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$9(2)(a)

Dears9@)(@)

| refer to your request dated 25 May 2022, pursuant to the Official Information Act 1982
(the OIA), seeking:

Any information related to:
e A potential date for a ban on imports of ICE vehicles
e Advice about what the Government investment announced in the ERP for
public/active transport should look like (Action 10.1.2)
e Congestion charging.

| also note our previous correspondence and thank you for your help to clarify the scope of
your request. You will also recall that the Ministry of Transport extended the response time
by 30 working days to sort through the large volume of information covered by your request.

A potential date for a ban on imports of ICE vehicles

All information on this topic is being withheld under Section 9(2)(f)(iv) of the OIA — to
maintain the confidentiality of advice. A proactive release of information related to this topic
will occur at the appropriate time.

Advice about what the Government investment announced in the ERP for public/active
transport should look like (Action 10.1.2)

This request is refused under Section 18(d) of the OIA because the information will soon
be publicly available as part of a release of information relating to the development of the
transport content of the Emissions Reduction Plan. Once released, you will be able to find
this information in the ‘Proactive Releases’ section of the Ministry website at this address:
https://www.transport.govt.nz/about-us/what-we-do/.

Congestion charging

Table One sets out the documents that fall within the scope of this part of your request.
Document Five is publicly available and can be found on the Parliament website at this link:
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/reports/document/SCR 115680/inquiry-into-
congestion-pricing-in-auckland.
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Table One: Congestion charging documents within the scope of the request

Number Title of document Response
1 Cabinet paper: Government Response to Select Released in full
Committee Inquiry into congestion pricing
2 Response letter: Government Response to Select Released in full
Committee Inquiry into congestion pricing
3 Talking points: Government Response to Select Released in full
Committee Inquiry into congestion pricing
4 Cover briefing: Government Response to Select Released with phone numbers
Committee Inquiry into congestion pricing withheld under Section 9(2)(a)
5 Report: Government response to Select Committee | Refused under 18(d), because
Inquiry into congestion pricing document is publicly available
6 Email exchange with Minister’s Office on Released with phone numbers
government response and email addresses withheld
under Section 9(2)(a)
7 Email exchange: Progressing work to enable Withheld under Section
congestion charging in New Zealand 9(2)(f)(iv)
8 Briefing: Congestion Pricing Next Steps Withheld under Section
9(2)(f)(iv)
9 Briefing: Update on Congestion Charging Policy Withheld under Section
Development Briefing paper 9(2)(f)(iv)
10 Draft Cabinet paper: Progressing work to enable Withheld under Section
congestion charging in New Zealand 9(2)(f)(iv)
11 Briefing: Progressing work to enable congestion Withheld under Section
charging in New Zealand 9(2)(f)(iv)
12 Draft slide pack for Cabinet Priorities Committee Withheld under Section
9(2)(f)(iv)
13 Briefing: Implications of different models for Withheld under Section
congestion charging legislation 9(2)(f)(iv)

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

You have the right under section 28(3) of the OIA to make a complaint about this response
to the Ombudsman. The relevant details can be found on the Ombudsman’s website
at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz.

Yours sincerely

P C.Dmnant

Marian Willberg

Manager, Demand Management & Revenue
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Office of the Minister of Transport

Cabinet Legislation Committee

Government Response to the Report of the Transport and Infrastructure Select
Committee Inquiry into congestion pricing in Auckland

Proposal Q
1 This paper seeks approval of the Government’s response to t ‘Cg’port and
A{cf

Infrastructure Committee Inquiry into congestion pricing in ankg.

Background

2 Late in 2020, | requested that the Transport and fraQure Select Committee
conduct an inquiry into congestion pricing in A . This followed the publication
of a suite of reports by The Congestion Questi Q)'mmoject setting out the case
for introducing congestion pricing in Auc t erformance of the road
network. TCQ concluded that introducing cdggesti in Auckland could
produce a sustained reduction in cop@estion of eig percent.

3 Congestion pricing incentivises 0 cgfisider changing their travel habits by
of the road network, either within a

defined time period or aro
about shifting the time
to travel at all.

rastructure Committee initiated an inquiry. Public
d Wellington in June/July 2021. The select

committee vgd N submissions and heard oral evidence from 41
submittefs 4 ding imdividuals and organisations. The submissions from
e

organg ely to support congestion pricing (72 percent) than
ing# :&(30 p t).

