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Introduction 
 
1. This submission is from the New Zealand Automobile Association (the AA). We 

wish to appear before the Committee to speak to our submission. Our contact 

details are: 

  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 

 

2. The AA is an incorporated society with over 1.3 million Members. It represents 

the interests of motorists who collectively pay over $2 billion in taxes each year 

through fuel excise duties, road user charges, registration fees, ACC levies, and 

GST, and also representing the mobility needs of AA Members as multi-modal 

users of the land transport system. The AA’s advocacy and policy work mainly 

focuses on protecting the freedom of choice and rights of motorists, keeping the 

cost of motoring fair and reasonable, and enhancing the safety of all road users. 

 

3. The AA has a strong interest in this Bill, as the pre-eminent broad reach, well 

resourced, credible multi-modal road user representative group, and as 

representing the primary funders of the land transport system and major funder of 

the hypothecated National Land Transport Fund. The AA comments below on the 

Bill’s proposals under the following three areas: 

 Planning and funding framework 

 Road tolling and public private partnership 

 Public Transport Operating Model. 

 
Planning and Funding Framework 
 
4. The AA supports the general thrust of the Bill to streamline and rationalise the 

cumbersome land transport planning and funding process, however has some 

concerns relating to the proposals.  

Simplifying the Act’s Purpose  
5. The AA strongly supports the proposed simplified Purpose: 

“to contribute to an effective, efficient and safe land transport system that 

supports the public interest”. This is simpler. allows less confusion, provides 

mailto:mnoon@aa.co.nz
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greater clarity and is likely to reduce debate around land transport funding 

priorities. The AA particularly endorses the emphasis on “effective, efficient and 

safe”, while also supporting the concept that the land transport system is a 

supporting and enabling activity for other sectors of the economy and society, 

rather than and end in its own right. This provides NZTA an incentive to integrate 

a ‘whole of government’ approach to evaluating transport priorities.  

6. The AA considers that a focus on value for money, network resilience and 

customer focus should be added as objectives and influence funding priorities. 

7. The AA also endorses aligning the purpose with the Local Government Act. 

Decision making criteria for funding  
8. The AA endorses the use of the above purpose for deciding funding priorities 

using road user funds. However the AA is concerned that there is no structural 

or procedural protection to ensure that the users who pay for the dedicated, 

cost-recovery-based, National Land Transport Fund (much like payment for any 

other service), are able to input on, or endorse, the funding priorities. The AA 

considers that formal national level consultation should be required on the draft 

NLTP, at least for those agencies like the AA representing a large number of 

road users. 

Consolidating national planning documents  
9. The AA has concerns about the proposed merging of the National Land 

Transport Strategy and the Government Policy Statement (GPS). The AA has in 

the past been highly critical of the previous funding approach that led to projects 

being re-evaluated and changed each year, and has noted the dramatic 

reduction in project costs from approaches that have provided a high degree of 

forward certainty to the industry. The current government has kept a consistent 

direction in subsequent GPS’s, thus retaining the material cost reductions 

achieved by providing certainty to the industry. However the process in and of 

itself provides no framework to encourage forward certainty beyond the life of the 

current GPS. By introducing uncertainty risk and cost, the proposal undermines 

the stated intent to yield significant gains on the $3 billion investment over time. 

There are insufficient checks and balances in producing a GPS to ensure that 

significant costs of uncertainty are not loaded onto contractors and through cost 

escalation, onto the funders of the system (light and heavy vehicle users as 

represented by the AA and the RTF). 
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10. Further, the proposed process for setting the GPS appears to have no checks 

and balances to ensure GPS funding bands are achievable, represent value for 

money and have broad support from the funding parties such as AA, RTF and 

local government. The controversial and challenging targets for maintenance 

funding in the last GPS illustrate this well; while the AA considers these likely to 

be achievable we are keeping a close eye on road standards and in some 

isolated cases perverse incentives to reduce road safety. There are no 

requirements that GPS target funding bands be achievable, realistic, represent 

value for money, or not have significant costs.  

11. The proposed model allows extreme and unrealistic changes in funding ranges 

with little to ameliorate wild swings; this causes the AA significant concern. There 

appear to be few limits to the degree of change that can be introduced and when 

this can take place. A new GPS can be issued at any time.  

12. While the AA has in the main supported previous GPS’s, consultation has been 

a courtesy only. Previous GPS’s have also benefitted from some remarkable 

Ministers of Transport. A robust regulatory environment should not rely on any 

one individual’s perception and insight. The AA proposes that the GPS be 

reviewed every 3 years in line with the election cycle, and that this be consulted 

on with at least key stakeholders. 

