BRIEFING
Response to the Councils' proposal for Let's Get
Wellington Moving
Reason for this
briefing

You requested advice on Wellington City Council’s (WCC) and Greater
Wellington Regional Council’s (GWRC) revised proposal for Let’s Get
Wellington Moving (LGWM) that they presented to you on 19 December
2018. You also requested further advice on the costs and wider benefits of
each component in the LGWM programme and the results alignment of
each component with the Government Policy Statement on land transport
2018.

Action required

Agree on an approach for taking LGWM forward with WCC and GWRC.
Note you are meeting with the LGWM Governance Group on 31 January
2019.

Deadline

31 January 2019.

Reason for
deadline

You have indicated that you would like to take a paper to your Cabinet
colleagues as soon as possible so that you can make an announcement on
LGWM. We need you to agree an approach with WCC and GWRC for us to
prepare a draft Cabinet paper for you.

Contact for telephone discussion (if required)
Telephone
Name
Bryn Gandy

Position
Deputy Chief Executive, Strategy and
Investment

Marian Willberg

Manager, Demand Management and Revenue



Adviser, Demand Management and Revenue
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Purpose of report
1.

You have indicated that you would like to make an announcement on Let’s Get Wellington
Moving (LGWM) at the beginning of 2019. To do this, you will need to reach agreement with
Wellington City Council (WCC) and Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) on how
LGWM will be taken forward.

2.

Once you have agreed an approach, we will provide you with a draft Cabinet paper so you
can discuss the way forward on LGWM with your Cabinet colleagues prior to making a public
announcement.

3.

This briefing responds to your request for further information to assist you in your
discussions with WCC and GWRC including:
3.1.

the Ministry of Transport’s (the Ministry) advice on WCC’s and GWRC’s revised
proposal for LGWM that was presented to you on 19 December 2018

3.2.

information on the costs and wider benefits of each component in the LGWM
programme and how each component aligns with the Government Policy Statement
on land transport (GPS) 2018.

Executive summary
4.

On 4 December 2018 you met with WCC and GWRC to discuss your preferred approach for
LGWM, which included the components to be progressed as part of phase one and cost
sharing arrangements between central and local government.

5.

Following this meeting, WCC and GWRC highlighted a number of concerns with your
preferred approach and presented you with a revised proposal in response to these
concerns on 19 December 2018. The key changes in the revised proposal are:
5.1.

Different revenue growth assumptions, which anticipate an additional $4.18 billion
dollars over 30 years compared with the Ministry’s NLTF forecast.

5.2.

Two alternative options for sharing the costs of the package between central and
local government centred on a ‘partnership approach’. These options include both
phase one and phase two components.

5.3.

Commitment from central and local government to implement the whole package
(both phase one and phase two components) over 30 years and funding it over 50+
years.

5.4.

A reduced state highways package to be delivered within a budget envelope of $800
million (the original proposal was $1.8 billion). This involves re-scoping the second
Terrace tunnel and the undergrounding at Te Aro.

5.5.

Resequencing of Regional Land Transport Plan (RLTP) projects in decades two and
three. This would need to be formally agreed with other councils in the Wellington
Region.
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5.6.

1 percent per annum general rates increases for 13 years (the original proposal was
10 years)1.

6.

WCC’s and GWRC’s NLTF modelling does not align with the Ministry’s NLTF forecasting
practices. We are concerned that their modelling does not account for future uncertainties
and is likely to be overly optimistic. We do not believe there are grounds to use different
NLTF modelling assumptions for the Wellington Region than for the rest of the country and
consider that it would be very risky to make investment decisions based on these
assumptions.

7.

Section 95 of the Land Transport Management Act 2003 (the Act) guarantees the statutorily
independent functions of the New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA). This means that the
NZTA Board has final decision making rights on matters such as the inclusion of projects in
the National Land Transport Plan (NLTP) and the amount of NLTF funding they receive. For
projects to be approved, the Board must confident in the quality and the deliverability of the
projects.

8.

If you wish for certain LGWM components to progress and/or be funded under alternative
arrangements to the status quo, you can indicate that preference to the NZTA Board for it to
consider when making investment decisions. You could do this by referencing LGWM as a
priority in the GPS – similar to the approach used for the Auckland Transport Alignment
Project (ATAP).

9.

At your request, the NZTA and the LGWM working group carried out analysis to determine
the costs and wider benefits of each of the components of the whole LGWM programme,
and the alignment of the components with the results alignment of GPS 2018. To date, this
analysis has been carried out based on the programme as a whole. This is because many of
the programme components have interdependencies and, due to network effects, greater
benefits will accrue when these components work together than when they are viewed in
isolation.