5 Th
presented to the House by 19 November 2021. My proposed letter of

N
Q~ re attached. The following sections of this paper go through the response to
%' dividual recommendation.
Over vernment response to the Committee’s findings
6 The Committee’s report supports enabling congestion pricing and made a number of
recommendations covering issues including equity, use of revenue and emissions.

7 Overall, | am recommending a favourable Government response both on the
thorough process undertaken by the Committee and its recommendations. At the
same time, the Government response is clear that we are not at this point making a
decision about whether or not to progress with congestion pricing. The consultation

1 The Congestion Question is a joint New Zealand Government/Auckland Council project under the
Auckland Transport Alignment Project (ATAP).
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on the Emissions Reduction Plan (ERP) will provide more feedback on congestion
pricing to inform Government decision making.

8 The Committee’s recommendations are as follows:

e progress legislation to enable New Zealand cities to use congestion pricing as a
tool in transport planning

e implement a congestion pricing scheme in Auckland, including, as described in
the Congestion Question technical report

o aregion-wide strategic corridors scheme starting in the CK
imes

o an access charge that would apply once per journey i pe

o the use of automatic number plate recognitioné%ky to identify

vehicles that incur a charge

e undertake broad public engagement to help peop@ierstand the costs and
benefits of a specific scheme

e consider whether existing schemes co d togelluce inequity caused by a
congestion charge

e USe any revenue raised by a co@n prici’&me to:
o mitigate equity im &

o reinvestin publi ctive @}ort in the region where the charge
applies : ?\
e undertake resgarciusfio w changes to, or the removal of, the Auckland
ay b riate if congestion pricing is implemented
pojéntiahfor any enabling legislation for congestion pricing to also

regional fi
e invesj %ﬁ
provi OW-~

}ONs zones

%Y]etwo
Q~ r:%:@nee’s report is set out in sections, including a section on equity, one on
e

t of revenue and one on the potential impact of congestion pricing on
isons. The following section of this paper uses the same structure to set out the
\ vernment’s response.
Government response to specific elements of the report

The Committee recommends that the Government should amend legislation to enable
congestion pricing and implement it in Auckland

10 The headline recommendation from the Committee’s report is to amend legislation to

enable congestion pricing (for all New Zealand cities) and implement congestion
pricing in Auckland on the basis of the scheme recommended by TCQ. There was
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broad cross-party agreement on the need to reduce congestion and that introducing
a price is a necessary part of the equation.

1 | propose that the Government makes the following response to this
recommendation:

11.1  Changing legislation to enable congestion pricing has been included in the
consultation draft of the Emissions Reduction Plan (ERP) to give New
Zealanders an opportunity to express their views. This consultation is
scheduled to take place October-November 2021, and no decisions about
whether to progress legislation or implement congestion pricing in Auckland
will be taken until after the consultation is complete and resp& e been

analysed.

11.2 If the Government was to proceed with implementing g Cﬂln pricing, then
we support the Committee’s recommendation that BolShould be
available to all New Zealand cities, rather than re€iriete® to Auckland.
Additionally, the legislative framework should haSed on powers similar to
those already included in the Land Transport ggement Act 2003 for
regional fuel taxes — proposals are deve d by regions and then evaluated
by Ministers before being approved th Order in Council.

12 | will reconnect with my Cabinet colleagu&l is is consultation on the
ERP has been completed and respoazes amalyse early 2022.
d

The Committee recommends that equit
pricing

%sm{ed if implementing congestion

13 The equity implications of
the impact of congesti
by many submitters.

income, it would patur

individuals, or @ ess a

to certain g e O%v
-

ion p@r?were a strong focus of the Inquiry with
me and vulnerable communities raised

ig proposed by TCQ does not vary based on
re heavily on low-income households and

witch to other modes This would apply particularly
ity, including Maori and Pasifika, disabled people

and their S ghd | e shift workers.
14 The ftee po t concerns about financial impacts need to be balanced with
the'li ood th rge number of exemptions would increase the operating costs

Ihg scheme and potentially reduce its effectiveness.

e suggests that thought be given to ways to use existing schemes to
costs of congestion pricing for vulnerable parts of the community. For
le, the Community Services Card could be used to provide support to low-

households while the travel subsidies for disabled people and their carers
\ ovided through the Total Mobility scheme should also be investigated.

16 The following recommendations deal specifically with equity:

e consider whether existing schemes could be used to deal with inequity caused by
a congestion charge

e use any revenue raised by a congestion pricing scheme to mitigate equity
impacts.
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The Committee recommends that revenue should

IN CONFIDENCE

| propose that the Government agrees with these recommendations, and my
response notes the following points:

17.1  Equity questions are of central importance. The nature of congestion pricing
(price does not differ based on income) means that it will impact more heavily
on certain parts of the community, particularly those that are on lower
incomes.

