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0C240840

22 August 2024

Téna koe

| refer to your email dated 25July 2024, requesting the following under the Official
Information Act 1982 (the Act):

” All documents released in response to the following OIA requests: OC240783,
0C240787, 0OC240812, 0OC240813

All correspondence with Ministers or their offices since 1 October 2023 regarding the
impact of the Clean Car Standard (also referred to in official documents as the Clean
Car Importer Standard, Clean Car Import Standard, and Clean Vehicle Standard), and
any proposed amendments, on:

e greenhouse gas emissions;

e NZ's ability to meet its emissions budgets, and more generally alignment with
emissions reduction plans;

o the supply of zero and low-emission vehicles in the markets

All correspondence with Ministers and their offices, relating to s167C(3) of the Land
Transport Act 1998, since 1 October 2023”

We have interpreted ‘correspondence’ to include advice provided by the Ministry of
Transport to the Minister of Transport or his office.

The following information falls within the scope of your request, and it's detailed in the
attached as Annex 1. The schedule outline how the information has been treated under the
Act.

For your reference we have also attached at Annex 2, a list of documents that were within
scope of the OIA requests [0C240783, OC240787, OC240812, OC240813] and were not
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released (and therefore are not within scope of your OIA OC240940), and the reasons why
that information was refused or withheld.

Certain information is refused under the following sections of the Act:
18(d) the information requested is or will soon be publicly available.
Certain information is withheld under the following sections of the Act:

9(2)(a) to protect the privacy of natural persons

9(2)(b)(ii) to protect information where the making available of the information
would be likely unreasonably to prejudice the commercial position of the
person who supplied or who is the subject of the information

9(2)(ba)(i) to protect information which is subject to an obligation of confidence or
which any person has been or could be compelled to provide under the
authority of any enactment, where the making available of the
information would be likely to prejudice the supply of similar information,
or information from the same source, and it is in the public interest that
such information should continue to be supplied.

9(2)(f)(iv) to maintain the constitutional conventions for the time being which
protect the confidentiality of advice tendered by Ministers of the Crown
and officials

With regards to the information that has been withheld under section 9 of the Act, | am satisfied
that the reasons for withholding the information at this time are not outweighed by public
interest considerations that would make it desirable to make the information available.

The Ministry publishes our Official Information Act responses and the information contained
in our reply to you may be published on the Ministry website. Before publishing we will
remove any personal or identifiable information.

Naku noa, na

Nick Paterson
Manager Environment
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Annex 1. Information that is within the scope of this request (0C240840)

Document

Title Date Treatment under the Act
type
0C240783: “Copies of any advice drafted or provided to the Minister of Transport on changes to the
Clean Car Standard since 27 November 2023”
0QC240787: “All advice on the changes made to the Clean Car Standard announced on 9 July”
Weekly Report | Clean Car Week ending | Released in full
Standard’'s 2025- 2 February
2027 CO2 targets | 202
review
Weekly Report | Update on issues | Week ending | Released in full
related to the 1 March
Clean Car 2024
Importer Standard
Weekly Report | Cost Recovery for | Week ending | Released with some information withheld under
the Administration | 8 March section 9(2)(f)(iv)
of the Clean Car
Importer Standard
Weekly Report | Clean Car As at Released in full
Importer Standard | Wednesday
10 April 2024
Weekly Report | Review of the As at Released in full
Clean Car Wednesday
Importer Standard | 17 April 2024
(the standard)
Weekly Report | Clean Car As at Released in full
Standard, Wednesday
engagement with 24 April 2024
Industry
Weekly Report | Review of the As at Released in full
Clean Car Wednesday
Importer Standard | 8 May 2024
(the standard)
Weekly Report | Review of the As at Released in full
Clean Car Wednesday
Importer Standard | 15 May 2024
(the Standard)
Weekly Report | Review of the As at Released in full
Clean Car Wednesday
22 May 2024
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= sty Title Date Treatment under the Act
type
Importer Standard
(the standard)
10 Weekly Report | Review of the As at Released with some information withheld under
Clean car Wednesday section
Importer Standard | 29 May 2024 =2 .
9(2)(ba)(ii) and 9(2)(2)(f)(iv
e (2)(ba)(ii) and 9(2)(2)(F)(v)
0C240813
“1. | would like copies of any advice or analysis between the Ministry of Transport representatives and
representatives of these organisations where the Review of the Clean Car Standard was discussed”
1 Email RE: Clean Car 25 January Released with some information withheld under
Standard review 2024 section 9(2)(a)
12 | PDF ViR Clean: Car 25 January | Released with some information withheld under
Standard review 2024 section 9 (2)(a)
This is an
attachment to
document 1
13 Email RE: Clean Car 7 February Released with some information withheld under
Standard Review | 2024 sections 9(2)(a). 9(2)(b)(ii) and 9(2) (ba)(i)
14 Email Query Information | 20 February | Released with some information withheld under
for the purpose of | 2024 section 9(2)(a)
CcCs
15 Email RE: Clean Car 4 April 2024 | Released with some information withheld under
Standard Review 9(2)(a)
meeting on
proposed
recommendations
16 | Letter Comments from | 4 April 2024 | Released with some information withheld under
VIA Re advice to 9(2)(a)
the Minister on the
CCs
This is an
attachment to
document 15
17 Email FW Proposed 23 April 2024 | Released with some information withheld under
slope transition sections 9(2)(a), 9(2)(b)(ii) and 9(ba)(i)
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# Rl Title Date Treatment under the Act
type

CONFIDENTIAL-
MIA

18 Email RE_ Proposed 23 April 2024 | Released with some information withheld under
slope transition - section 9(2)(a)
VIA

19 Email RE: proposed 26 April 2024 | Released with some information withheld under
slope transition 9(2)(a)
**CONFIDENTIAL
I"l'_ AA

20 Email MIA CCS review 1 May 2024 Released with some information withheld under
2024 submission sections 9(2)(a)

21 Email RE: proposed 3 May 2024 Released with some information withheld under
slope transition section 9(2)(a)
*"CONFIDENTIAL
™ (MTA)

22 Email Fw: input into our | 16 May 2024 | Released with some information withheld under
CO2 emissions section 9(2)(b)(ii) and 9(2)(ba)(i)
modelling

23 Email Clarifying whether | 29 May 2024 | Released with some information withheld under
my restatement of section 9(2)(a)
MIA's information
is correct

“2. | would also like copies of minutes of any meeting between the Ministry of Transport representatives of these
organisations where the Review of the Clean Car Standard was discussed”

24 Draft- notes CCS workshop

notes

19 April 2024

Released with some information withheld under

9(2)(ba)(i)

“3. I request copies of any Ministry of Transport staff or its representatives’ internal communications where these
peak industry bodies’ analysis or feedback into the Review of the Clean Car Standard is mentioned”

please review the

25 Email RE: Proposed 23- 24 April Released with some information withheld 9(2)(a),
slope transition 2024 9(2)(b)(ii) and 9(2)(ba(i)
**CONFIDENTIAL

26 Email Proposed slope 23- 26 April Released with some information withheld
transition 2024 9(2)(@).9(2)(b)(ii) and 9(2) (ba)(i)
**CONFIDENTIAL

27 Email RE: Could you 26 April 2024 | Released with some information withheld under

section 9(2)(a)
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new text on the
transition to
uniform targets

Date

s’ll_z MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT

TE MANATU WAKA

o |

Treatment under the Act

30

Email

Safety — VIA
position

This email
contains an
attachment
document #17

6 May 2024

Released with some information withheld under
sections 9(2)(a), 9(2)(b)(ii) and 9(2)(ba)(i)

31

Email

Safety impacts on
CO2 targets for
RIS

6 May 2024

Released with some information withheld under
sections 9(2)(a), 9(2)(b)(ii) and 9(2)(ba)(i)

4. | would also request copies of any communications and minutes of meetings between Officials and the
Minister's office where the Review of the Clean Car Standard is mentioned.

32

Weekly report

Meeting with the
Ministry of
Transport -
Monday 20 May
2024

Qutcome of the
review - Clean
Car Importer
Standard

As at
Wednesday
22 May
2024,

Released in full

33

Email

RE: Clean Car
Standard —

30 April 2024

Released with some information withheld under
section 9(2)(a)

34

Email

The Australian
targets have been
considered by the
Australian
parliament faster
than expected

17 May 2024

Released with some information withheld under
section 9(2)(a)

35

Email

Legislation for the
Clean Car review

18 May 2024

Released with some information withheld under
section 9(2)(a)
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= sty Title Date Treatment under the Act
type
0C240840
“All correspondence with Ministers or their offices since 1 October 2023 regarding the impact of the Clean Car
Standard (also referred fo in official documents as the Clean Car Importer Standard, Clean Car Import Standard,
and Clean Vehicle Standard), and any proposed amendments, on:
® greenhouse gas emissions;
= NZ's ability to meet its emissions budgets, and more generally alignment with emissions reduction plans;
* the supply of zero and low-emission vehicles in the markets”
36 PowerPoint - Second emissions | 16 Feb 2024 | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Presentation reduction Plan requested is or will soon be publicly available on
(ERP2) the Ministry’'s website
Development
37 Briefing 0oc231127 22 Feb 2024 | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Meeting with requested is or will soon be publicly available on
Minister of the Ministry’'s website.
Climate Change
on ERP2
38 Briefing 0C240254 14 Mar 2024 | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Transport ERP2 requested is or will soon be publicly available on
slide for the first the Ministry’'s website.
Climate priorities
ministerial group
39 Briefing 0C240255 20 Mar 2024 | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Climate priorities requested is or will soon be publicly available on
Ministerial group the Ministry’'s website
40 Briefing 0C240291 27 Mar 2024 | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Transport content requested is or will soon be publicly available on
for the second the Ministry’'s website
emissions
reduction Plan
(ERP2)
Consultation
document
41 Briefing 0C240171 17 Apr 2024 | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Transport content requested is or will soon be publicly available on
in the first the Ministry’'s website
emissions
reductions plan
(ERP1) and first
national
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= sty Title Date Treatment under the Act
type

adaptation plan
(NAP1)

42 Aide Memoire | OC240566 29 May 2024 | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Updated ERP2 requested is or will soon be publicly available on
Transport the Ministry’'s website
materials

43 Briefing 0C240681 21 Jun 2024 | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Minister of requested is or will soon be publicly available on
Climate Change the Ministry's website
meeting on the
ERP2 Cabinet
paper and
discount
document

44 Briefing 0C240750 3 Jul 2024 Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Meeting with Jo requested is or will soon be publicly available on
Hendy, Climate the Ministry’'s website
change
commission Chief
Executive
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Annex 2: Information that was within the scope of OIA request OC240783 -
0C240787 - OC240812 - OC240813 and was not released

Document

type

Document

Treatment under the Act

1 Briefing 0C231156 Proposed 19 January Refused under section 18(d) as the information
timetable and approach | 2024 requested is or will soon be publicly available
for the 2024 Clean Car on the Ministry's website.

Standard's CO2 targets
review.

2 Briefing 0C240160 Update on 6 March Refused under section 18(d) as the information
the work related to the 2024 requested is or will soon be publicly available
Clean Car Standard. on the Ministry’'s website.

3 Briefing 0C240279 Clean Car 25 March Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Importer Standard: 2024 requested is or will soon be publicly available
Budget Night on the Ministry’s website.

Legislation

4 Cabinet paper | OC240280 Clean 25 March Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Vehicle Standard 2024 requested is or will soon be publicly available

on the Ministry’s website.

5 Cabinet paper | OC240400 Land 15 May 2024 | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Transport (Clean requested is publicly available on the Ministry’s
Vehicle Standard) website.

Amendment Bill

6 Briefing 0C240274 Outcome of | 15 May 2024 | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
the review of the Clean requested is publicly available here
Car Importer Standard

7 Cabinet paper | Outcome of the review | 25 June Refused under section 18(d) as the information
of the Clean Car 2024 requested is publicly available here
Importer Standard.

8 RIS Regulatory Impact 25 June Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Statement: Revising 2024 requested is publicly available here
the Clean Car Importer
Standard

Emails

9 Email Title withheld 27 March Withheld in full under section 9(2)(h)

2024
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Treatment under the Act

10

Word
document

Title withheld

This document is an
attachment to
document 9

27 March
2024

Withheld in full under section 9(2)(h)

1

Email

RE: FOR DOM: Clean
Vehicle Standard
Amendment Bill — Leg
Cabinet paper

24 - 29 April
2024

Refused under section 18(d) as the information
requested is or will soon be publicly available
on the Ministry’s website.

12

Email chain

Update on Clean Car
Standard Amendment
Bill Cabinet paper and
dratft Bill

This email chain
contains three
attachments

(Documents 13, 14 and
15)

1-10 May
2024

Refused under section 18(d) as the information
requested is or will soon be publicly available
on the Ministry’s website.

13

Draft
Amendment
Bill

Document: Land
Transport

(Clean Vehicle
Standard) Amendment
Bill -v5.0_Minister pdf

This document is an
attachment to the email
‘Update on Clean Car
Standard Amendment
Bill Cabinet paper and
draft Bill" (document
12)

1 May 2024

Withheld in full under section 9(2)(h)

14

Draft Cabinet
paper

Land Transport (Clean
Vehicle Standard)
Amendment Bill- (PDF
and word version)

This document is an
attachment to the email
‘Update on Clean Car
Standard Amendment
Bilf Cabinet paper and
draft Bill”

1 May 2024

Refused in full under section 18(d)

The final version of this Cabinet paper will
soon be publicly available on the Ministry's
website.

While your request captures a draft version of
the Cabinet paper, we believe the final version
satisfies the public test an intension of the Act

transport.govt.nz | hei-arataki.nz

HEAD OFFICE: PO Box 3175, Wellington 6140, New Zealand. PH: +64 4 439 9000
AUCKLAND OFFICE: NZ Government Auckland Policy Office, PO Box 106483, Auckland 1143, New Zealand. PH: +64 4 439 9000



Document

type

Document

SJ% MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT
4'\ TE MANATU WAKA

Treatment under the Act

(document 12)

15

Draft
Amendment
Bill

Document: Land
Transport Vehicle
Standard Amendment
v6.1_ consultation.pdf

This document is an
attachment to the email
‘Update on Clean Car
Standard Amendment
Bill Cabinet paper and
draft Bill" (document
12)

3 May 2024

Withheld in full under section 9(2)(h)

16

Email

For DOM: Land
Transport (Clean
Vehicle Standard)
Amendment Bill-
Cabinet paper for
lodgement

15 May 2024

Refused under section 18(d) as the information
requested is or will soon be publicly available
on the Ministry's website.