10.

Due to time constraints and the early stage in the design of many of the components, this
analysis is relatively high level. However, it does show that some components have high
benefits and align closely with GPS 2018. Whereas, the benefits of other components are
not fully realised when they are viewed in isolation.

11.

WCC and GWRC have indicated that they are committed to funding their share of LGWM,
which will involve them leveraging multiple funding tools. The ability for them to leverage
these tools is subject to public consultation, so there is a potential risk that public opposition
could prevent some or all of the funding tools being used to the extent WCC and GWRC plan
to.

12.

WCC and GWRC have highlighted their preference for the Government’s commitment to
both phases of LGWM, which includes a significantly reduced state highways package. At
this stage there is a low level of certainty of what the reduced state highways package would
look like. Additionally, delivering the first phase of LGWM will significantly constrain the
Wellington Region’s ‘population share’ of NLTF revenue over the next 30 years.

13.

Given the risks outlined above, we believe it is very likely that if you agree to support the
whole LGWM programme, WCC and GWRC will come back to you requesting additional
funding if the costs of LGWM increase and/or they require additional transport investment
outside of LGWM over the medium- to long-term.

1

This increase is to support LGWM and would be in addition to any other required rates increases.
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22.

WCC and GWRC want to explore a partnership approach for cost sharing and would prefer
that a co-funding approach is taken for the whole programme rather than breaking it down
into components.

23.

On 19 December 2018, you met with the WCC Mayor and the GWRC Chair, who are
members of the LGWM Governance, and council officers. They presented you with a revised
proposal. The key changes in WCC and GWRC’s proposal are listed below.
23.1. A VKT growth assumption and increases in PED and RUC included in the NLTF
forecast. This assumes in an additional $4.18 billion dollars after 30 years compared
with the Ministry’s NLTF forecast.
23.2. Two alternative options for sharing the costs of the package between central and
local government centred on a ‘partnership approach’. These options include both
phase one and phase two components.
23.3. Commitment from central and local government to implementing the whole package
(both phase one and phase two components) over 30 years and funding it over 50+
years.
23.4. A reduced state highways package to be delivered within a budget envelope of $800
million (the original proposal was $1.8 billion). This involves re-scoping the second
Terrace tunnel and the undergrounding at Te Aro.
23.5. Resequencing of RLTP projects in decades two and three. This would need to be
formally agreed with other councils in the Wellington Region.
23.6. 1 percent per annum general rates increases for 13 years (the original proposal was
10 years).

24.

The following paragraphs in this briefing address the points above.

WCC and GWRC’s NLTF modelling does not align with the Ministry’s NLTF modelling
25.

As you are aware, PED and RUC only increase if the government of the day decides to
increase them, which involves changing legislation or regulations. Therefore, it is not
possible to accurately forecast the growth in NLTF revenue that could be attributed to
increases in PED and RUC that may or may not be made by future governments. Because
of this, the Ministry’s NLTF forecast only factors in planned PED and RUC increases and
forecast growth in VKT.

26.

While it is reasonable to assume that PED and RUC rates will increase over the next 30
years, there are many uncertainties surrounding what will happen to NLTF revenue over the
long term, including the impact of economic cycles, general cost growth and the
sustainability of our current revenue system.

27.

The Ministry’s NLTF forecast accounts for both the potential upsides and downsides of NLTF
growth in the medium- to long-term. In WCC and GWRC’s proposal, they used the Ministry’s
NLTF forecast and added an inflator for increases in PED and RUC. This assumes in an
additional $4.18 billion dollars after 30 years compared with the Ministry’s NLTF forecast.

28.

WCC and GWRC’s NLTF forecast is not realistic as it does not account for potential
downsides in NLTF revenue growth over the next 30 years. For this reason, our advice is
that there are no grounds to use a different set of assumptions to model NLTF revenue
growth for the Wellington Region than what is used for the rest of the country. It would not be
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pragmatic to make investment decisions based on the NLTF modelling provided by WCC
and GWRC.
You can signal LGWM as a priority to the NZTA Board
29.

The Act provides the legal framework for managing and funding land transport activities,
including the respective roles and functions of different agencies. The Act states that the
NZTA has statutory independence to determine whether particular activities or combinations
thereof should be included in the NLTP.

30.

WCC and GWRC have expressed that they would like ‘commitment’ from central
government to LGWM. While central government can be supportive of the LGWM
programme, you do not have the ability to commit to funding individual projects from the
NLTF.

31.