17.2 The Ministry of Transport is working with other central government agencies
(for example, the Ministry of Social Development) to investigate how certain
mechanisms (for example, the Community Services Card) may be\@ to
mitigate the impacts. This work will help inform decision-makjn
congestion pricing and if congestion pricing progresses, | ale that
regions will need to demonstrate mitigations to address eqQuity§mpacts when
developing proposals. \

17.3 Developing appropriate mitigation mechanisms a%n ring they are
effectively targeted is highly complex. It is alsgAfMgOgant to highlight the
efforts being made to improve alternative foransport in Auckland.
Large scale improvements to the public port network, such as the City

Rail Link and significant improvement us network, are scheduled to
commence operation over the next ee S.

rein to other transport options,
and the Auckland regional fuel tax should ssesse'\

18

19

transport) because it woul onger Qr c@dst more than using a private car. The

t
report notes a general om s iSSlons that public transport in Auckland is
either too expensive{or y le \ot frequent enough or does not take people

where they want 1Q go:
The Comm%'tJ S in that for congestion pricing to be effective, robust

The Committee report notes thg sub&srs were of the view that it is not
possible for them to switch @ tivesmodeas of transport (for example, public
p

alternatiy e iIARIE€. The suggestion is to reinvest a share of the revenue
pricing mjo public and active transport modes. This could take the
Esing

services, investing in new services and facilities and
public transport in Auckland. There needs to be

r i
t%en the use of funding, to ensure that people can see where the
NP Q@»

ay in Auckland, and these will provide people with more options in the future.

Q& h e@lso notes that a range of large-scale transport projects are already

21

22

eration should be given to the status of these projects alongside potential

\ eframes for implementing congestion pricing.

The Committee also suggests that consideration be given to the status of the
Auckland regional fuel tax (RFT) as part of developing a congestion pricing scheme.
While noting that congestion pricing and the RFT have different purposes (the RFT is
a revenue raising tool; congestion pricing aims to achieve behaviour change), the
Committee considers that more work be done on whether the RFT needs to be
changed or removed.

Specific recommendations that deal with this issue are:

IN CONFIDENCE
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The Committee notes that conges

24

25

vltlona
S

27

28

IN CONFIDENCE

e use any revenue raised by a congestion pricing scheme to reinvest in public and
active transport in the region where the charge applies

e undertake research into whether changes to, or the removal of, the Auckland
regional fuel tax may be appropriate if congestion pricing is implemented

The proposed Government response is to note these recommendations. My
response letter makes the following points:

23.1 As the Committee notes, congestion pricing is not primarily a revenue raising
mechanism. If congestion pricing is successful, then it might not r
revenue or the revenue might be variable year on year. Theref i
necessary to define what the revenue should be used for @\

on it as a general revenue source.
}de on how the

“to fund mitigation of
of the community and to
ort and active modes) in

Neonsidgration will need to be given
isting evenue tools,

23.2 If congestion pricing proceeds, decisions will need
revenue should be used. The Committee’s sugge&ii
the impacts of congestion pricing on vulnerab
invest in alternative forms of transport (public
the relevant region appear sensible.

23.3 As legislation and policy develops
to how congestion pricing fits wi

particularly to whether the Auckland RFT n e changed or removed.
The RFT is scheduled to ex 2028, isions about applying to
renew the RFT will need el

ighgd up By Auckland Council as it
considers the investm of city.

cin CQM)/SO reduce transport emissions

Many submitters to w that coggestion pricing should primarily be about
reducing COz e he %lttee notes that transport is a large contributor to
New Zealand’ @n emi but considers that reducing congestion should
remain the ngestion charge. However, any reduction in

emissio e e additional benefit.

?‘\at congestion pricing potentially discourages short trips

t of car trips in Auckland are for less than six kilometres) and
0 move onto public transport which reduces emissions.

jurisdictions have reported improvements in emissions and air

s where congestion pricing has been introduced.

The

%mmlttee considers that legislative work to enable congestion pricing should
nsider whether to enable low-emissions zones. These have been used in

\erlous cities around the world and can be used to bolster the emissions reduction

nefits associated with congestion pricing.
The Committee made the following recommendation relating to this issue are:

e investigate the potential for any enabling legislation for congestion pricing to also
provide for low-emissions zones.