13. It is fair to say that the GPS process encompasses a few limited perspectives, 

even if that does include the duly elected Minister. At the very least, the AA 

considers if the GPS is to take the role of the NLTS, there should be a 

requirement to consult, including to consult at a national level. Specifically the 

AA considers it important to consult motorists on priorities for funding from their 

petrol tax, RUC and Motor Vehicle Registration. 

14. The AA submits that the proposed consultation structure, like the existing 

structure, has a serious gap; while it duly includes bottom-up local community 

input, there is no provision for the equally important top-down national level 

perspectives on the GPS or on the National Land Transport Plan. These 

perspectives are only provided by major national groups such as the AA, RTF, 

Business NZ and so on.  

15. The AA has both local input through its local AA Districts, and national input, 

taking a broad holistic perspective. For example, the AA’s role in KiwiRAP 

enables a nationwide comparison of road safety initiatives. Road hierarchy 
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standards will also drive investment priorities; an imbalance between local road 

and State highway funding is a national issue; high level trade offs between 

efficiency and safety; and high level strategic issues such as different regional 

growth rates, heavy vehicle traffic patterns and intermodal issues such as port 

rationalisation must all be discussed at a national level. 

16. The AA seeks to have three-yearly requirement for NZTA to consult on the 

National Land Transport Plan, and also for there to be a road user representative 

on the NZTA Board to ensure a focus on value for money for those paying into 

the system and that those paying for the system have input on decisions about 

funding priorities on a project basis. 

Consolidating regional planning documents  
17. The AA supports the move to reduce the number of documents and particularly 

combining RLTS and RLTP into regional land transport plans, which effectively 

introduces a funding discipline so that plans are realistic and fundable rather 

than a “wish list”. However as noted above, the AA considers that regional plans 

and regional consultation is not adequate in itself; there needs to be national 

level planning and consultation to integrate RLTPs into an NLTP; and not just for 

the State highway segments of the NLTP but for all the NLTP output classes. 

Why should NZTA have a lesser obligation to plan and consult than the other 

agencies involved in the process? We reject the argument that the NLTP is 

simply the sum of the parts which have already been consulted; the NLTP is not 

a simple sum of the RLTPs. 

18. The AA supports that the Plans will be for 10 years, providing certainty of 

direction and some stability, and be reissued every 6 years, and reviewed every 

3 years to provide flexibility. This will reduce costs and duplication of effort.  

Simplifying the regional transport committee structure  
19. The AA supports the simplification of RTCs which had become unwieldy and 

included many extraneous interest groups whose funding contribution was 

already fully represented by elected local bodies. However the AA considers 

voting representation should include road users as the primary funders of the 

NLTP; and that representation numbers should be in proportion to funding 

contribution. On this basis local government voting numbers are hugely 

overrepresented and need to be rationalised. The AA would suggest this should 

be done through an electoral college approach, so that overall local body voting 
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numbers are in proportion to their funding share, which is less than a quarter of 

the total expenditure. Regional councils should also be separately involved.  

20. The voting balance should represent the major funding share of the NLTF via 

NZTA, AA, and RTF. This would more closely represent those with skin in the 

game, and eliminate the game playing by which small councils gain a 

disproportionate share of local and national transport funding, and thus remove a 

strong disincentive for small councils to amalgamate/cluster their transport roles. 

21. This would ameliorate a constitutional issue of taxation without representation. 

Currently road users are taxed into a hypothecated fund, which is allocated by a 

Board that allocates funds in a way that is statutorily independent of the elected 

Minister.  

22. The AA believes that there is a strong constitutional basis for including road 

users on RTCs. The AA has the strongest case of any group for representation 

on RTCs. The AA regularly surveys its 1.35 million Members on their views; the 

AA has very strong accountability to its Members to represent their views as AA 

Members can resign at any stage; AA Members are multimodal road users with 

extremely broad interests (as distinct from single issue interest groups); AA 

Districts can field elected local volunteer RTC members in all regions; AA RTC 

Members have a strong history of reliably and consistently making a valuable 

contribution to the RTCs; AA representatives have the backing of a well 

resourced national office to assist with national consistency. 

23. Further, the AA considers road users paying into the NLTF should have 

representation on the independent national funding allocation through either a 

seat on the NZTA Board, or a requirement that the NZTA Board to consult them 

on funding allocations.  