17

Legislative
Statement for
the CCS

Legislative Statement
for Clean Vehicle
Standard Bill- First
Reading (Final) (PDF
and word version).

This document is an
attachment to the email
‘For DOM: Land
Transport (Clean
Vehicle Standard)
Amendment Bill-
Cabinet paper for
lodgement’

(document 16)

Refused under section 18(d) as the information
requested is or will soon be publicly available
on the Ministry’s website.

18

Departmental
Disclosure
Statement

Departmental
Disclosure Statement
(Final). (PDF and word
version).

This document is an
attachment to the email
‘For DOM: Land
Transport (Clean
Vehicle Standard)
Amendment Bill-

Refused in full under section 18(d) as the
document is publicly available here
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Sttt Document Treatment under the Act
type
Cabinet paper for
fodgement’
(document 16)
; Land Transport (Clean Refused in full under section 18(d) as the final
19 Draft Cabinet
T Vehicle Standard) version of this Cabinet paper will soon be
PAp Amendment Bill- publicly available on the Ministry's website
Cabinet paper (PDF here
and word version)
While your request captures a draft version of
This document is an the Cabinet paper, we believe the final version
attachment to the email satisfies the public test an intension of the Act
‘For DOM: Land
Transport (Clean
Vehicle Standard)
Amendment Bill-
Cabinet paper for
lodgement’
(document 16)
20 | Speaking LEG Speaking Points Refused under section 18(d) as the information
(PDF and word version) . : ; :
notes requested is or will soon be publicly available
This document is an on the Ministry's website.
attachment to the email
‘For DOM: Land
Transport (Clean
Vehicle Standard)
Amendment Bill-
Cabinet paper for
lodgement’
(document 16)
21 Email “CCS Ministry Action 21 June Refused under section 18(d) as the information
from Officials” 2024 requested is or will soon be publicly available
on the Ministry’s website.
22 Word Table explaining the 21 June Refused under section 18(d) as the information
document CCS modelling. 2024 requested is or will soon be publicly available
on the Ministry's website.
This is an attachment o
to the email * CCS
Ministry Action from
Officials”
(document 21)
23 Email Email: “Letter from 24 June Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Tesla — CCS review” 2024 requested is or will soon be publicly available
on the Ministry’s website.
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S et Document Treatment under the Act
type
24 Letter “Tesla submission — 13 June Refused under section 18(d) as the information
NZ Clean Car Standard | 2024 requested is or will soon be publicly available
- on the Ministry’'s website.
This is an attachment
to doc the email “letter
from Tesla— CCS
review” (document 23)
0C240812
25 Briefing 0C240272 Outcome of | 15 May 2024 | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
the review of the Clean requested is or will soon be publicly available
Car Importer Standard on the Ministry’s website here
0C240813
26 Email Title withheld 29 April Withheld entirely under section 9(2)(b)(ii) and
2024 9(2)(ba)(i)
27 PDF Title withheld 29 April Withheld entirely under section
Document 2024 9(2)(b)(ii) and 9(2)(ba)(i)
This is an attachment
to document 26
28 PDF document | Title withheld 29 April Withheld entirely under sections
2024 9(2)(b)(ii) and 9(2)(ba)(i)
This is an attachment
to document 26
29 PDF document | Letter to Minister Brown | 4 May 2024 Withheld entirely under sections 9(2)(b)(ii) and
& MoT- MIA CCS 9(2)(ba)(i)
30 Email Title withheld 22 April Withheld in full under sections 9(2)(b)(ii) and
2024 9(baj(i)
This email contains and
attachment that has
been withheld
31 Email Comments on MIA 29 April Withheld entirely under section 9(2)(b)(ii) and
CCS feedback 2024 9(2)(ba)(i)
32 Weekly report- | Meeting with the For the week | Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Ministry of Transport - ending 26 requested is or will soon be publicly available
Tuesday 23 January January on the Ministry’s website here
2024 - 2024
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Treatment under the Act

Clean Car Standard

33 Weekly report | Meeting with the As at Refused under section 18(d) as the information
Ministry of Transport— | \yednesday | requested is or will soon be publicly available
Monday 17 June 2024 19 June on the Ministry’s website

2024

Clean Vehicle Standard

34 Email CCS- Ministry Action 21 June Refused under section 18(d) as the information
from Officials 2024 requested is or will soon be publicly available

on the Ministry’s website

transport.govt.nz | hei-arataki.nz

HEAD OFFICE: PO Box 3175, Wellington 6140, New Zealand. PH: +64 4 439 9000
AUCKLAND OFFICE: NZ Government Auckland Policy Office, PO Box 106483, Auckland 1143, New Zealand. PH: +64 4 439 9000






Weekly report for the weekend ending 2 February 2024:

Minister Brown

Clean Car Standard’s 2025-2027 CO2 target review

We have emailed the Imported Motor Vehicle Association (VIA),

Maotor Trade Association (MTA) and Motor Industry Association (MIA)
seeking their feedback on whether the proposed timeline for the review
will ensure that the vehicle industry has good visibility and lead-in time
to inform its decisions. We will inform you of that feedback once it is
received.

We have had discussions with Australian officials from the Department
of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development, Communications,
and the Arts. They advised that:

. in March 2024 the Department will be publicly consulting on

and

. the intention is that legislation be passed this year to enable
the Australian equivalent of the Clean Car Standard to be in
effect from 2025.

Responsibility: Siobhan Routledge, Acting DCE, Policy Group

the Australian Government’s options for annual CO2 targets,

Next steps:

Once you have
confirmed the scope
of the review, we will
engage with the
vehicle industry for
their views on the
best approach for the
review and how they
would like to be
involved.

We will incorporate
the Australian draft
targets into thes
options”considered by,
the seView ohce they
heécome pablic. {

Doc # 1:
Weekly report
February
























Doc # 9: Weekly report May
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Annex 8. Weekly report






Doc #11 Re Clean Car Standard review

From: Greig pps PRI

Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2024 4:12 PM

To: Siobhan Routledge <S.Routledge@transport.govt.nz>

Cc: Nick Paterson <N.Paterson@transport.govt.nz>; Gayelene Wright
<g.wright@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Clean Car Standard review (L

Siobhan and team,

To help with your preparations for the review, | attach a brief
preliminary view on matters that could be considered in th

We look forward to talking about these issues. @Q_ v

i <
S

MINISTRYOF T RT \
AR

Wellington ( ffic d Floor, 3 Queens Wharf | PO Box 3175 | Wellington 6011 | NEW
ZEALAND | Tel: %64 4& |

Auckland | NZ (&%ent Auckland Policy Office | 45 Queen Street | PO Box 106238 | Auckland
1

City | Aucklarq EW ZEALAND | Tel: +64 4 439 9000 |
%h'

Disclaim is’email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information
which ential, proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient
youm lete this email and may not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not
waived because you have read this email.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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Doct# 12 VIA Clean Car Standard review E" V'A

25 January 2024

Hon Simeon Brown
Minister of Transport
Parliament Buildings

Wellington
By Email: simeon.brown@parliament.govt.nz
cc: brian.anderton@parliament.govt.nz

Dear Minister,

Review of the Clean Car Standard

During the 2023 General Election, the National Party indicated a desire to bring forward a review of
the Clean Car Standard. VIA® welcomes such an action and we weuld appreciate thelopportunity to
provide input into any review of the Clean Car Standard.

We note, first, the wider programme of policy initiativesbefare’providing'eur views on the Standard.

Clean Car Programme
The Clean Car Programme has three planks focused‘en reducing greenhouse gas emissions (GHG):

e the Clean Car Upgrade (CCU);
e the Clean Car Discount (CCD);and
e the Clean Car Standard (CCS):

The CCU was a proposal to intreducesa scrappage ‘scheme. This policy work has been discontinued by
the government for various’reasons. VIA‘thinks-a key reason for the policy failure was the attempted
use of the CCU to address'ifiequities created by the CCD and CCS, rather than maintaining a focus on
how the scheme couldremove high'polluting and unsafe vehicles from the fleet. VIA would like to
see this work renewéd as it may provide a solution to some of the future challenges we face with the
CCS, but any réenewal needs more.emphasis placed on achieving the goal of fleet transformation.

The CCD was intended_ as,a '‘cost-neutral programme to provide a rebate on purchases of electrified
(and other low emission technology) vehicles to incentivise consumers to make that choice and
charges a fee on’higher emitting vehicles to discourage that choice. The first iteration of the
programme/has'failed to remain cost neutral even though it succeeded in promoting an increased
uptake oflow/zero carbon vehicles. Your government has now discontinued the CCD and so this
document accommodates that change and focuses on the CCS.

The CCS is a policy that allocates credits and imposes penalties on the importer of a vehicle
depending on the weight-adjusted carbon emissions per km for that vehicle. Under its implementing
legislation, the CCS is due for a review by the middle of 2024. We welcome an earlier review.

1 VIA is the Imported Motor Vehicle Industry Association Inc, which represent businesses involved in the supply chain and
retailing of vehicles that have been independently imported from other jurisdictions.
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VIA’s Concerns about the Programme

VIA acknowledges the importance of addressing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and supports
effective carbon reduction policies in the transportation sector. However, VIA expresses reservations
regarding the philosophical foundations and implementation of the Clean Car Programme and
suggests modifications to improve its effectiveness and fairness.

Philosophical Reservations:

Logic Concerns: VIA raises concerns about a policy that penalizes light, low-polluting vehicles
more per unit of emissions than heavy, high-polluting vehicles. The weight-adjustment put
on the price of carbon demonstrably encourages the importation of heavier vehicles, leading
to unintended consequences and a potential increase in the overall mass of vehicles in the
fleet and a resulting requirement for more energy to drive those vehicles (as either fuel
burned, or electricity drawn from the grid).

Behaviour Targeting: VIA argues that the primary source of emissions is the act of driving,
not the vehicles themselves; owning a vehicle says nothing about‘the.amount thatwehicle is
used. Instead of targeting vehicles, the focus should be on influercing consdmer behaviour
at the point of purchasing GHG producing fuels, addressing the,root cause of eémissions
directly.

Equity Issues: The Clean Car Programme might wogsen‘economic disparities. More efficient
cars, typically more expensive, benefit those who,cah afford them, subsidized by those who
cannot. This results in inequity within the program.

Misleading Terminology: Contrary to howsthe.programme is conveyed and how the terms
within the programme are used, at no poinht does thé,Clean Car Programme have anything to
do with paying for actual carbon emissions. It is net a carbon trading scheme. Itis a
programme designed to incentivise weight-adjusted vehicle efficiency in a way that allows
relatively higher emissions fromsheavier vehieles. The programme, and discussion around it,
should reflect this to avoid misinformation-and misunderstandings.

Implementation Reservations:

Focus on the vehicle: Currently,whether a vehicle receives new or used entry compliance
treatment is based on the nature of the importer, not on the vehicle's characteristics. This
creates unfairadvantages fer'some organisations and may hamper competition.

CounterproduttiyeAspects;

Poor implementation:‘lssues arose early in the implementation of the programme, which
have led to @ decline in trust from both the industry and the public.

Financial Challenges: Without modification, by the end of this decade, the programme is
expected’to impose significant financial pressure on all car buyers due to penalties on all
vehiclés except EVs and extremely low emitting PHEVs. This is how it was designed and
inteénded to apply, but it assumes a supply of vehicles that we can already see cannot be
realised. This may lead to increased costs as there will be insufficient Clean Car Standard
credits to offset penalties, potentially making the program simply a general tax rather than
an incentive.

Incentivizing Energy Hungry EVs: The program's subsidies for heavier EVs might incentivize
more energy hungry options, exacerbating infrastructure challenges (charging, general
network supply) as the transition to universal electrification occurs.

In summary, VIA recognizes the necessity of reducing emissions but highlights key reservations and
proposes adjustments to make the Clean Car Programme more effective and fairer.

VIA — Clean Car Standard Review (January 2024) 2
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VIA's suggestions
This document sets out:

- theissues that VIA has identified with the CCS,
- why these elements are an issue, and
- how VIA thinks that issue should be addressed in any review of the CCS.

This document has been shared with other key industry stakeholders including the Motor Industry
Association (MIA) and the Motor Trade Association (MTA) for their information. While there are
several revisions that all organisations would agree on, we recognise that our different associations
(with differing memberships) will not agree on all the positions set out here. This is why it is
important that the Government establish a robust framework for engaging with industry on policy
design to understand the myriad viewpoints on the details.

A key concern for VIA is that the original approach to the CCS was not'informed’by an understanding
of the realities of the existing source stock for used vehicle imports, nor the pathway for new
vehicles coming into New Zealand. Our country is a “taker”s6f technology, and’it is simply not viable
for us to implement policy that seeks to put us ahead of-benchmarks.in our source markets for
vehicles (both new and used).

The VIA approach aims to ensure that the Clean €amProgramretachieves its emissions reduction
objectives while addressing concerns related to,equity, competitiveness, and the practicality of
implementation, ultimately working towafdsaa cleaner,and more sustainable transportation system.

Pragmatic, realistic
We are attempting to bring pragmatism/and realismsto the conversation:

e Many New Zealanders cannot-@fford fiewivehicles and rely upon the importation of quality
used vehicles to update and upgrade their vehicles at an affordable price.

e Current estimates are that the proportion of EVs made globally in 2030 will only reach 36%.

e This means thiat over’60% of new vehicles in 2030 will be some form of ICE vehicle (including
petrol hybrids) and will be in the fleet for up to 20 years.

e Our maingnarket for.used véhicles (Japan) has been slow to introduce BEVs to its fleet, and so
there is a small future’pool of these vehicles for the used market. With many other nations
seeking to reduce carbon emissions, that small pool will be a target for many other countries
competing in ,these used vehicle auctions.