The proposed Government response is to agree with this recommendation. My
response letter notes the following points:
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28.1 Ifimplemented, congestion pricing would result in a small reduction in
emissions, both carbon emissions and harmful particulates, by reducing the
amount of time people spend in congested traffic and encouraging some
people to change mode of travel.

28.2 Itis a good suggestion by the Committee to explore enabling low-emissions

(clean air) zones as part of any legislative change for congestion pricing.

While there is some complexity associated with low-emissions zones (for

example, efficiently identifying the emissions profile of each vehicle and

determining whether there should be charges to enter the zone), they appear

to be a useful initiative to complement congestion pricing. Indeed,

emissions zones could be progressed even if congestion prix .
Committee

28.3 Given the relatively small direct emissions reduction benecp’r
is correct to recommend that the central focus of co icing remains
to reduce congestion rather than to reduce emis QQ

Exemptions need to be kept to a minimum

sholld be exempt from
e road network and they do
con ion pricing scheme. The

29 Some industry bodies submitted that their mem
congestion pricing because their businesses r
not think they could avoid using roads incl
Committee disagreed with this, noting t

i % ing on the road
network will benefit from reduced con estlo erefore pay the
congestion charge Q~

30 While the Committee did not
propose that the Governme
congestion pricing is progr
exemptions need to b
benefit from reducedhira

a pec&ommendatlon on this issue, |
jFagre®s with limiting exemptions if

¥ To achieve the desired behaviour change,
> Also, it appears that most businesses will
hould not be eligible for exemption if

congestion pricingJs i
The Committee re Qs me 3 the impacts of a congestion pricing scheme

The Co ress&d concern about the impact of vehicles diverting onto
mino an tr%ﬂo avoid paying the congestion charge (“rat-running”). The
ee reco ded that attention be paid to whether this is happening and that
ility to expand the scope of the scheme to include any streets
is happening.

ee made the following recommendation about this issue:

sely monitor the effectiveness of any congestion pricing scheme, and act
\ romptly to mitigate any unintended congestion in areas not included in the
network

33 | propose that the Government agree to this recommendation, and my response
letter makes the following points:

33.1 If congestion pricing is introduced, it will be a new concept for New
Zealanders. It will therefore be important to be able to demonstrate success.
This implies robust monitoring and review points. In terms of monitoring the
degree of diversion (rat-running), TCQ proposes that Auckland use ANPR
cameras as the technology platform. These cameras are simple to install and
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relatively low-cost meaning that if monitoring identifies significant diversion on
suburban roads, then those roads can relatively easily be added to the
scheme.

33.2 Additionally, the way in which the scheme is rolled out can recognise equity
concerns. Scheme rollout could begin in regions with higher-levels of
transport alternatives and progressively expand as improvements are made in
other regions.

Timing of the government response

34 The Government response must be presented to the House of Repr s by 19
November 2021. \

Consultation

35 The Treasury was consulted on this paper and is suppo@e contents.

Financial implications O

36 There are no financial implications from this p

instructed officials to prepare a pz etting ou icy issues that Cabinet will
make decisions on. | will bring t abinet in mid-2022, at the same time as

Legislative implications %
37 Legislative amendment will be requ%)ﬂenabl %s ion charging. | have
li
paper t

final decisions are made on st ction Plan.

38 Officials advise that it pos ntroduce legislation in 2022. The speed
at which this moves thr the roca€s depends on the priority it is given by the
Government. | will inc ongestion charging legislation as part of the
transport legisl| rogra r2022.

Publicity % \

ubh?&p anned.
Proacti se @

ations

com
41 Minister of Transport recommends that the Cabinet Legislation Committee:

1 note that on 27 August 2021 the Transport and Infrastructure Committee presented
its report to the House entitled “Inquiry into congestion pricing in Auckland”

2 note that the select committee recommends that the government:

2.1 progress legislation to enable New Zealand cities to use congestion pricing as
a tool in transport planning

IN CONFIDENCE
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2.2 implement a congestion pricing scheme in Auckland, including, as described
in the Congestion Question technical report:

221 a region-wide strategic corridors scheme starting in the city centre
2.2.2 an access charge that would apply once per journey in peak times

2.2.3 the use of automatic number plate recognition technology to identify
vehicles that incur a charge

2.3 undertake broad public engagement to help people understand th&gosis and
benefits of a specific scheme

24 consider whether existing schemes could be used to red@uity caused
by a congestion charge

2.5 use any revenue raised by a congestion pricing ﬁgto:
251 mitigate equity impacts O