Creating flexibility to use borrowing  
24. The AA supports flexibility to use “good debt’ but is concerned about the 

potential for “bad debt”. For legislation to be enduring it has to be workable for a 

range of future coalition governments without allowing one government to 

effectively tie the hands of subsequent future governments for decades. Debt 

funding should not be able to be used to destroy wealth; there are salutary 

lessons to learn from Europe about public debt for poorly conceived transport 

projects during the global financial crisis. 
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25. The AA is concerned about the limited controls proposed, and the lack of 

accountability in making potentially substantive commitments on behalf of future 

road users who have no ability to influence the decisions retrospectively. The AA 

considers that debt funding should have to pass a substantially higher hurdle 

than normal NLTF funding, for example a requirement to be fiscally positive, to 

yield a positive net economic benefit under a range of risk scenarios, return a 

higher internal rate of return, have a higher benefit cost ratio or a shorter 

payback period. 

26. The AA strongly supports arguments in favour of borrowing to spread the long 

term investment required for Christchurch earthquake recovery, as there is 

sound logic that this should be amortised over the longer term. Debt funding also 

has an important role in ensuring NZTA can fully use its annual expenditure 

rather than carry-over of funds from year to year, as used to occur in the past.  

Repealing the provision for regional fuel tax  
27. The AA recommends Government defer consideration of removing RFT until the 

Auckland consensus building group has concluded its deliberations. There is no 

urgency to remove RFT enabling legislation from the statute, and the government 

can do so at a later date if the consensus building group decides a regional fuel 

tax is not required to contribute funding to Auckland’s transport projects. 

Using land transport revenue to protect the land transport revenue system  
28. The AA agrees that persons applying for fuel excise and RUC refunds should not 

have to pay fees to recover a sum they should not have been charged in the first 

place. The issue is whether road users should pay for these costs or the Crown 

account. The proposals in this appear to take two very different views of the 

funding arrangements. One is that petrol excise and RUC are Crown revenue; 

the Crown is accountable through the electoral system and road users do not 

need to be consulted. In that case, the Crown is responsible for designing, 

administering and managing the integrity of its revenue systems. The AA 

opposes the Crown’s obligations being charged to road users who have no say 

in the design of the revenue system.  

29. The other is that RUC and, since 2008, fuel excise are a hypothecated road user 

charging system, much like other service charges. If revenue is not part of the 

Crown, and indeed the NZTA Board is statutorily independent, and not 

accountable through the electoral system to road users, then there is a 
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requirement for road users to be consulted in its allocation. If the NLTF is a 

separate independent dedicated fund, and the LTMA is changed to recognise 

that road user representation is required in the funding system, then the AA 

would support that the cost of administering fuel excise refunds be recovered 

from the respective fuel excise; similarly the cost of administering RUC refunds 

should be funded from the relevant RUC classes. Otherwise, the AA considers 

the Crown account is responsible for funding and managing its own revenue 

streams.  

30. The AA opposes the costs of assessing and recovering RUC from road users; 

this cost should continue to be charged to offenders, for example through fees 

and the collections system, rather than imposed on compliant road users, using 

the government’s own logic that the productive sector should not be penalised.  

31. The AA strongly opposes use of NLTF funds to fund the Ministry of Transport’s 

forecasting and strategy work. This is clearly the role of Vote Transport. If there 

is no Crown funding for this work the question arises why there should be a 

Ministry of Transport at all. 

32. The AA considers that there is insufficient resourcing allocated to managing the 

integrity of the RUC and MVR systems, and that a greater focus on reducing 

evasion would have a good payback both in terms of funding recovered and 

through deterrence of a culture of evasion.  

Road tolling and public private partnerships 

Streamlining the decision criteria for road tolling schemes  
33. The AA strongly supports the proposals to reduce unnecessary duplication for 

tolling schemes; these proposals align closely with the AA’s original submission 

on these requirements. In particular, the AA opposed the onerous toll-road 

specific consultation requirements. The AA considers that the existing Act has 

been too onerous as evidenced by the scarcity of toll roads that have emerged.  

34. The AA strongly supports retaining the requirements that toll roads must apply 

only to new roads (or integral existing road) and that there must be a feasible 

untolled alternative route. 

Relying on established procurement process to manage public-private 
partnerships rather than complex concession agreement provisions  
35. The AA considers that the requirements in the current Act have clearly been too 

onerous given that no PPPs have emerged under this Act. The AA supports 
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using established procurement processes to manage PPPs but considers that 

given the essential nature of roads and non-competitive monopoly provision, a 

higher standard is required to specifically protect road user interests. 

Bringing Route K Tauranga under the Act’s road tolling regime  
36. The AA supports rationalising toll road systems into the future by bringing Route 

K under the same regime rather than leaving it as an isolated historical orphan.  

Revising privacy criteria for tolling schemes 
37. The AA considers that relying on the Privacy Act 1993 and the availability of an 

untolled alternative route is a weak approach to protecting privacy; the recent 

example of several government agencies in protecting privacy are fresh in the 

public mind, and the latter argument is tantamount to saying that people who 

want privacy cannot use a toll road. The AA considers that particularly with new 

technology, there are an increasing number of low cost ways to pay that do not 

require identification.  