Maintaining’Ambition:
Even with=the,changes recommended below, VIA is loath to argue for a reduction in the ambition of
efforts to decarbonize transport.

Several of our suggestions, such as removing the weighted average should result in an even greater
pressure to reduce GHGs across the fleet.

Other options, such as the introduction of additional pathways to acquire credits, would potentially
reduce the burden on importers, but introduce options for the industry to earn credits through GHG
reductions. Every credit should be earned by contributing to the overarching goal of emissions
reduction and environmental sustainability.

VIA — Clean Car Standard Review (January 2024) 3
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The following table lists VIA's “Key Issues”, being those issues that can be quickly and simply addressed in the Clean Car Standard instruments.

Aharmonised approach to credit

demand‘thén the target CO; for a vehicle
should réflect the design and real-world
infpatt of that vehicle.

Trading of Carbon Credits |e It is the vehicle that is assessed for e Allow the exchange of credits (at
between “new” and standards and emissions, not the importer. a 1:2 ratio) betweenimporters. trading like this would allow
“used”. e Any legal entity can import new, used, or im.por‘ter:s, who 3air_‘ credits from
both categories of vehicles and thus bm,]g',ng " prjd{?'?anﬂy R ]
recetive clean car credits for qualifying t:;:l;s\f;?:eufii t:igg;i’ dE:SrEEEIve
vehicles. enabling credit trading with any
e Originally, the rate of penalisation was other importer.
variable between new and used vehicles. e  This also allows importers who
¢ In arecent change, the ‘value’ of credits bring in both new and used vehicles
has been standardised at a 1:2 ratio, so 1 to pool their credits across the two
new credit is worth 2 used credits, categories and simplify trading for
removing the rationale to preclude trading them.
bsliiean rasr and dead, ®  This change will also benefit the
e Importers should be allowed to exéhange e o O_f Iovfu-to-no S
clean car credits between so-cafled ‘new’ \mht.c'es % WalssacaR ot
' trading partners.
and ‘used’ CCS accounts.
Imbalance caused by CCS e This adjustment is suppoesed toplace e Eliminate the weight adjustment |® The type of car that a consumer
weight adjustment equally fair pressure on allmarket in determining CCS targets. chooses is one factor of what this
participants and préyefit over-penalising e This allows the target and programme should be trying to
heavy vehicles (Which €mit mere.CO; than associated penalties under the mﬂuem_:e‘ : o )
lighter vehiclés)¢ CCS to be more accurately * ﬂ:’ HE a:“:ftmdent T
. However{-ft:ﬁis"methanisn_\ simply results in calculated with reference to the Z]ncl:)irz;;;ujegioc:sz;gr
importers'of lighter @nd [ower-emitting real-world emissions impact of a vehicles that actually have lower
vehicles subsidising the importation of vehicle. -
heavier, highef-emitting vehicles. e Helping people realise (through
e If we are trying torinfluence supply and accurate imposition of penalties)

that a smaller, lower-emitting car
will work for them is the behaviour
change the legislation should be
trying to achieve.




SVIA

Reasonable exemption
for mobility adapted
vehicles

The importation of near new and used
vehicles that are already modified or ready
for adaption for disabled New Zealanders
provides a massive social benefit.

Due to the engineering requirements being
focused on the safe installation of special
equipment, these vehicles may not always
meet the carbon standards being set for
New Zealand.

The small impact on carbon levels from
these vehicles is far outweighed by the
social good delivered to Kiwis in providing
them with mobility options.

Work with industry to adopt a
reasonable exemption for
mobility assistance vehicles, like
the exemption in the recently
updated exhaust ernission rules.

This creates alignment across
velficle import standards.

Reasonable exemption
for immigrants’ and
returning expat vehicles

Some immigrants to New Zealand bring
their own vehicles.

The small impact on carbon levels from
these vehicles is far outweighed’by the
social good of allowing imm_igrant_é___to
retain familiar mobility optiors.

Workwith .jndustry to adopt a
reasonable exemption for
.immigrant vehicles, like the
‘exemption that currently exists
‘in most standards for
immigrants' vehicles.

This creates alignment across
vehicle import standards.

Align border check
treatment with Exhaust
Emissions Rule.

It is confusing to have, regulations applying
standards and criteria on the sam@ véhicle
but at different timesip/the process.

The Exhaust Emissiefis Rule pragmatically
recognises‘that th'e import process takes
time to delivérvehicles ordered from
overseas marketsaWhile h transit, vehicle
standards mayhave transitioned to
different lev'e!_\'sa_nd' by the time the vehicle
lands in Mew Zealand the criteria against
which’a purchase decision was made may

notonger apply.

o Aligh the CCS with the Exhaust

Emissions Rule in terms of timing

and application of requirements.

o  Apply the CCS rules that were
in effect at the time of Border
Check (if within 4 months).

o  If Entry Certified more than 4
months after Border Check,
the vehicle is subject to
current rule.

As with the Exhaust Emission Rule,
this would give importers 4 months
from border check in source
jurisdiction to get the vehicle to
New Zealand and through entry
certification.

This change gives importers more
certainty that minor shipping delays
or grouping vehicles for logistical
reasons will not lead to vehicles
becoming commercial unviable.

VIA — Clean Car Standard Review (January 2024) 5
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Introduction of a
discretionary Exemption
Process

Some shipping delays are outside the
ability of goods importers to control.
These delays could coincide with an update
in the CCS to a tighter set of requirements.
If this occurs, the industry should have
some ability to petition the regulator to
delay the implementation of the rule
changes for the vehicles affected.

The current implementation of the Clean
Car Programme does not provide this
capability to the regulator or even to the
relevant Minister.

Add a formal process industry
can use to request an exemption
for various aspects of the Clean
Car Programme.

We understand that these
ex¢mptions would be done at the

discretién of government, either

the regulator or the Minister, or

both.

We also understand that the
industry would be required to make
the case for and provide sufficient
evidence to prove that the
exemption is warranted.

Access to “New” and
“Used” credits (and
penalties).

Currently, a vehicle is “used” if it has been
registered previously in another jurisdiction
regardless of the vehicle characteristics
(e.g., kilometres travelled and age)¢

This stifles the opportunity for ah impoftter
to purchase vehicles new (i.e= frém/a brand
dealer) in another jurisdictiofi and ship-
these to New Zealand. '

One of the rationalés for the CCS Gredits
and penalties regime is/to accountfor the
remaining us_._gfqlfl}fg.-of avehicle—i.e., a
‘new’ car iswassunied to remain'in the fleet
longer thar @“used vehicle’%

It would be tcumbersame to define a
gradient or spgctrumyof “used”, but “like
new” is more easily defined.

Work wj;ﬁ.jndustry to create a

set of vehicle-related criteria that
would demonstrate if a vehicle were
“new™or “like-new”.

Far'the purposes of CCS,

recognise vehicles that are

functionally “new” by setting

criteria that defines “new” in

terms of the condition of the

vehicle for:

o vehicle age,

o low kilometres,

o “like-new” condition (as
certified by an independent
inspector).

Consumers will consider a vehicle
under a certain age (eg 1 year) and
with low kilometres (eg less than
500km) as essentially a “new” (or
‘near new’) vehicle.

NZTA rules currently only recognise
a vehicle as a “parallel import” if it
has been supplied by the OEM
through a non-regular channel.
This is contrary to general
commercial practices where the
OEM is generally unaware or
agnostic to the import of their
product.

2 Based on the current trend in NZ for vehitles ta be de-registered (i.e., scrapped or removed) from the fleet between 20-22 years old. A used vehicle with an average age of 9-10 years will
have less time in the fleet (to provide benefit [credit] or harm [penalty]).

VIA — Clean Car Standard Review (January 2024) 6
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Alternate paths for
earning credits

The targets for the CCS do not align with
the availability of low emission vehicles.
This supply issue is outside of our control
as it is a result of the wider international
market.

This will lead to increased penalties with
none of the offsets the programme
assumes being available, which will be
realised as general vehicle price increases.
Thus, we should examine alternative
pathways for earning credits that could be
used as offsets.

e Work with industry to explore
alternate paths for credit
acquisition.

® We recognise that simply aligning the
targét to supply will effectively be
rgd_ycitjggthe ambition of the
prégramme.

Ahile the lack of supply is the main
issue for importers, the biggest
problem for New Zealanders will be
the knock-on effect caused by the
excessive penalties and the lack of
credits to offset those penalties.

An alternate solution is to develop
additional ways for the industry to
acquire credits.

One idea VIA has previously proposed
is a scrappage scheme that awards
credits based upon the COz emissions
of the vehicle scrapped.

-

Alignment of targets
with vehicle supply

These targets, especially from 2026\
onwards are unrealistic and dofnot align
with what is being made at#hisdive in odr
source markets.

For used vehicles, the’Japahese matket has
been slow to adopt EYs and so theré is a
very small pool of these vehicles-being
made avai!al!iié_:ﬂt auctions.

o Align targets to what is being
.achieved by global markets.
Adjust targets to align with the
best of the vehicles expected to
be available at volume.

]

We recognise that simply aligning the
target to supply will effectively
reduce the ambition of the CCS.

Lack of supply is the main issue for
importers, but the problem for all
New Zealanders will be the knock-on
cost caused by the excessive
penalties (premised on the
expectation that there would be a
supply of EVs to allow choice).

While EV sales numbers look
impressive as percentages (‘large’
movements from small baselines),
the necessary level of EVs have not
eventuated.

Thus, we advocate for creating
alternate sources of credits.

VIA — Clean Car Standard Review (January 2024) 7
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Carbon emission target
timeframe

As noted above, we are a taker of
technology, and the current approach sets
a timeframe where emission targets quickly
become almost impossible to meet.

Our global source markets still lag
achieving these same levels of reduction.
This means that vehicles to meet those
extreme targets will simply not be available
(if they exist at all).

s Align the timeframe for targets

to match what is achieved
overseas.

¢ Add a realistic buffer fimeframe

for those benefits come

available in NZ eaK

o As }bnﬁa.
P

N

Exclusion for classic and
collector vehicles already
into the country

Classic and collectible vehicles have been
imported into New Zealand prior to the

similar).
e \Vehic s%ath eg%rough

che re the

implementation of the CCS with the intent ementati f the
of registering them once they are over 20-@ ogra uld be added to
th k

years of age. N

e li emptions.

® A broader general 20-year exemption
is inappropriate for the CCS as it will
incentivise the import of these often
more emitting vehicles, but vehicles
already imported should be exempt.

Thank you again for your invitation to contribute to this review. %@Jma t king with your officials on this matter.

Yours sincerely,

Greig Epps
Chief Executi

ve

3 Thus, our recommendation above to exp@

ernative ways to acquire credits, which would help mitigate the risks caused by these extreme timeframes.

AN
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Doc # 13: RE Clean
Car Standard review

From: S

Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 2:56 PM

To: Siobhan Routledge <S.Routledge@transport.govt.nz>

Cc: Nick Paterson <N.Paterson@transport.govt.nz>; Gayelene Wright
<g.wright@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Clean Car Standard review

Kia ora Siobhan, %L
Thank you for your email and for the opportunity to share importantl%%?eedba@t

the Clean Car Importer Standard Review timing.

r

Whilst some have slightly shorter and otherﬂ -prod@ring lead times, the
overwhelming majority of MIA members gav: dba king for the following:
m Strong desire, support, and cow@ ot this review underway now (with urgency)
§ soon

possibile

t and change some product ordering is 6 months’ notice of any
02 target.

= |f Industry doesn’t have certainty about the outcome of the target review and the resulting
targets that need to be achieved for the 2025, 2026 and 2027 calendar years, they will
not have adequate time to adapt and adjust their product orders to manage the change.

= Most MIA Members are currently very concerned about the impact the removal of CCD
will have on their ability to deliver/meet their 2024 CCS Co2 targets. That concern
amplifies when existing (legislated) tougher 2025 targets are considered.

= |ndustry is still working their way through the impact/(s) that removal of the CCD will have
on their businesses. They are all trying to adjust and pivot to balance demand, existing



stock, fixed 2024 product deliveries/arrivals and less control over product and retail mix
outcomes to achieve 2024 Co2 target achievement (or balancing the financial
consequences of non-achievement).

= |f adequate notice of any change/(s) to CCS targets (specifically for the 2025 year) is not
planned for and delivered it will cause significant and complex consequences for MIA
members, that they may not be able to mitigate or adequately adapt to in time.

= |t is for these reasons an adequate minimum notice period of changes to CCS targets is
currently considered to be 6 calendar months’ notice and why the MIA now requests (on
behalf of Industry) to pull forward the proposed timing.

Final Comments:

» The MIA is currently undertaking considerable data analysis (with consultants and our
members) to help inform this upcoming CCS review. From our perspective this is the
single biggest project and highest priority for the light vehicle new Industry for 2024.

= Our membership has expressed a strong desire to assist officials whiere necessar
ensure the CCS targets review is a success. K

= The MIA is committed to working collaboratively and closel y rse&k, Gaylene,
and the wider Ministry of Transport team with the goal to‘complete a@lit obust data

led review, as quickly as we can.

| both welcome and look forward to the suggested up %{neetin itha:ick Paterson to
further discuss and agree the best approach for the@v. Furthem,on behalf of the new
trib feedback.

vehicle industry, we thank you for the opportuni

Kind regards, 0 &

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT

Wellington (Head Office) | Ground Floor, 3 Queens Wharf | PO Box 3175 | Wellington 6011 | NEW
ZEALAND | Tel: +64 4 439 9000 |

Auckland | NZ Government Auckland Policy Office | 45 Queen Street | PO Box 106238 | Auckland
City | Auckland 1143 | NEW ZEALAND | Tel: +64 4 439 9000 |

Disclaimer: This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information
which is confidential, proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient
you must delete this email and may not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not



Doc # 14 Query
information for the
purpose of CCS

Hi Nick and Gaylene,

| hope you are both well and keeping warm. It’s feeling more like a chilly autumn day today in Wellington (I
am personally hoping it’s not a sign that summer is coming to an end so soon)!

| have a request for you about information for the purpose of CCS formulas. As I've previously indicated,
the MIA has commenced and is currently undertaking a comprehensive data, forecasting and analysis
project (with our light vehicle membership). The outputs from this will form the MIA Industry position/(s)
and feedback for the upcoming CCS target review. (I can talk to this further when we meet on Thursday if
required).

