 

investment. 

 

AA Position: The AA strongly supports the proposed 30 year planning horizon but 

recommends a consequential amendment to the RMA to remove the requirement 

for transport corridors of all modes to have to reapply for consents every 5 years  

14 The AA views on increased term are as follows: 

a. The AA has consistently argued for a longer 30-year term to enable better planning 

for transport infrastructure (with its long lead times), a more strategic approach to 

transport investment and funding and better provision for future generations. This 
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will allow a wider view versus the current 10-year term, leading to more strategic 

decision-making and planning. 

b. Having a 30 year plan will clash with the RMA which requires approvals to be 

reapplied if they are not taken up within 5 years. We contend that there should be 

consequential amendments to the RMA to remove this automatic expiry, to allow 

transport corridors (especially those contained in a GPS, NLTS or RLTS) to be 

protected over at least the 30 year period. This applies to all forms of transport 

corridors including rail, bus, cycling and walking as well as roads. 

c. The Bill needs to address the scope change issues raised in the Ministerial 

Advisory Group (MAG) report on roading costs. Scope change issues are also 

linked to the RMA, so we contend that the RMA processes need to be adjusted to 

allow for greater flexibility in the definition of transport schemes, so that the design 

and construction can be tendered together for innovation and not continually re-

litigated at each stage of the project design. Greater provision for and protection of 

corridors for transport purposes may assist with this. 

d. Currently there is a loss of opportunity to protect the transport network from 

inappropriate development. The system needs to develop a long term approach 

towards the road hierarchy, to ensure that development requiring direct road access 

occurs on the appropriate lower hierarchy roads and not directly onto the critical 

national network. Currently the long term planning towards integrating land use and 

transport is not well provided for in legislation and only with a gradual shift towards 

protection of the roading hierarchy will a safe sustainable integrated network be 

maintained. Transit has made considerable progress in recent times promoting 

integrated planning for the State Highway network. Without a strong focus on 

integrated planning, the cost of bypasses becomes a continuing cost burden and 

ribbon development will continue to degrade the safety and functionality of the 

national network. 

 

G. Merge Land Transport, Transit NZ and the office of the Director of Land Transport 

into a single statutory Crown Entity to achieve more integrated decision-making 

and better accountability. 

 

AA Position: The AA conditionally supports the merger of Transit and Land 

Transport  

15 The AA views on the proposed merger are as follows: 
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a. The merger will create a more streamlined funding structure, provided 

accountabilities are clear. The complexity of the current funding system is a 

considerable cost and handicap to the NLTP.  

b. We are concerned that if not carefully managed the merger will result in a reduction 

in national perspective, loss of continuity and momentum, and a loss of 

independence of the State Highway road programme.  

c. The AA would like the new Transport Agency to have a more open consultative 

culture towards the AA, greater focus on safety and value for money, a less 

captured agenda and increased transparency in the funding system.  

d. These concerns could be partly addressed by having an AA representative on the 

Board of the Transport Agency. 

 

H. Changes the Act’s purpose to include affordability "...to contribute to the aim of 

achieving an affordable, integrated, safe, responsive, and sustainable land 

transport system".  

 

AA Position: The AA considers the addition of “affordability” to the objectives is a 

positive step but that it may not go far enough; we seek the addition of value for 

money as an additional sixth objective in the LTMA and inclusion of  “ensuring 

best value for money” or “cost-effectiveness” as an explicit goal of the Transport 

Agency and RLTCs 

16 The AA view on the purpose and objectives are as follows 

a. The addition of affordability to the other aims is a positive step but does not go far 

enough to promote cost-effectiveness and ensure that value for money is achieved. 

The removal of efficiency as an objective in the current LTMA is arguably a 

contributory cause of the current value for money issues and funding problems this 

Bill attempts to redress. “Value for money” in some form needs to be reinstated in 

the Land Transport Management Act, and introducing affordability as an aim does 

not totally achieve that.  

b. The AA seeks to have “ensures cost-effectiveness and value for money” added as 

a sixth objective wherever the other five objectives have been used 

c. The AA seeks to replace “affordability” everywhere it has been used with “cost 

effectiveness” or a similar word that denotes value for money.  “Affordable” means  

within one's financial means while “cost-effective” means achieving a high level of 

effective or useful output for the dollar cost 
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d. The requirement that the Transport Agency “seeks” value for money is similarly 

weak and is unlikely to achieve the outcomes sought by the MAG report on roading 

costs.  The AA submits that „seek‟ value for money should be replaced by „ensure‟ 

value for money, or to be satisfied that it is achieving value for money. 

e. The Transport Agency should be required to be satisfied, before approving any 

activity, that all aspects of the activity will achieve demonstrable and sound value 

for money. 

f. RLTC should also be required to be satisfied that the RLTP will ensure value for 

money and tasked with demonstrating how it will achieve value for money. 

g. Regarding the merger of the Office of the Commissioner with the agencies, a 

concern has been raised that it may be inappropriate for a person holding a 

statutory position to be answerable in part to a Board.  

 

I: Other Issues 

17 The AA strongly supports the ability for the National Land Transport Fund to go into 

negative balance. The AA considers that the requirements for expenditure to fall within 

GPS specified ranges should be relaxed to allow greater flexibility and discretion by the 

Transport Agency (eg in the event of consent delays where one class can usefully 

expend the monies where another class cannot).  

 

18 The AA also supports the ability of the Transport Agency to be given the explicit function 

of evaluating the usefulness of infrastructure bonds, and requesting the government 

(through Treasury) to consider issuing such bonds, in order increase the flexibility of its 

funding options. 

 

19 The AA considers that the funding of policing activities should not take first preference 

from the Fund, and the balance be applied to projects. Instead, the policing activities 

should be also allocated under the same processes as other activities from the Fund. 

 

20 The legislation is silent on whether the Transport Agency will retain the right to set the 

financial assistance rates. The AA would contend that this is essential, with increased 

local government control that the proportion of local government funding does not reduce 

even further.  

 

The AA thanks the Committee for the opportunity to make this submission and trusts that our 

comments will assist the Committee in its deliberations. 
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Yours sincerely 

 

 

Mike Noon 
General Manager Motoring Affairs  
New Zealand Automobile Association Incorporated 