38. Further, for the public the payment methods are not simply a privacy issue, but 

about convenience, providing options that meet the needs of different segments 

of the travelling population, and of critical importance to the AA, providing for the 

needs of casual users and tourists who will use the system as a ‘one’off’ and not 

want the hassle and cost of registering into the system. 

Public Transport Operating Model 

 Public transport services to be under contract with regional councils 
unless exempt  

 Public transport services to be in ‘units’ recorded in a regional public 
transport plan  

 A ‘unit’ to include all timetabled public transport services on a route(s) 
in a regional public transport plan 

 All units to be under exclusive contract to the council  

 Services not part of core urban public transport network to be exempt 
from operating under contracts  

 Councils to have an ‘exempt services’ register  
 
39. Regulating public transport is a complex balance between short and long term 

costs, quality and levels of service, value for money, interaction with other 

modes, public expectations and overall transport goals. We consider the 

proposals in the Bill, under the Public Transport Operating Model framework, 

could lead to improved range of public bus services across the network and a 

better fit to consumers needs by taking a more holistic approach to the wider 
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network than the segmented and disconnected approach of the past. We 

commend the collaborative approach that has been taken to developing the 

PTOM, and the partnership nature of the framework, and we support its inclusion 

in the Bill. 

40. The AA considers it extremely important to measure the consequences of the 

proposals in terms of competition and costs (direct to passengers and indirect to 

ratepayers/ taxpayers/ road users) and to review the framework if it is not 

delivering. The aim should be to ensure that the overall costs of the new 

contracting framework for services are lower to users and funders than the under 

the former commercial and contracted services combined and provide clear 

value for money (benefits exceed costs).  

41. We note that farebox contribution has declined to less than 50% in recent years, 

but the increased level of subsidy (from ratepayers and road users) has not 

translated into measureable improvements in public transport services nor 

increased patronage. The goal of the proposals in the Bill should be to improve 

the value for money of Councils and taxpayers (road users) funding for public 

transport services, with defined targets to increase the portion of funding from 

farebox revenue over time and to reduce subsidies. 

42. The present Public Transport Management Act 2008 had unfortunate flaws, such 

as stifling investment and innovation in the provision of public bus services. The 

best example was the collapse of NZ’s biggest urban bus manufacturer, 

Designline, partly as a result of a decline in orders for buses following the 

introduction of the Act. Previous legislation also had flaws; it encouraged 

operators to cherry-pick profitable routes, to the detriment of outlying and off-

peak services.  

43. Contracting for bus services provides confidence to bus operators to make long-

term investments in assets. By combining the formally ‘commercial’ services with 

contracted services, this may lead to better value for money across the network, 

and a better standard of service on the routes that were traditionally contracted.  

44. However it could lessen competition on the routes that were formally operated 

commercially, because operators who may not have the resources to cover the 

new public transport service ‘unit’ will be unable to tender. This could restrict the 

entry of new or smaller operators into the sector, and perversely compromise 

competition and innovation. The Bill’s provision to exempt some commercial 
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services may help mitigate this, so we support its inclusion although we would 

need to understand how those exemptions will be determined.  

 
Conclusion 
 
45. The AA thanks the Committee for the opportunity to submit on this important Bill 

which streamlines land transport planning and funding, simplifies the purpose, 

removes barriers to toll roads and PPPs, and updates the public transport 

regulatory environment to improve value for money.  

46. Areas where the AA considers amendments should be made include:  

 add a focus on value for money, network resilience and customer focus as 

objectives and influence funding priorities 

 add checks and balances to the GPS process to retain certainty, and to 

minimise unintended consequences of changes in funding direction 

 add road user representation into planning and funding decision making  

 add a requirement to consult at the national level on the GPS and NLTP 

 include road user representatives on RTCs; limit TLA representation to be 

proportionate to their share of funding through an electoral college process 

 add a tougher test for debt funding than is used for NLTF expenditure to 

ensure debt funding does not tie the hands of future generations 

 deferring consideration of removing regional fuel tax until the Auckland 

consensus building group has completed its deliberations 

 use Crown funds, not road user funds, to protect the integrity of Crown 

revenue systems, and fund the work of Crown entities;  

 make non-compliant users pay the costs they impose, not compliant users. 

 retain payment options that do not require personal information 

 build in a review of PTOM changes to ensure they achieve value for money 

from public expenditure on public transport services.  

 

 

Yours sincerely 
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Mike Noon 
General Manager Motoring Affairs  