For the MIA to continue pushing forward now, we need to some further information pertaining to CCS
formula calculations from 2025 onwards.

Specifically, Land Transport (Clean Vehicle Standard) Regulations 2022 - 9 (2) (b) Reference Period;and'3
(b) Arithmetic mean weight; and 4 (b) slope of the limit line.

9  Information for purposes of formulas

(1)  Subclauses (2) to () apply for the purposes of the formulas in regulation 10.

(2)  The reference period means —
(a) for the 2023 and 2024 obligation years, the period from 1 Jafluasy 2819 to 31 Decesiber 2020; and
{(b) for the 2025 and 2026 obligation years, the period fromyPTanagf to 31 Desemiber 2023; and

{c)  forthe 2027 obligation vear and every second obliggitomyear that folfows, the period from 1 January to
31 December of the year that 1s 2 years before thegselevant'obligation vear; and

(d)  forthe 2028 obligation vear and every second obligayon vearghat follows, the period from 1 January to
31 December of the yvear that 15 3 years beforgthe gelevant obligation vear.

(3) The arithmetic mean weight—
(a)  for the reference pentod in subclapse (2)(a)l/1s—
{1} 1.441 kg for Type A vehicles? and
(1) 1,999 kg for Type B weh#®l8s: and
{b)  for the reference pertod uisubclause (2)(b) to (d), must be—
{1}  calculated fof all Twpe A vehiflesandfor all Type B vehicles; and

{11}  published in the Gazerre by the Minister not later than 8 months before the commencement of the
appligable refarence perted®

(4)  The slope of thelimit line—
{a) for the referefice penodhn subclause (2)(a), 15—
(1} ™0841 for Typeaehicles; and
(1)  0.05754pr' Gype B vehicles; and
(b}  for the reference pertods i subclause (2)(b) to (d), must be—
(1} gdetermined in accordance with subclause (3); and

(uy “gublished in the Gazerte by the Minister not later than 8 months before the commencement of the
applicable reference peniod.

Are you ablet6 provide information we can use to inform our analysis and modelling about reference
period data; arithmetic mean weight; and slope of the limit line for 2025 onwards?

| realise this may not yet be complete/finalised, but a preliminary/draft indication would be incredibly
helpful now to keep this moving. Further, if the info you give is still in preliminary/draft state, could you
please indicate likely timing for this to be finalised and published in the Gazette? We'll need to be sure to
build in a formal update process from preliminary/draft to final/published information.

Thanks in advance for your assistance with this.



Kind regards,

Aimee Wiley
Chief Executive Officer, Motor Industry Association

S@@mme lwww.mia.org.nz IMIA Office, Moore Design Building @ 417 Cuba

Street, Alicetown, Lower Hutt, Wellington.

o MOTOR INDUSTRY
ASSOCIATION

INCORPORATED



Doc# 15: RE: Clean
Car Standard review
meeting on proposed
recommendations

From: Kit Wilkerson_

Sent: Thursday, April 4, 2024 1:28 PM
To: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>

Ce: Greig Epps FSEIIIN]

Subject: RE: Clean Car Standard Review meeting on proposed recommendations ; (L

Hi Gaylene, @ '\q
Attached is VIA's feedback. & &

Please feel free to contact me with any questions. Q~

Best Regards, @ P E
Kit Wilkerson %: O
Head of Policy and Strategy 0 &\

A\
OQ~

Imported Motor Vehicl ﬂ’gﬁ try A

Phon AN \ eb: www,via.org.nz

The informatiol @ asitted is i ded only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
confidential and/Ogprivileged y review, retransmission, dissemination, or other use of, or taking of any
other action in reliafice upan, rmation by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited.
If you received this in @& contact the sender and delete the material from any computer.

(<\
X



Doc #16: Comments

C from VIA Re advice to
4 the Minister on CCS

Imported Motor Vehicle Industry Association

04 April 2024

RE: VIA’s Response to the proposed advice to the Minister regarding changes to the Clean Car
Standard

Dear Gaylene,

On behalf of the Imported Motor Vehicle Industry Association (VIA), we appreciate the oppor%b
to contribute to the discourse surrounding the review of the Clean Car Standard (CCS). C}m%p
submission aims to present feedback on behalf of the used car importati %\w on w osed
policy advice to the Minister. Our comments reflect our support, con . recommendations
for a more sustainable and effective CCS. &

We generally agree with the proposed adjustments to the Qﬂ( ger vehicles.
ec

ernin
Historically, the CCS has utilized weight-adjusted CO2 targe i tting higher emission
reduction targets for heavier vehicles. This method, @ tend ter a reduction in
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions across the ran ilable inadvertently overlooks the
potential of vehicle lightweighting as a viable stra for epiission reduction. Lighter vehicles

inherently require less energy for operation, di influencing fuel consumption and material
usage during manufacturing, thus prese@ nifi portunity for CO2 emission reduction.

sig
It is encouraging to note the Min%@now ment that the weight-adjusted average for
e

passenger vehicles may no longe leva ing to the recommendation for its removal.

However, it's essential t t tha% istry’s rationale leading to this conclusion differs
from the argument we are ing. Th ary goal of the CCS should be the unequivocal reduction
of GHG emissions, o ly im ing efficiency per kilogram of vehicle mass.

Recent eviden udin W by the European Court of Auditors reviewing the efficacy of the
CCS equivalent progra %‘e EU, underscores the limited effectiveness of the current CCS
framework in achie@& ine

GHG reductions. They conclude that:
“Technblogical progress in terms of engine efficiency is outweighed by increased vehicle
mQa ut +10 % on average) and more powerful engines (+25 % on average).”

Similar@:ther recent report? from the EPA in the US highlighted the impact of their own
regulations since 2012 resulting in similar findings:

“While the light-duty GHG program has achieved significant emissions reductions over the
past decade, EPA witnessed underperformance of achieved tailpipe GHG emissions rates

! hews-sr-2024-01 | European Court of Auditors (europa.eu)
2 Multi-Pollutant Emissions Standards for Model Years 2027 and Later Light-Duty and Medium-Duty Vehicles -
Regulatory Impact Analysis (EPA-420-R-24-004, March 2024)

Web: https://www.via.org.nz/

Free Phone: 0200 VIA VIA (842 842)
Q@ General Enquiries: info@via.org.nz
Phone: +64 (9) 573-3058

Technical Enquiries: technical@via.org.nz
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Imported Motor Vehicle Industry Association

compared to those that were originally projected. This underperformance can be attributed
to the market shift towards SUVs and trucks, as well as a modest increase in average vehicle
size.”

Despite advancements in efficiency per kilogram, tangible reductions in GHG emissions from internal
combustion engine vehicles have either not occurred or have been less than expected. The
reductions that have occurred are predominantly due to the adoption of electric vehicles (EVs). The
increasing mass and power of internal combustion engine vehicles since these standards have come
into effect have negated potential GHG reductions.

(J
This trend of increased mass and power mentioned as the primary failure in both reports e
S

observed in New Zealand's new car sector since the introduction of the CC esting & hout
a shift in focus to address the issue, the CCS will fail to deliver its intende i oertal nefits.

The design of the &
Kk

VIA proposes a reorientation of the CCS towards prioritizing a @ te efficienc s of CO2 per
kilometre) irrespective of vehicle mass. This approach notgns with %mate objective of

reducing GHG emissions but also encourages the adopti:E icles t?t meet users' needs

without unnecessary increases in mass and power.
Since the introduction of the CCS, the used ve% ustry i aland has seen different
icle

I
Y

results, a reduction in the average mass of ve importéd. This illustrates that increased mass
and power are not inevitable and shows easibility a efits of shifting the CCS to be a more

effective driver of GHG reduction. @
The argument we make for remolvi weig%erage and focusing instead on actual efficiency

(not efficiency per kg of vehicleaweight) in assenger fleet is equally valid for light commercial
vehicles. Maintaining a weight-ddjustedaverage for light commercial vehicles, particularly in a
1 to heavier vehicles and prevent GHG reductions.

segment with limited EV wiIIS

VIA supports the Ministry's advi& liminate the weight-adjusted average for passenger vehicles
and urges a si tréatment for commercial vehicles. This will ensure the CCS fulfils its essential
purpose - drivingmeanin ctions in GHG emissions across the automotive sector.

In addition to shiﬂir@cus of the CCS to vehicle efficiency without regard for the vehicle mass in
both the passenge commercial fleet, VIA recommends that the CCS requirements be applied
based upon Qr check date. Applying the CCS from the date of border check will offer substantial
improveinn erms of cost certainty and overall industry robustness.

While cognise the continued necessity to confirm vehicle properties at entry certification, the
government should utilise a trust but verify principle allowing industry to “get on with business”.
Importers will still be required to pay their penalties before vehicles can be registered, but those
penalties should be based upon the date the vehicle was border checked, not when it was added to
the CCS system or when it went through entry certification.

This proposed change is underpinned by several key rationales:

Web: https://www.via.org.nz/

Free Phone: 0200 VIA VIA (842 842)
Qﬁ General Enquiries: info@via.org.nz
Phone: +64 (9) 573-3058

Technical Enquiries: technical@via.org.nz




S) VIA

Imported Motor Vehicle Industry Association

Improved Cost Certainty: The interval between purchasing a vehicle in its source jurisdiction and its
entry compliance in New Zealand is fraught with unpredictability. Delays can arise due to a myriad of
reasons, including necessary vehicle repairs requiring specific parts or logistical challenges in
shipping. There are also skills shortages in the inspection and certification sector that can delay the
final compliance of a vehicle. Such delays, often beyond the control of the industry, introduce
significant uncertainty regarding the final costs associated with compliance under the CCS. Applying
the CCS from border check would markedly enhance the predictability of these costs, benefiting
both the industry and consumers by enabling more accurate pricing and cost management from an

earlier stage. (L
Enhanced Industry Robustness: The suggested shift to border check application would co %
significantly to the robustness of the vehicle import sector. By ensuring that t CS criteri

considered at an earlier point in the importation process, businesses can or infc%ked

decisions and adjustments, mitigating the risk of unforeseen compliance‘costs. Thi rly application
supports a smoother transition for vehicles into the New Zealand market, ost@ ore stable

and resilient industry. Q~
thg

Uniformity of Standards and Regulations: VIA has previI ued, and government has

agreed, that new emission rules should apply from the point of borde eck rather than entry
certification. This change was advocated for reasn% cal to those presented here: enhancing

predictability, reducing administrative burdens, implifyi ompliance process for all

stakeholders. Consistency in the application ofiautomotive regulations, including the CCS, from

border check would streamline processe, uce co I%nd align with international best
s

practices, thereby reinforcing the effici d eff s of New Zealand's vehicle import
regulations. Q

Moving forward, VIA will conivarguz regulations and standards should adopt a
om th Ns

uniform approach by app border check. This stance will help assure market

a
stability and consumer pr n as \ﬁ%nsiﬁon to a low-to-no carbon transport system. By

making this shift, wercan collectiv, re a more predictable, robust, and sustainable used
automotive secto Zealan&

We look forwardito enga er on these critical issues and thank you for considering our

comments. Q\
Sincerely, Q\

Kit Wilkerson

VIA Head of Policy and Strategy

Web: https://www.via.org.nz/

Free Phone: 0200 VIA VIA (842 842)
Q@ General Enquiries: info@via.org.nz
Phone: +64 (9) 573-3058

Technical Enquiries: technical@via.org.nz




S) VIA

Imported Motor Vehicle Industry Association

About us: VIA is the business association that represents the interests of all businesses involved in
importing, preparing, wholesaling, and retailing most used vehicles that are imported into New
Zealand from Japan, UK, and other source markets.

VIA members include registered traders, importers and wholesalers, Japanese auction companies
and exporters, shipping companies, NZ Government-accredited inspection agencies, ports,
compliance shops and other service providers to the trade.

for New Zealand and for our industry. We worked closely and collaboratively with the Minist
Transport on the design and implementation of the Clean Car Programme to assure it wou

for the New Zealand context. We will continue to work closely with gover to be part e
solution to the challenges of our future. K

VIA acknowledges the evidence of climate change and the present and future risks that it presenn

Privacy Statement: VIA has no concerns about this submission beil& avabﬁthe public.

Web: https://www.via.org.nz/

Free Phone: 0200 VIA VIA (842 842)
Q@ General Enquiries: info@via.org.nz
Phone; +64 (9) 573-3058

Technical Enquiries: technical@via.org.nz




Doc #17: FW
Proposed slope
transition
CONFIDENTIAL- MIA

From: Aimee Wiley <
Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 1:53 PM

To: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>; Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>; Lloyd
Robinson <= "¢/ Mark Stockdale < >; Ainsley Smith

<A.Smith2 @transport.govt.nz>; Emma Wardle <E. Wardle@tﬁnsport_gow nz>; Sigurd Magnusson
<S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>
'; Larry Fallowfield
- Kit Wilkerson

Maya Polaschek
' Terry

Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL**
** Strictly Confidential **

Hello all, q%

Thanks Gaylene and Haobo for your emails below. | largely agree with wh have
proposed. Specifically, that the use of 2021 and 2022 as reference yea% ate LP ression is a

that the targets achieve), offers a fairer and more proportional a toth across all
distributors/importers. The MIA proposal to transition over ad si tentions (intended to seek
incremental and proportional change whilst incrementally slope

more ‘normal’ baseline.
Further, | agree that the European Union method of reducing the slzg$h ep rcentage reduction

| also agree with a review of CCS (headline targets, slope‘o i an‘weight and vehicle determining
weight) benchmarked to global source country of ry 2 years, with the next to be
completed as you've suggested by end of April 20 re approprlate targets are set (or re-

% gets for LPV. Before looking more closely at 2025

ustry’s current forecast for 2024 target achievement.

he

That leaves my only remaining co
e

target achievement, let’s fir r the
2024 LPV Target = 13 rrent ast for Full Year 2024 = 136.4g (Current YTD/Q1 Actual =
154.3g). The full |nd
out 2024 year at hted avv 2 of 136.4g. LPV is expected to achieve 2024 target due to the

current LPV slope of O

or cast assumes EV demand uptake correction in Q3 and Q4, to round

2024 LCV Target . current forecast for Full Year 2024 = 225.2g (Current YTD/Q1 Actual =

236.2g). With w low emission LCV products available in 2024, LCV will not be able to achieve target.
We curren ect LPV combined with the balance of CCS credits from 2023 to offset expected LCV under
achievem 024,

Looking ahead to the proposed LPV 2025 Target. The extent of change proposed is considerable and

currently forecast as difficult/high risk for Industry to achieve.