For any land transport project to receive funding from the NLTF, it must be assessed for
inclusion in the NLTP by the NZTA Board. Projects are assessed against the Investment
Assessment Framework (IAF) according to their value for money and alignment with the
priorities, objectives and expected results within the GPS.

32.

If you wish certain LGWM components to progress, you can indicate that preference to the
NZTA Board for it to consider when making investment decisions. You could do this by
referencing LGWM as a priority in the GPS – similar to the approach used for the Auckland
Transport Alignment Project (ATAP)

33.

When you make an announcement on LGWM, it is important to note that all projects and
funding are still subject to approval by the NZTA Board.

You can signal your preferred cost-sharing arrangements to the NZTA Board
34.

WCC and GWRC have indicated that they are not comfortable with the funding split being
determined on a component basis, and that they would prefer a co-funding approach for the
whole programme. This is particularly in relation to the proposition for central government to
fund 100 percent of light rail and for local government to fund 100 percent of some of the
state highway components.

35.

Given that the NZTA Board has responsibility for deciding which projects are funded through
the NLTF, it also has the final say on cost-sharing arrangements when NLTF revenue is
involved. It is important to note that if a project is approved by the NZTA Board, you do not
have the ability to prevent it receiving NLTF funding.

36.

However, if you wish for certain LGWM components to be funded under alternative
arrangements to the status quo, you can indicate that preference to the NZTA Board, which
it will consider when making investment decisions.

37.

You have indicated that you wish to explore alternative cost-sharing arrangements for some
of the LGWM state highway components. Under standard funding arrangements, state
highways are funded entirely by the central government through the NLTF. However, there
are two other options:


Local government could make a contribution to the capital costs of the state highway.
NZTA would own the state highway and be responsible for ongoing operating costs,
or local government could make a contribution to the ongoing operating costs.



Local government could fund 100 percent of the capital costs of the state highway.
NZTA would own the state highway and be responsible for ongoing operating costs,
or local government could make a contribution to ongoing operating costs.
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against both parts of the IAF, as well as being prioritised for available funding against
projects in other regions. Due to the time constraints and the early stage in the development
of each of the components, this level of assessment was not possible at this stage.
Public opposition is a potential risk for WCC and GWRC funding their share of LGWM
47.

WCC and GWRC have indicated that they are committed to funding their share of LGWM,

Withheld to enable future negotiations

48.

For local government to increase rates, the increase must be included in the Long Term Plan
(LTP), which sets out all of the things council wants to do over a ten year period. The LTP is
reviewed every three years, and the public is given a chance to express their views on the
LTP.

49.

Given the need for public consultation, there is a risk that public opposition could prevent the
necessary rates increases to enable WCC and GWRC to fund their share of LGWM. WCC
and GWRC would also need to consult the public if they were to implement a parking levy or
cordon charge. Legislation would be required to enable a cordon charge.

50.

As part of your preferred approach you indicated that you wanted to explore options to share
the value uplift resulting from light rail between central and local government. WCC and
GWRC have indicated that they will need all of the revenue from value uplift to fund their
share of the programme. Further discussions with local government will be required if you
wish to pursue this approach.

There is a low level of certainty of what the second phase of LGWM would look like
51.

In their revised LGWM proposal, WCC and GWRC highlighted their desire to have central
government commitment to the entire LGWM programme. As mentioned above, central
government can support the programme, but the projects must be approved by the NZTA
Board for inclusion in the NLTP.

52.

WCC and GWRC have proposed that the whole programme could be delivered over 30
years and funded over 50+ years. In addition to the components that would be delivered
under the first phase of your preferred approach, this would mean committing to light rail
from Newtown to the Airport and the state highway package.

53.

WCC and GWRC have proposed a reduced state highway package that would involve
scaling down the improvements on State Highway 1 between Ngauranga and the Basin
reserve, including changes to the proposed treatment of the state highway through Te Aro.
This package would be delivered within a budget envelope of $800 million, down from the
original cost of $1.8 billion.

54.

The LGWM working group is currently working on options for the scaled down approach. The
working group has indicated it would expect that a scaled back option could be considerably
less expensive than the full undergrounding through Te Aro, but deliver a reasonable
proportion of the transport benefits, which should improve the overall value for money.

There are high risks associated with supporting the whole LGWM programme
55.

Work on the reduced state highways package is still at a relatively early stage and we have
not seen any of the potential options. We believe there is a high risk that WCC and GWRC
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Recommendation
65.

The recommendation is that you:
(a)

discuss the next steps with Wellington City Council and Greater Wellington
Regional Council.

Marian Willberg
Manager, Demand Management and Revenue
MINISTER’S SIGNATURE:

DATE:
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Yes/No