The MIA’s suggested slope of the limit line addressed this concern. But with the suggested change to
the European Union method of reducing the slope,®*

Specific concerns for Industry’s ability to achieve 112.6g LPV 2025 Co2 target include:




The change from 2024 to proposed 2025 LPV is: a 21.3g reduction in Co2 year on year and a 45.7%
(0.0384) change to the LPV slope. This a significant combined change.

1. Previous achievement of 112.6g Co2 for LPV was the direct result of policy. The combination of a
change in incentives (increase to CCD rate card) and political announcements for pending policy
removal. This had the effect of considerably stimulating consumer demand for EV’s. Without
demand side incentives it is going to take longer to achieve a target of 112.6g. Product model
changes in 2025/2026 are expected to further assist this level of target achievement, most likely in
2026 not 2025.

2. The extent of underachievement in LCV in 2023/2024 due to overly aggressive Co2 targets
previously set (for both 2023 and 2024). The result is that LCV have/are consuming a considérable
chunk of CCS credits banked from 2023 during 2024. This weakens industry’s position fr %

going into 2025 to offset economic impacts of not achieving targets

Overly aggressive targets in 2025 will simply add more cost and fewer pen@ill uy hew
vehicles. This is not a good outcome for Industry or to d alise i V of policy to

decarbonise.

Thanks in advance for your willingness to engage on the review. If you’d like to discuss further, please
don’t hesitate to give me a call.

Kind regards,

Aimee Wiley
Chief Executive Officer, Motor Industry Association



Doc # 18: RE:
Proposed slope
transition VIA

From: Gavelene Wright

To: Gavelene Wright

Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition

Date: Thursday, 18 July 2024 11:12:00 am

From: Kit Wilkerson®
Sent: Tuesday, April 23 2024 3:56 PM

To: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>; Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>;
Ainsley Smith <A Smlth2@tran500rt govt.nz>

Cc: Greig Epps
Subject: Re: Proposed slope trans;tlon

Hi Gayelene, (1/
P

We do believe that 112.6g is achievable and by extension s 114

As a brief comment on the 2-year review of the weight S en ould be
part of an extended phase out, we are concerned thatythis revie nd up
another opportunity to decrease the ambition of and commend that
it only include options that reduce the Iength of ase |od and increase

GHG reductions.

— 0%«\0
VIA_ | Q/QQ‘Q




Doc #19: RE:
Proposed slope
transition -AA

From: Terence J. Collins _>

Sent: Friday, April 26, 2024 10:21 AM
To: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz

>; Aimee Wiley— Lloyd

Kit Wilkerson S8@IE@E: Greig Epps
; Maya Polaschek

Robinson S92

_; James McDowall
BRI Loy Fallowfild

Cc: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>; Ainsley Smith <A.Smith2@transport.govt.n%L
Sigurd Magnusson <S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>; Natasha Rave \q

A

<N.Rave@transport.govt.nz>; Emma Wardle <E.Wardle@transport.go
Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL** &

Hi Gaylene

The NZAA supports any compromise that will achieve. th

emissions from new entrants to the light fleet withou

vehicles. Our main concern is that any major c u
rch

Qur fear is that higher cost vehicles will delay th

fewer safer vehicles that emit less CO2. ?\
; wej

| can’t comment of the specific ta stment curve as | don’t have the data that
others have to make a fully inf ecisio aud the effort to reach a workable
compromise and our positi ter sed on further discussion with the other parties
and better insight into the da

YO

All the best

Tt X
Terry <:o||ir8~ \?y

W: aa.co.nz

In the Office: v 7:00 am —5:00 pm

This email may contain information which is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient you must not use or disseminate this email or its

attachments. If you have received this in error, please notify us immediately and delete this email




Doc # 20: MIA CCS
Review 2024 Submission

From: Aimee Wiley

To: Gayelene Wright; Nick Paterson; Siobhan Routledge; Audrey Sonerson; Hon Simeon Brown; Brian Anderton
Subject: MIA CCS Review 2024 Submission

Date: Wednesday, 1 May 2024 7:51:41 pm

Attachments: image001.png

Letter to Minister Brown & MoT - MIA CCS Review 2024.pdf

Téna koutou,

Please find attached the MIA’s submission and contribution toward the 2024 review of the
clean car importer standard (CCS).

The MIA had previously committed to transparently sharing our feedback and
recommendations with both the Ministry of Transport and Minister Brown.

I would also like to take this opportunity to thank officials at the Ministry of Transpeort (in
particular, Gaylene Wright) for the genuinely collaborative approach toewardavorking with
all relevant Industry associations in undertaking this importantreview. Itshas Certainly
been beneficial for the MIA working in this way and | hope/far the Ministry,also.

| welcome further discussion, if required, on any aspett of this,submission.
| look forward to hearing more in due course.

Nga mihi nui

Kind regards,

Aimee Wiley
Chief Executive Officer dVietomindustfy Association

9(2
=920 /\/V \@ www.mia.org.nz | MIA Office, Moore Design
Building @ 417 Cuba Street, Alicetewn, Lower Hutt, Wellington.

A logo for a motorcyclescompany

f



Doc # 21: RE: proposed slope
transition

From: Larry Fallowfiel
Sent: Friday, May 3, 2024 12:06 PM
To: Terence J. Collins?
Aimee Wiley :
Wilkerson 89E

Cc: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>; Ainsley Smith
Sigurd Magnusson <5.Magnusson@transport.govi.nz>; 4.
<N.Rave@iransport.govi.nz>; Emma Wardle < 3
Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDE

Hi Gayelene, 0% \O

Sorry for the delay in responding. Q ?\
Thank you again for your open %clu i ﬁch to reviewing the CCS. We appreciate
your efforts in considering t e@vels@ e impact that could have on the environment

and the economy.
Qhese changes thoughtfully to avoid significant cost

MTA believe it is essen imple

increases for busi th % public, while balancing the on-going impact to the
ople’s heal’(:h\

Given the cu@w going%@f—living crisis and potential economic impact, finding a balanced

solution is cruchal. \?\

environment an
We understan X%)cems of our members who sell and those of our trade and mobile
business owrier; purchase new motor vehicles, any adjustments should be carefully
evaluateﬁ ent an undue rise in the cost of new vehicles as over 50% of new vehicle
purc sold to companies. MTA also has a large member base in the Used Import space,
and wesremain aware of the impact that any modifications to the CO2 levels may have on the
industry as a whole.

The MTA supports the MIA approach with a compromise that effectively reduces average CO2
emissions from new vehicles entering the light vehicle fleet whist not leading the world in our
reduction levels, we emphasise achieving this goal without imposing excessive costs on vehicle
importers is critical.

Like the AANZ our primary concern is that such costs would ultimately be passed on to
consumers, potentially delaying the replacement of older vehicles and limiting safer options with



lower CO2 emissions.

Stats from NZTA as at 1 December 2023

. People are twice as safe in a 5-star safety rated car than in a 1-star safety rated carina
crash.
. Vehicles with 1 or 2- star safety ratings make up around 40% of the light vehicle fleet in

New Zealand, but are over-represented in crashes involving deaths and serious injuries on our
roads.

. Previous analysis has shown high safety rated vehicles are available in most categories
and price brackets.
o The Rightcar website also includes information about vehicles’ crash avoidance features,

such as automatic emergency braking and lane-keeping systems, which can help people to avoi
crashing. NZ Transport Agency, Waka Kotahi recommends people check the crash avoidanc%

features a vehicle has, along with its safety rating. @ q

I NG
- PN
&

Larry Fallowfield
Sector Manager — Dealers & Specialist Services E

tor Trade Association 0

485 Great South Road @Q @;
P L
Asg;lo:r?d 1061 % Q.

The content of thi @ (including any attachments) is strictly confidential and may be commercially
sensitive. If y ot, or believe you may not be, the intended recipient, please advise the sender
immedial& eturn email, delete this email and destroy any copies.

MINIS@OF TRANSPORT

Wellington (Head Office) | Ground Floor, 3 Queens Wharf | PO Box 3175 | Wellington 6011 | NEW
ZEALAND | Tel: +64 4 439 9000 |

Auckland | NZ Government Auckland Policy Office |Level 7, 167B Victoria Street West | PO Box
106238 | Auckland City | Auckland 1143 | NEW ZEALAND | Tel: +64 4 439 9000 |

Disclaimer: This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. t may contain information
which is confidential, proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient
you must delete this email and may not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not
waived because you have read this email.



Doc # 22 Input into
our CO2 emissions
modelling

From: Aimee Wiley S9@)@ >

Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2024 8:17 PM

To: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>; Mark Stockdale <S9@)@ = >; Lloyd Robinson

§9@)@ e >; Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>

Cc: Paul Hawkes <P.Hawkes@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: input into our CO2 emissions modelling

Hi Gaylene,

Thanks for your call today to discuss these urgent requests. | also appreciate your patience in awaiting my
reply while I've been working in Melbourne this week.

You’ve probably already heard from Australian officials that the NVES passed the Australian House o
Representatives this morning (approved without changes, as proposed). Further, | understand th%& inal

stage of Australian government approval is also expected to be completed today. q
a%&@ering your
Responses to your questions below are: C)

1. Request to present to the wider MoT team about the@i of thé urth targets — Yes, | can

make this work (on 27/5 at 11am as suggested) .
2. Use of Scenario 2 as Status Quo — | agree with this. s sce

status quo picture based on what is curren ed
without policy change).

3. Further information about vehicles cting penal is was previously calculated at the
segment level. However, followin quest, undertaken a deep dive at the individual
detailed vehicle level to calcula e expec impact for each individual vehicle.

I’'m passing this along in case you haven’t heard (I thought it would be usefu
briefing with the Minister on Monday next week). &

@ as designed to show the full
: (updated as originally intended

D

Below is the updated detailed info:






Lastly, I'm returning to NZ tomorrow, and my fli

tis a&a
this further by phone if that’s helpful (and no &y t)—v\
Thanks @j

Kind regards,

Aimee Wiley %E %
Chief Executive Officer tor ustr& tion

at 3 pm. I'd be happy to discuss



Doc # 23: Clarifying
whether my restatement

) of MIA's information is
From: Gayelene Wright

To: Gayelene Wright correct
Subject: FW: Clarifying whether my restatement of MIA"s information is correct
Date: Wednesday, 17 July 2024 3:33:12 pm

From: Aimee Wiley 5 9@

Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2024 3:26 PM

To: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Clarifying whether my restatement of MIA's information is correct

Hi Gaylene,

Thanks again for the opportunity to meet more of the wider MoT team and share an
industry perspective.

Regarding your email below, the only suggested change is to ignoresthe average
segment achievement ($5,549) and use the vehicle level detail instead. The segment
level average can be hard to explain or make sense of witheut the underlying data.

Here’s a suggested alternative explanation that makes(more sense:

The MIA has stated that if the targets and the weightiadjustment\formula for 2025 and
2026 are not changed, by 2027, 65% of new vehicles are foreeast to attract charges of
$800 million, none of which can be coveredsby.emission eredits. If this cost is spread
across all new vehicles as forecasted in 2027t would amount to $5,418 per vehicle.
Alternatively, if the charges are spread across the.vehicles attracting the charges, this
equates to an estimated per-vehicle’charge of $8,328:

Kind regards,

Aimee Wiley
Chief Executive Officer, Mator Inddsiry ASsociation

MINISTRY OF TRANSBORT

Wellingtons(Head Office) | Ground Floor, 3 Queens Wharf | PO Box 3175 | Wellington 6011 | NEW
ZEALANDNGel: %64 4 439 9000 |

Aucklagdd NZ Government Auckland Policy Office |Level 7, 167B Victoria Street West | PO Box
106238 | Auckland City | Auckland 1143 | NEW ZEALAND | Tel: +64 4 439 9000 |

Disclaimer: This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information
which is confidential, proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient
you must delete this email and may not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not
waived because you have read this email.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.




Doc # 24 -CCS workshop notes
Clean car standard review meeting on proposed recommendations

- Gayelene opened seeking feedback on recommendations.

Level of the targets
- We agreed that they are too stringent and they should be eased — proposing to align with Australia. This will push (llgets out by two years,

proposing to align from 2027. Meaning that the 20205 target will remain the same.
- Australian targets are currently before the Australian Parliament (anticipated mid-late- 2024)% \

Pax feedback target

emissions but not all cars are from Japan. We will need to set requirements for, clean vehi ing introduced. Japanese targets are set taking
into account cultural values.
- -MTA: makes sense — but need to think about pegging our system
will have a continual two year review to make sure they are fit for pu

- ! VIA: higher target than they would recommend but us pragmatic for industry. Qﬂgh enogs panese vehicles tend to have lower

uld our targets align — will this be ongoing? (MOT: we

pacts too).

AA — can you share this information with us @
- Existing current target would be achiew cor@w and the weights would make it unachievable. 8 different scenarios to show how we

could make it work.
MOT what makes 2025 difficult?

- VIA — used industry has se ease in mass in the period of the CCS. Other side has seen an increase in mass and power. Similar results in

the US. VIA would like the ﬁ moved for both comm and pax vehicles



Clean car standard review meeting on proposed recommendations

- VIA—isn’t the purpose to shift market to vehicles that are lower-emitting.

- MOT - how would you feel about a standards between sectors? VIA/MIA different standards.

- MOT - How do we resolve the slope matter? What would be a comfortable same? %

- MTA view — broadly supportive of conversation, interested in MIA work. Agree with the issue of using ‘23 data. So% ese vehicles have 2 X CCD.

(used Volvo eg) created artificial distortion. q

Suzuki example

Light commercial

- Agreement re disability vehicles
- Extending borrowing beyond 2025

MOT — we need to work on the slope

O

VIA’s position on slope is based on other State — ratic@: %the slope should be removed from commercial vehicles (increases in mass and
power simultaneous to efficiency) V %
Q&d on\Nz

AA — based on international fleets — this wij

fleets




Doc # 25 RE:
proposed slope
transition

From: Gayelene Wright

Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 9:53 AM

To: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>; Ainsley Smith <A.Smith2 @transport.govt.nz>; Emma
Wardle <E.Wardle@transport.govt.nz>; Sigurd Magnusson <S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL** - how about we reframe the transition?

| have just had a chat with the VIA and have their support for the modified transition. My plan now is
to craft up an email to all the industry associations explaining why we are reframing the transition —
to be a 2-year one that assumes uniform targets from 2027 but with a review in 2026 that checks
whether the r/ship between weight and emissions has stopped being linear.

From: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>

Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 9:43 AM

To: Ainsley Smith <A.Smith2 @transport.govt.nz>; Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.fiz>;
Emma Wardle <E.Wardle@transport.govt.nz>; Sigurd Magnusson
<S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL** - how about\We refram@,the transition?

Hi Gayelene, | like your suggested modification, which would better reflect likely future
development.

An alternative would be reframe the transition so it cohtintes'with weight-adjusted targets for 2025
and 2026 with the review in 2026 determining whether thére is ahy re@son not to move to uniform
targets from 2027. In other words the review’s starting point is thattargets ought to be uniform in
2027

Haobo

From: Ainsley Smith <A.Smith2 @transport.govt.nz>

Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 8:41 AM

To: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transpoft.gevisnz>; Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>;
Emma Wardle <E.Wardle@¢transport.gout.nz>; Sigurd Magnusson
<S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Proposed slope transitiony** CONFIDENTIAL** - how about we reframe the transition?

You would make,a good diplemat Gayelene.

| think that is the good middle ground that wont make anyone happy, which is usually a sign that it is
a good solution.

From: Gayélere Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>

Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 8:02 AM

To: AinsleySmith <A.Smith2 @transport.govt.nz>; Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>; Emma
Wardle <E.Wardle@transport.govt.nz>; Sigurd Magnusson <S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL** - how about we reframe the transition?

| definitely agree that the 2025 passenger target should not change.

The complication | see with the 2022 data is that it contains the impact of the CCD. So the slope for
that year is likely to be lower than the slope we see for 2024.



An alternative would be reframe the transition so it continues with weight-adjusted targets for 2025
and 2026 with the review in 2026 determining whether there is any reason not to move to uniform
targets from 2027. In other words the review’s starting point is that targets ought to be uniform in
2027. Thoughts? Let me know and | will email the industry associations again

From: Ainsley Smith <A.Smith2 @transport.govt.nz>

Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 4:55 PM

To: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>; Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>;
Emma Wardle <E.Wardle@transport.govt.nz>; Sigurd Magnusson
<S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL**

Based on Haobo’s comment below, as | didn’t understand the point about the 2022 data that (L
made at the time, but | do now. | am quite uncomfortable about going with the MIA propo%

gradual slope reduction and would support the VIA position. \
Can we put both options to the Minister and recommend the no S|@? &
From: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz> C)
Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 4:08 PM 2\

To: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>; Ainsl@ <A.Smith2@transport.govt.nz>;
Emma Wardle <E.Wardle@transport.govt.nz>; Sigurd son

<S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONF **&\O
Hi Gayelene, Q ?\

I'll see that MIA’s proposal is arbitr cks idence to support. They want both to relax
2025 target and to raise slopes f e same time. That would (unfairly) further
benefit for the new vehicle segto isad e used vehicle sector.

Please also note using 2021 and 2022 data as the reference is already a compromise. If we were
doing regressions based on 2022 data (more recent), the slope is even lower (0.0262) and R2 is only
0.1075, which means the 2022 data would suggest the linear relationship was already broken in
2022.



In summary, | do not think MIA’s proposal is acceptable for any good reasons.

Cheers,
Haobo

From: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>

Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 3:15 PM

To: Ainsley Smith <A.Smith2 @transport.govt.nz>; Emma Wardle <E.Wardle@transport.govt.nz>;
Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>; Sigurd Magnusson <S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL**

Thanks for that Ainsley. Can others let me know what they think. Am happy to hold the line on 1126
for 2025

From: Ainsley Smith <A.Smith2 @transport.govt.nz>

Sent: Tuesday, April 23,2024 3:11 PM

To: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>; Gayelene Wright <g Mright@transgaert.govt.nz>;
Emma Wardle <E.Wardle@transport.govt.nz>; Sigurd Magnusson
<S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL**

| understand the point Aimee is making on behalf of industry‘but from,a"Gevt perspective wouldn’t
such a change go against the purpose of the policy toeduce emissions?Would we not end up
setting targets in line with what industry would have done anyway?-Ny thinking is that any targets
exceed what the industry would have done afyway otherwisexthe policy has no impact. Have |
missed something?

| would raise another question (sométhing I'have.beemthinking about but haven’t raised), how
representative of industry is the MIAwiew, particularly looking at EVs? | note that some of the main
EV producers are members (B¥D, Hyunhdai, Kia,"MG) but not Tesla nor Polestar. | note that both Tesla
and Polestar (along with thé othier main/EV producers) are Drive electric members. This suggests to
me that perhaps the MIA'déesmot represent this segment of the market very well. Have we
attempted to seek a different view?

Ainsley

From: Aimee Wiley <§~N¥ >

Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 1:53 PM

To: Haobo Wang <h.Wafig@transport.govt.nz>; Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>;
Lloyd Robinsen ?(2)@ Mark Stockdale & 9@ Ainsley Smith
<A.Smith2@transport.govt.nz>; Emma Wardle <E.Wardle@transport.govt.nz>; Sigurd Magnusson
<S.MaghusSon@transport.govt.nz>

Cc: | AR/ ; Larry Fallowfield <* 2@ >; Maya Polaschek
s 9(2)(@) ; Kit Wilkerson <& 2@)(&) >; Greig Epps <* 9@ >;
Terry Collins ® 22

Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL**
** Strictly Confidential **

Hello all,



Thanks Gaylene and Haobo for your emails below. | largely agree with what you have
proposed. Specifically, that the use of 2021 and 2022 as reference years to calculate LPV
regression is a more ‘normal’ baseline.

Further, | agree that the European Union method of reducing the slope (by the same percentage
reduction that the targets achieve), offers a fairer and more proportional approach to the change
across all distributors/importers. The MIA proposal to transition over 4 years had similar intentions
(intended to seek incremental and proportional change whilst incrementally transitioning toward 0
slope).

| also agree with a review of CCS (headline targets, slope of limit line, mean weight and vehicle
determining weight) benchmarked to global source country of manufacture targets every 2 years,
with the next to be completed as you’ve suggested by end of April 2026. This will ensure
appropriate targets are set (or re-set), particularly for 2028 and 2029. &%), S 9GO q“
O

AO) N o

That leaves my only remaining concern, the 2025 targets for LPV. Beforelooking.motre closely at
2025 target achievement, let’s first consider the Industry’s current forecast fori2024 target

achievement.

2024 LPV Target = 133.9g vs. current forecast for Full Year'2024 = 136:4g+Current YTD/Q1 Actual =
154.3g). The full year 2024 Industry forecast assumessEVademand uptake correction in Q3 and Q4,
to round out 2024 year at weighted average Co2'ef 136.4g. ALPV'is expected to achieve 2024 target
due to the current LPV slope of 0.0841.

2024 LCV Target = 201.9g vs. current forecast for Full Year 2024 = 225.2g (Current YTD/Q1 Actual =
236.2g). With very few low emission ECV/productsavailable in 2024, LCV will not be able to achieve
target.

We currently expect LPV cambined withstheibalance of CCS credits from 2023 to offset expected LCV
under achievement in 2024,

Looking ahead to thefproposed LPWW2025 Target. The extent of change proposed is considerable
and currentlyforecast as difficult/high risk for Industry to achieve.

The MIA’s suggested.slope of the limit line addressed this concern. But with the suggested
change to the Europear Union method of reducing the slope, & 22O S 9@ G0

RO

Specific coneérns for Industry’s ability to achieve 112.6g LPV 2025 Co2 target include:

The change from 2024 to proposed 2025 LPV is: a 21.3g reduction in Co2 year on year and a 45.7%
(0.0384) change to the LPV slope. This a significant combined change.

1. Previous achievement of 112.6g Co2 for LPV was the direct result of policy. The combination
of a change in incentives (increase to CCD rate card) and political announcements for
pending policy removal. This had the effect of considerably stimulating consumer demand
for EV’s. Without demand side incentives it is going to take longer to achieve a target of



Thanks in adva o) illingness to engage on the review. If you'd like to discuss further,

please

112.6g. Product model changes in 2025/2026 are expected to further assist this level of
target achievement, most likely in 2026 not 2025.

The extent of underachievement in LCV in 2023/2024 due to overly aggressive Co2 targets
previously set (for both 2023 and 2024). The result is that LCV have/are consuming a
considerable chunk of CCS credits banked from 2023 during 2024. This weakens industry’s
position from 2024 going into 2025 to offset economic impacts of not achieving

Overly aggressive targets in 2025 will simply add more cost and fewer people will buy new

vehicles. This is not a good outcome for Industry or to deliver/realise intention of policy

don’t hesitat@& me a call.

Kind regards,Q

ive Officer, Motor Industry Association

From: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 9:00 AM

To: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>; Aimee Wiley
Robinson

>; Lloyd

; Mark Stockdale >: James McDowall
; Larry Fallowfield <Larry.Fallowfield@mta.org.nz>; Maya Polaschek

; Kit Wilkerson >; Greig Epps < 9@,

Ainsley Smith <A.Smith2 @transport.govt.nz>; Emma Wardle




<E.Wardle@transport.govt.nz>; Sigurd Magnusson <S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition

Morning all,

| noticed there was a typo in the table for slope change. The correct one should be:

Year % reduction of target Slope

2025 16% 0.0457

2026 4.1% 0.0438

2027 4.6% 0.0418

2028 26.2% 0.0308

2029 End of transition 0
Regards,

Haobo

Haobo Wang (he/him) | PhD, MSc
Principal Analyst — Insights, Data & Evaluation
Te Manatia Waka Ministry of Transport

M: +5RRIE | E: h.wang@transport.govknz,| transpeft:gout.nz

From: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@itrapsgort.geltinz>
Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 8:25AM

To: Aimee Wiley <* 9@ =" : Lloyd Robinson <& 9@@ >:$92)@ .
James McDowall <) % QV>; Larry Fallowfield <& %)@ >;
Maya Polaschek <* 22U&) < ? z>; Kit Wilkerson <° %2 >; Greig Epps
S9@ ?;g,g { \ ; Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>; Ainsley Smith

<A.Smith2 @trapspokt.govt.nz>; Emma Wardle <E.Wardle@transport.govt.nz>; Sigurd Magnusson
<S.Magnusson@transport.govi.nz>
Subject: Proposed slope transition

Hi there
Thanks agaif for\participating in our meeting last Friday.

As you'know the one item to resolve, following our meeting, is to agree the slopes for the weight-
adjusting formulae out to 2029.

| asked Haobo Wang, our Principal Data Analyst, to suggest the most technically correct approach to
having a 4-year transition away from weight-adjusted to uniform targets.

He suggests that the reference years used for the regression be 2021 and 2022. This is because:

e as our meeting agreed, the 2023 year cannot be regarded as a “normal” year with the CCD being
present then removed on 31 December



e 2024 to date cannot be used as new EV sales are still being impacted by the unusually strong
uptake of zero and low emission vehicles in the last few months of 2023. Also the number of
vehicles would be too small for robust regressions. We like to have at least one year of data

e 2021 and 2022 would provide a better reference point than 2023 and to date 2024 for the
relationship between CO2 emissions and weight that we could expect to see across the vehicles
imported in 2025.

The regression based on 2021 and 2022 data gives a slope of 0.0457.

In terms of how we would transition from a weight-adjusting slope of 0.0457 to a slope of 0 (ie ng
weight-adjusting), Haobo suggests using the European Union method of reducing the slope bythe
same percentage reduction that the targets achieve. This method bests maximises fairness/between
individual vehicle importers. This would give the following slopes:

Year % reduction of target Slope
2025 16% 0.0457
2026 4.1% 0.0418
2027 4.6% 0.0418
2028 26.2% 0:0308
2029 End of transition 0

Could you let me know whether you agree with using the 2021 and 2022 years and the proposed
slope transition in the above table.

We are concerned that a 4-year transition may be toe long given how quickly the linear relationship
between vehicle weight and CO2 emissions could diminish once sales of new hybrids and EVs
recover. If weight-adjusting continties' where-there is not a linear relationship between weight and
emissions among the vehicles being imported, the Standard will favour some vehicle importers over
others. To minimise this riskywe propoSe secommending that the targets and slopes be reviewed
every 2-years, with the next\ghe being done by 30 April 2026.

Could you also let, me khow whether'you support 2-yearly reviews.
Thanks again for your openness and engagement on the review.
Gayelene

GayeleneMWright

Kaitohutohu,Matamua, Hoahoa Kaupapa Here Taiao| Principal Adviser, Environment
Te Manatld Waka - Ministry of Transport

M: ESE S g.wright@transport.govt.nz

3:“‘&; TE MANATU WAKA

MINISTRY OF TRANSEORT

A8




Doc # 26: Proposed
slope transition

Hi Gayelene,

My understanding is we’re talking about if the 2025 target of 112.6 g/km is achievable in 2025 based
on our proposed changes. Using the sheet of ‘mean CO2 vs target’ for this would be a bit
problematic. This is because calculation here still uses the slope (0.0841) and mean tare in current
regulation when comparing with 2025 target. However, we have proposed to use a lot lower slope
for 2025 in this review. A better way for our argument could be simply to compare monthly average
CO2 of registrations to 112.6 (i.e. using the first sheet). We can say in Sep, Nov and Dec of 2023, the
mean CO2 of new vehicle registrations was already below 112.6.

By the way, mean CO2-of\light new reg in Dec 2023 was 70.8 (about 42 below 2025 target of 112.6),
but the second sheet shows the sector would have overachieved by more than 100 g, which is
qguestionable. Fherexmight be some issues in the calculation or that might highlight problem of the
weight adjusted‘@pproach. Some further investigation would be needed.

Hopefuly this is helpful,
Haobo

From: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2024 8:04 AM

To: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL**

Hi again



Here’s what the monthly CO2 for new vehicle registrations versus 2025 target shows:

From: Haob ang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>
@ sday, April 24, 2024 3:53 PM
To: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>; Natasha Rave <N.Rave@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL**

Thanks Gayelene. I'm fine with your suggested response to MIA shown below, except one point. I've
just checked our monthly reg reporting, it shows:

e new vehicle distributors achieved the 2025 target (112.6) for the months of September,
November, and December of 2023.



Did you get the data from other source or directly from MIA or | did something wrong? Could you
please double check?

Cheers,
Haobo

From: Gayelene Wright <g.wright @transport.govt.nz>

Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 3:13 PM

To: Natasha Rave <N.Rave@transport.govt.nz>; Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL**

Hi Natasha and Hacbo

Could you please review this response to Aimee’s email from yesterday. | intend to send,it te‘the
MIA, VIA, MTA and AA on Friday.

Hi there

Thanks very much Aimee for sending through the MIA’s positiod on our suggestion for how a 4-year
transition to uniform targets could be progressed. | also note'that further to our Friday meeting|

5 9(2)(bi), S 9(2)(ba)i) Q $
~ N\ (\

Taking the 2025 target first, the Ministry is not,convinced thata change to is needed. This
is because:

e at the Friday meeting, and in subsequent correspondence, the VIA confirmed that it considers
the 2025 target achievable

e used-importers achieved thé 2025 target for the month of December 2023 despite the
constrained supply of'uSed-EVs availdble to its members to import

e new vehicle distributors achieved'the 2025 target for the menth-efMarch2023-and-everdub-
December2023-nionths‘af September, November and December 2023

e compared internationally the average level of CO2 emissions the 2025 target seeks was sought
and achieved by the leading jurisdictions 3—6 years ago.

On the 4-year transition, we are concerned that 4-years will likely be too long given how quickly the
linear relatianship between vehicle weight and CO2 emissions is likely to diminish once sales of
hybrids and\EVs recover. If weight-adjusting were to continue in the absence of a linear relationship,
then vehicleé importers of heavier vehicles will be advantaged by having easier targets.

To minimise this risk, we propose a reframing of the transition so that we continue with weight-
adjusted targets for 2025 and 2026 with a review in 2026 to determine whether there is any reason

not to move to uniform targets from 2027.

For 2025 and 2026 the weight-adjusting formula would be amended as we proposed. That is:



e rather than 2023 vehicle registrations, registrations for 2021 and 2022 will be used to determine
the slope for 2025, which is 0.0457

e the slope for 2026 will be determined by reducing the 2025 slope by the percentage reduction
that the 2026 target achieves. This gives a slope of 0.0438.

In our view using the combined data of 2021 and 2022 registrations is favourable for the MIA and in
part is a compromise. The slope from regressions based on the 2022 data alone is 0.0262 — yielding
targets that would be closer to uniform than if a slope of 0.0457 is used. We acknowledge the 2022
registrations may have been strongly impacted by the Clean Car Discount. However, we also
acknowledge that future vehicle registrations will be impacted by the Clean Car Standard and by
continuous advancement of zero and low emission vehicle technology.

Could you please let me know your association’s view on the above proposals.
Thanks again for your openness and willingness to work towards a set of shared recommendations.

Gayelene

From: Aimee Wiley & 92

Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 1:53 PM

To: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>; Gayelene/Wright{<g.wright@transport.govt.nz>;
Lloyd Robinson <[F 9@ >; Mark Stockdale <”(2)(%\V >; Ainsley Smith
<A.Smith2@transport.govt.nz>; Emma WardlexxE.Wardle @transport.govt.nz>; Sigurd Magnusson
<S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>

Cc: 5 9@ Larry Fallowfield ¥ 26T >; Maya Polaschek
<Mavya.Polaschek@mta.org.nz>; Kit Wilkerson <S,9‘ >; Greig Epps < 2
Terry Collins <* 92)&) b

Subject: RE: Proposed slope transition ** CONFIDENTIAL**
** Strictly Confidential **
Hello all,

Thanks Gaylene,and Haobo,for'your emails below. | largely agree with what you have
proposed. Specificallypthat the use of 2021 and 2022 as reference years to calculate LPV
regression is a more ‘normal’ baseline.

Further, | agreé that'the European Union method of reducing the slope (by the same percentage
reduction that,the targets achieve), offers a fairer and more proportional approach to the change
across alldistributors/importers. The MIA proposal to transition over 4 years had similar intentions
(intended to seek incremental and proportional change whilst incrementally transitioning toward 0
slope).

| also agree with a review of CCS (headline targets, slope of limit line, mean weight and vehicle
determining weight) benchmarked to global source country of manufacture targets every 2 years,
with the next to be completed as you’ve suggested by end of April 2026. This will ensure
appropriate targets are set (or re-set), particularly for 2028 and 2029. & 2@)H)). S 9@ G0



That leaves my only remaining concern, the 2025 targets for LPV. Before looking more closely at
2025 target achievement, let’s first consider the Industry’s current forecast for 2024 target

achievement.

2024 LPV Target = 133.9g vs. current forecast for Full Year 2024 = 136.4g (Current YTD/Q1 Actual =
154.3g). The full year 2024 Industry forecast assumes EV demand uptake correction in Q3 and Q4,
to round out 2024 year at weighted average Co2 of 136.4g. LPV is expected to achieve 2024 target
due to the current LPV slope of 0.0841.

2024 LCV Target = 201.9g vs. current forecast for Full Year 2024 = 225.2g (Current YTD/Q1 Actual =
236.2g). With very few low emission LCV products available in 2024, LCV will not be able to achieve
target.

We currently expect LPV combined with the balance of CCS credits from 2023 to offset expécted.LCV

under achievement in 2024.

Looking ahead to the proposed LPV 2025 Target. The extent of change proposed‘is considerable

and currently forecast as difficult/high risk for Industry to achieve.

The MIA’s suggested slope of the limit line addressed this concern. But with the suggested
change to the European Union method of reducing theslopé, “IRIAS S B0

Specific concerns for Industry’s ability to achieve M 2v6g LPY2025:Co2 target include:

The change from 2024 to proposed 2025 LPV is: a 21¢3g réduction in Co2 year on year and a 45.7%
(0.0384) change to the LPV slope. This a sighificant.combined change.

1. Previous achievement of ¥12.6g Co2-fer'LPV was the direct result of policy. The combination
of a change in incentives (increase to CCD rate card) and political announcements for
pending policy reméval.” Thisshad the effect of considerably stimulating consumer demand
for EV’s. Without demand side“incentives it is going to take longer to achieve a target of
112.6g. Product model changes in 2025/2026 are expected to further assist this level of
target achievement, most’likely in 2026 not 2025.

2. The extent of uhderachievement in LCV in 2023/2024 due to overly aggressive Co2 targets
previously sét (far both 2023 and 2024). The result is that LCV have/are consuming a
considerable chunk of CCS credits banked from 2023 during 2024. This weakens industry’s

position‘from 2024 going into 2025 to offset economic impacts of not achieving
targéts. (* 9(2)(b)(ii), s 9(2)(ba)(i)

3. Overly aggressive targets in 2025 will simply add more cost and fewer people will buy new
vehicles. This is not a good outcome for Industry or to deliver/realise intention of policy to

decarbonise.
s 9(2)(b)(ii), s 9(2)(ba)(i)



Thanks in advance for your willingness to engage on the revi If you'd Iike@d}cuss further,
please don’t hesitate to give me a call. Q~

Kind regards, Q@ %
Aimee Wiley % \O
Chief Executive Officer, Motor Industry Ass@: &

From: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transpor> Q ’
Sent: Tuesday, April 23,2024 9:00 AM » N/
To: Gayelene Wright <g.wrig ort.govighz3; ; Lloyd

Robinson

Terry Collins
Subject: RE: PQL
Morning all,

| noticed there

in the table for slope change. The correct one should be:
% reduction of target Slope
2(? 16% 0.0457
(202 4.1% 0.0438
2027 4.6% 0.0418
2028 26.2% 0.0308
2029 End of transition 0




Haobo Wang (he/him) | PhD, MSc
Principal Analyst — Insights, Data & Evaluation
Te Manatia Waka Ministry of Transport

M: ERRE | E: h.wang@transport.govt.nz | transport.govt.nz

From: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 8:25 AM

To: Aimee Wiley <* %)@ >; Lloyd Robinson < 2@
James McDowall <James.McDowall@mta.org.nz>; Larry Fallowfield <® 2(4)/(&) r\(O>;
Maya Polaschek <* %)@ >; Kit Wilkerson <* 9 >; Greig Epps

s 9(2)@) $9(2)(@) ; Haobo Wang <h.wang@tra nspo?t.govt.nz>; Ainsley, Smith

<A.Smith2@transport.govt.nz>; Emma Wardle <E.Wardle@transport/godt.nz>; Siglrd Magnusson
<S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>
Subject: Proposed slope transition

Hi there
Thanks again for participating in our meeting last Friday.

As you know the one item to resolve, following,ounmeeting, is\to agree the slopes for the weight-
adjusting formulae out to 2029.

| asked Haobo Wang, our Principal Data’Apalyst, te suggest the most technically correct approach to
having a 4-year transition away ffom-weight-adjusted to uniform targets.

He suggests that the referehce'years used for.the regression be 2021 and 2022. This is because:

e as our meeting agreedthe 2023 year cannot be regarded as a “normal” year with the CCD being
present then fepioved on 31 December

e 2024 to datexcannot be'used as new EV sales are still being impacted by the unusually strong
uptake of zero and,low'emission vehicles in the last few months of 2023. Also the number of
vehicles would be tod small for robust regressions. We like to have at least one year of data

e 2021 and 2022 would provide a better reference point than 2023 and to date 2024 for the
relationship between CO2 emissions and weight that we could expect to see across the vehicles
imported ih 2025.

The regression based on 2021 and 2022 data gives a slope of 0.0457.

In terms of how we would transition from a weight-adjusting slope of 0.0457 to a slope of O (ie no
weight-adjusting), Haobo suggests using the European Union method of reducing the slope by the
same percentage reduction that the targets achieve. This method bests maximises fairness between
individual vehicle importers. This would give the following slopes:

| Year | % reduction of target | Slope |




2025 16% 0.0457
2026 4.1% 0.0418
2027 4.6% 0.0418
2028 26.2% 0.0308
2029 End of transition 0

Could you let me know whether you agree with using the 2021 and 2022 years and the proposed
slope transition in the above table.

We are concerned that a 4-year transition may be too long given how quickly the linear relationship
between vehicle weight and CO2 emissions could diminish once sales of new hybrids and EVs
recover. If weight-adjusting continues where there is not a linear relationship between weight a%

emissions among the vehicles being imported, the Standard will favour some vehicle importefs ¢
others. To minimise this risk, we propose recommending that the targets and slopes be re @

every 2-years, with the next one being done by 30 April 2026.
Could you also let me know whether you support 2-yearly rewews&
Thanks again for your openness and engagement on the re\n

Q<<, N

Gayelene Wright
Kaitohutohu Matamua, Hoahoa Kaupapa Here Taiaol ipal Al \nwronment
Te Ma tu Waka Ministry of Transpo '

aroa kia eke

“' Q 4 iI wrish

TE MANATU WAKA

?1§ MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT

MINISTRY OF T,
Wellington (H fflce d Floor, 3 Queens Wharf | PO Box 3175 | Wellington 6011 | NEW
ZEALAND | Tel: +64 4 |

Auckland | NZ G nt Auckland Policy Office |Level 7, 167B Victoria Street West | PO Box
106238 | Auc iy | Auckland 1143 | NEW ZEALAND | Tel: +64 4 439 9000 |

Disclaimefyghis @mail is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information
ntial, proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient
glete this email and may not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not
waived because you have read this email.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.



Doc # 27 Re:
could you please
review this new text

From: Ainsley Smith

To: Gayelene Wright; Haobo Wang; Sigurd Magnusson

Subject: RE: Could you please review this new text on the transition to uniform targets
Date: Friday, 26 April 2024 11:12:58 am

Attachments: image001.png

Could we say ‘no clear and material linear relationship’? The clear would cover statistical
significant eg r2 value and he material would cover the size of the coefficient (impact).

Would be good to get Haobos thoughts on this

From: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>

Sent: Friday, April 26, 2024 10:47 AM

To: Ainsley Smith <A.Smith2@transport.govt.nz>; Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>;
Sigurd Magnusson <S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Could you please review this new text on the transition towniform targets

Hi Ainsley

I've changed it to be: agree in-principle that targets for passefger vehiclesbeuniform from 2027
subject to confirmation, via the 2026 targets review, thatithere is no linear relationship between
vehicle weight and CO2 emissions

However, “no linear relationship” doesn’t address your seéond‘point. Do you have any
suggestion for what “no” can mean?

Appreciate your help on this

Cheers Gayelene

From: Ainsley Smith«A.Smith2 @transport.govt.nz>

Sent: Friday, April 26, 2024 8:45AM

To: GayeleneMright’<g.wright@transport.govt.nz>; Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>;
Sigurd Magnusson <S.M@gausson@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Could you'pléase review this new text on the transition to uniform targets

Hi Gayelene,
| am bpoadly,.comfortable with the text.

A couple of points:
e Headline: Is reconfirmation the right word? It sounds a bit like the decision will need to be
made again?
e Point 6 (also relates to text in point 4): Do we want to be clear how strong this
relationship needs to be or how significant? | wouldn’t want to be forced into a review if
the relationship is weak.

Ainsley



From: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>

Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2024 1:31 PM

To: Haobo Wang <h.wang@transport.govt.nz>; Ainsley Smith <A.Smith2 @transport.govt.nz>;
Sigurd Magnusson <S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>

Subject: Could you please review this new text on the transition to uniform targets

Hi there
Could you review the following text for the briefing on the transition to uniform targets.
Thanks heaps

Gayelene

We propose moving to uniform passenger vehicle targets from 2027 butwith a
reconfirmation of this decision in 2026

1 When applied to individual vehicle importers, the annual,CO2 targets are adjusted by
vehicle weight to:

1.1 avoid penalising vehicle importers that supply & high proportion of heavier
vehicles. This recognises that heavierehicles useamore fuel and would be
disadvantaged by having to meet the same’targetias lighter ones

1.2 encourage vehicle suppliers tonimptrove all their vehicles irrespective of vehicle
weight. Without the adjustment'thére is awisk that the fuel efficiency of small
vehicles does not improye béyond thegbusifiess-as-usual rate.

2 Yet, the linear relationship.bétveen vehicle weight and CO2 emissions will steadily
diminish as the share of eleetric and hybtid=vehicles increases. Once the point is reached
where there is no linear relationship there will be no rationale to weight-adjust the annual
targets. We previeusly/advisedsthat based on 2023 vehicle registrations this point has
almost been reaChed and ther&would be merit in considering uniform targets from 2025.

3 The VIA suypport,mioving'to uniform targets from 2025. However, the MIA raised concern
that 2023%g"apratypical year and cannot be used as the decision point for moving to
unifofm/targets. THis is because the cessation of the Clean Car Discount on 31 December
2023 resulted in@n.unusually strong uptake of zero and low emission vehicles in the last
few months 0fi2023. This has been followed by a flat-period for sales of these vehicles
for the yearto date. Consequently, the MIA favours a 4-year transition with uniform
targets applying from 2029.

4 We egonsider it likely that a 4-year transition will be too long given how quickly the linear
relationship between vehicle weight and CO2 emissions is likely to diminish once sales
ofinew hybrids and EVs recover. If weight-adjusting were to continue in the absence of a
linear relationship, then vehicle importers of heavier vehicles will be advantaged by
having easier targets. To minimise this risk, we propose moving to uniform targets from
2027, but reconfirming this decision as part of the 2026 targets review.

5 To address the concerns the MIA has raised, we also propose to amend the existing
weight-adjusting formulas for 2025 and 2026 so that:

5.1 rather than 2023 vehicle registrations, registrations for 2021 and 2022 are used to
determine the slope of the limit line for 2025 (this slope expresses the relationship
between CO2 emissions and vehicle weight)

5.2 the slope for 2026 is determined by reducing the 2025 slope by the percentage
reduction that the annual target achieves.



6 If the 2026 review determines that a linear relationship is still present then the slopes from
2027 would be considered as part of the review.

Gayelene Wright

Kaitohutohu Matamua, Hoahoa Kaupapa Here Taiao| Principal Adviser, Environment
Te Manata Waka - Ministry of Transport

M: +FSBE T g wright@transport.govt.nz




Doc # 30 Doc # 24
Safety - VIA position

From: Sigurd Magnusson

To: Gayelene Wright

Subject: Safety - VIA position

Date: Monday, 6 May 2024 11:28:23 am
Attachments: RE Proposed slope transition CONFIDENTIAL.msg
Gayelene,

Regarding content for the RIS —

Whereas the MIA has made a clear statement on safety (see below), and the MTA make a

general argument,

| don’t see any clear statement from VIA. What do we have from the VIA on safety impacts of
changing the CO2 targets (and or other changes, e.g. uniform CO2 targets)? %L

VIA submissions —
e 15 January — no safety content, but a number of proposals o

links that to saying that if vehicle pri o up, & emient rates will reduce, and
day, a

thus safety will worsen. (Email sent\to us on Fri ernoon, attached).

MTA -
o made an argument that replacing your casNQly t ou get a safer car; and

MIA -
e 26 April

%n
isér - Environment, Emissions and Adaptation
nsport — Te Manatd Waka



Doc # 31 Safety
impacts on CO2 targets

From: igurd Magnusson for RIS
To: Morgan Watkins

Cc: Gayelens Wright

Subject: Safety impacts of CO2 targets for RIS

Date: Monday, 6 May 2024 2:49:19 pm

Morgan,

I'm looking to make a brief summary of the viewpoints below (see MIA, VIA, MTA) together with
what we exchanged by email some time ago (attached).

Keen in the next couple of days to get your input as there is likely evidence or viewpaoints from

you or Todd Wylie that are worth either factoring in the below, or, including in an expanded
commentary elsewhere. The below hasn’t been word-smithed, but rather is the overarchin (L
narrative, subject to feedback. 6%

Relaxing COZ2 targets is expected to be neutral or may slightly h %ty, ca%ng to
CB

the vehicle industry. The new vehicle sector states refax:‘n& s rem a tension
between incorporating safety features and complying to the current @ 2 targets,

both of which currently raise purchase prices of veh@.ﬁie use ehicle industry
considers the changes would make no impact ov@ safety.

Officials however note that 95% of buyers %Q/ehic -star safety rated

vehicles, suggesting the impact of CO: on e safety is likely very limited.

Additionally, for used vehicles, there‘could be an vement to safety if the policy
change were to reduce the ave age of use rts. This is not expected; other
policies, such as minimum requ nts jous emissions by comparison will play a
much larger role on age, i a shift to uniform passenger sector CO2
targets may reduce vehiéle weig d in doing so, improve some aspects of vehicle

safety by red uc@nss z 1 of vehicles in a crash.

&
MIA said in ApriK@)\

R4




VIA said in March 2024:

MTA said in May 2024

The MTA supports the MIA approach with a compromis

fecti ygtzes average CO2
emissions from new vehicles entering the light vehigle fleet'whis ing the world in our
reduction levels, we emphasise achieving this g ithout im excessive costs on vehicle
importers is critical. 0 &\
Like the AANZ our primary concern is ch cost %’ultimately be passed on to
consumers, potentially delaying t C mem& vehicles and limiting safer options with
lower CO2 emissions. Q~

Stats from NZTA as at 1@ er 20 O
s safe

. People are twic in ar safety rated car than in a 1-star safety rated car in a
crash. V

J Vehicl i or 2- star ty ratings make up around 40% of the light vehicle fleet in
New ZeaIanQﬁre oV, rWsented in crashes involving deaths and serious injuries on our
roads.

. Previous a@ as shown high safety rated vehicles are available in most categories
and price brac

. The Rightcar website also includes information about vehicles’ crash avoidance features,

such as alitematic emergency braking and lane-keeping systems, which can help people to avoid
crash' ransport Agency, Waka Kotahi recommends people check the crash avoidance

a vehicle has, along with its safety rating.

Sigurd Magnusson
Senior Adviser - Environment, Emissions and Adaptation
Ministry of Transport — Te Manatl Waka



Doc # 32: Weekly report:



Doc # 33: RE:
Clean Car Standard

From: Gayelene Wright
To: Domini well-Smith
Cc: Natasha Rave
Subject: RE: Clean Car Standard - Office wanting to know when advice to Minister on next year"s targets will come
Date: Tuesday, 30 April 2024 8:37:00 am
Attachments: image001.jpg
image002.png
image003.png

The advice with come from the MIA. They will be sending a letter. In a nutshell it will say that they support the
recommendations but for the one on the transition to uniform targets for passenger vehicles. The MIA prefer a 4-year
transition so having uniform targets from 2029. We will be recommending a 2-year one. | have put a note in the Weekly Report
on this

From: Dominic Cowell-Smith <Dominic.Cowell-Smith@parliament.govt.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2024 8:12 AM

Subject: RE: Clean Car Standard - Office wanting to know when advice to Minister on next year's targets will come

Morning Gayelene @ \q
} %»

Thanks for the info — happy to continue with the May 14 date. Do you have any morii& jon'on th vice the Minister

To: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>
Cc: Siobhan Routledge <S.Routledge@transport.govt.nz>; Natasha Rave <N.Rave@transport.govt.nz> (L

would have received from the VIA? | haven’t seen it come through here (but it may jdst e filtéring t gh still)
Cheers
Dom @
Dominic Cowell-Smith
fo Local Government

Private Secretary (Transport) | Office of H
Minister of Transport | Minister for Auckland |

bsite: .Beehiv vt.nz
New Zealand

Private

From: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@trap€port.g
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2024 %
To: Dominic Cowell-Smith <Domi mith@Barliament.govt.nz>

Cc: Siobhan Routledge
Subject: FW: Clean
Importance: Hig

Hi there Dom \;

| understand the Mi eQ;sking about when he would receive the advice on the outcome of the CCS review. As we have
previously advis w&working to a deadline of providing advice on 14 May. We may be in a position to provide the briefing
next week b is ends on getting advice from the NZTA and getting any reaction from the VIA to the advice the Minister
will have just reCeived from the MIA.

edge@ pOkt.govt.nz>; Natasha Rave <N.Rave@transport.govt.nz>

Regards

Gayelene

Gayelene Wright

Kaitohutohu Matamua, Hoahoa Kaupapa Here Taiao| Principal Adviser, Environment
Te Manatia Waka - Ministry of Transport
g.wright@transport.govt.nz



From: Paul Hawkes <P.Hawkes@transport.govt.nz>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 4:27 PM

To: Sigurd Magnusson <S.Magnusson@transport.govt.nz>; Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>; Natasha Rave
<N.Rave@transport.govt.nz>

Cc: Siobhan Routledge <S.Routledge @transport.govt.nz>

Subject: Clean Car Standard - Office wanting to know when advice to Minister on next year's targets will come

Importance: High

Hi Gayelene and Sigurd,

Dom just called me (will canvas that in a separate email as it was relating to the cost recovery), saying that the Minister was
wanting to know when he will receive advice on next year’s Standard targets?

| said I'd pass that on to you two to then advise Dom, as | wasn’t sure. %L

Cheers,

Paul Hawkes

Paul & &
Senior Adviser, 2" Emissions Reduction Plan, _

Te Manati Waka Ministry of Transport

E: P.Hawkes@transport.govt.nz | transport.govt.nz %

O O
MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT Q

Wellington (Head Office) | Ground Floor, % harf | X 5 | Wellington 6011 | NEW ZEALAND | Tel: +64 4 439 9000

Auckland | NZ Government Aucklgnd ffice |Lev B Victoria Street West | PO Box 106238 | Auckland City | Auckland
1143 | NEW ZEALAND | Tel: +6, 9 9000 |

proprietary or the subjegfo Ivilege. fyolare not the intended recipient you must delete this email and may not use any
information contained iMjig egal privilege is n ived because you have read this email.

Please consider ‘[Qmﬂment fwng this email.
) g
\

2l
&

Disclaimer: This email is W d to b named recipient. It may contain information which is confidential,
f




Doc # 34: The Australian

targets
From: Gayelene Wright
To: Dominic Cowell-Smith
Cc: Siobhan Routledge; Natasha Rave; Sigurd Magnusson
Subject: The Australian targets have been considered by the Australian parliament faster than expected
Date: Friday, 17 May 2024 9:19:00 am
Attachments: image001.png
Hi there Dom

In the briefing on the outcome of the Clean Car Importer Standard it states in paragraph 22
that “The Australian targets are currently before the Australian Parliament . Australian
officials consider that they will be passed by August 2024”.

| have just heard that the Australian targets were passed by the Australian House of
Representatives yesterday morning, without changes. They are now hefore the Australian
Senate and approval is also expected to be completed this week.

Do you want the briefing amended - or can this information be passed om'to the Minister?

Thanks

Gayelene

Gayelene Wright

Kaitohutohu Matamua, Hoahoa Kaupapa/ere Taiao| Principal'Adviser, Environment
Te Manata Waka - Ministry of Transport
M: E8@E g.wright@tearnsport'gevtnz



Doc # 35 Legislation for
the Clean Car review

From: Gavelene Wright
To: Dominic Cowell-Smith
Cc Natasha Rave
Subject: Legislation for the Qean Car Review
Date: Saturday, 18 May 2024 9:41:00 am
Attachments: image00l.pog
i 0023
Hi there Dom

| understand you phoned and asked Natasha about the legislation needed for the Clean Car Review.

The empowering provision to be able to reset the targets by regulation is in the Budget night legislation. The second
amendment Bill will be for the changes to the flexibility measures and an empowering provision to stop weight
adjusting targets.

Change to the Clean Car Standard regulations is needed to exempt disability vehicles from the Standard. (L

Give me a call if anything is unclear.
Thanks &
Gayelene & Q&

Gayelene Wright 2 Q v
Kaitohutohu Matamua, Hoahoa Kaupapa Here Taiao| Principal Adviser, Environ
Te Manatl Waka - Ministry of Transport
) \g.wright@transport govt nz
: O

From: Dominic Cowell-Smith {Domin'c.C@mi‘ch@ t.govt.nz>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2024 3:19P ?
rt.

To: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@trans .govt.

Subject: RE: Can | share the Cle mporte?a ard briefing with MfE?
Hey Gayelene, @V \

I'll run this past t icg but a Mer will be considering this over the weekend, will likely be next week when | confirm

Cheers \

Dom \< ’

' Q " | Dominic Cowell-Smith

Q Private Secretary (Transport) | Office of Hon Simeon Brown

Minister of Transport | Minister for Auckland | Minister for Energy | Minister for Local Government

.govinz Website: www.Beehive govi.nz
‘ellington 6160, New Zealand

From: Gayelene Wright <g.wright@transport.govt.nz>

Sent: Friday, May 17, 2024 2:16 PM

To: Dominic Cowell-Smith <Dominic.Cowell-Smith @ parliament.govt.nz>
Subject: Can | share the Clean Car Importer Standard briefing with MfE?

Hi there Dom
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