2.5.2 reinvest in public and active %A in the region where the
charge applies

2.6 undertake research into whether chagges t %Lemoval of, the Auckland
regional fuel tax may be ap iate if coi\ n pricing is implemented

2.7 investigate the potential enajfling legislation for congestion pricing to
also provide for Iow-(? zc;

2.8 closely monitor % ive ny congestion pricing scheme, and act
promptly to niti ny ynint d congestion in areas not included in the
network

3 note the subpfi of th r of Transport and in particular his advice that
decisions ignple i ongestion pricing will be taken after public
consulta% e ioffs Reduction Plan

4 a (o)

eg ent response, attached to this submission, to the Report of the
an ucture Committee entitled “Inquiry into congestion pricing in
%ot t government response must be presented to the House of
Refrgsenmtatives by 19 November 2021;
6 the Minister of Transport to present the government response to the House of
presentatives in accordance with Standing Order 252;

Authorised for lodgement

Hon Michael Wood

Minister of Transport

IN CONFIDENCE



Greg O’Connor, Chairperson
Transport and Infrastructure Select Committee
Transport.Infrastructure@parliament.govt.nz

Dear Mr O’Connor ?y
This letter provides the Government's response to the Inquiry into €on jon pricing

carried out by the Transport & Infrastructure Committee. | would li \e n by thanking
the Committee for its work; the report is thorough and detailed, e fecommendations
are important and helpful to inform future work.

For the remainder of this letter, | will provide more detajle rnment responses to the
main points raised by the Committee, under the follo eadings:

e amending legislation and implementing %\n P % Auckland

e addressing equity concerns & q%

e use of revenue and how cong@Qﬂzg{ts% current revenue tools
e emissions reduction ben C)

e monitoring and rev% CO gesti%mg schemes

e engaging wit%o unilé
Amending Iegisla% m& g congestion pricing in Auckland
itt

| want to tha co
developi ion
Auckla i$ help

e’ ou

I

for providing a clear recommendation to proceed with

estion pricing in New Zealand cities and implementing it in

cross-party support for the concept, and a recognition that we
of congestion.

R
ern @ s included congestion pricing (both the development of legislation and
me nh Auckland) in the public consultation draft of the Emissions Reduction
( The submissions and comments collected during the Committee’s inquiry were

, and | am keen to see if we can get a larger and broader cross-section of public
ough the ERP consultation.

lan
ve
vie

For that reason, the Government is not committing at this time to introducing legislation to
enable congestion pricing. A decision will be made once public comments on the ERP have
been received and analysed, alongside the comments provided to the Committee.

If a decision is made to progress with legislation, it would likely be introduced in 2022 with
the aim of having it in place by the end of the current Parliamentary term. As you may be



aware, officials have done some initial thinking into the structure and parameters of the
legislation. It appears that the most appropriate and efficient approach is to amend the
Land Transport Management Act 2003 to set up a structure whereby regions develop a
proposal, and then submit it to Ministers for assessment. Schemes would be approved
through an Order in Council.

If the Government does decide to progress with congestion pricing, more work needs to be
done on the detailed elements of the legislative framework including the criterig by which
Ministers would assess schemes. The legislation would most likely apply to a f New

Zealand rather than being restricted to Auckland. C)\

Addressing equity concerns
The Government agrees with the Committee’s recommendatj %n equity and | have
directed my officials at the Ministry of Transport to work with g %v rnment departments
to determine the most effective ways to mitigate the co ciated with congestion
pricing for vulnerable parts of the community. This werk cam’proceed independently of
decisions on progressing congestion pricing, as it otgntially offer insights across a

range of policy initiatives.

It is important that we consider all groups”im\the c itY where costs may fall
disproportionately. This includes low-inco eople (inc ose in work) and disabled
people. The Government supports the % ee’s N endation to look at existing

schemes, including the Total Mobilit e foplisabled people and their carers. | have
also asked my officials to look int@ ) riotn)e anisms for low-income people could

be used. E
| also note the comments% ym

private car for many people ckland

transport. The Natio % T @

significant impro in
underway or p cre&e\ ronage numbers on buses and trains demonstrate that
people will ch odeywhergthere is a good quality services available. Continuing with
investmept natixe port modes in our cities is an essential complement to the

ti i

roll out es
If \e? np as progressed in Auckland, the roll out of the scheme will partly
@ pacts. For example, implementation could be delayed in South and

e
st Augkl ntil alternative transport options are improved. These questions would
anifi erently in other cities, but | expect that Ministerial assessment would factor

ny itters about the lack of alternatives to the

gndissues with the quality and frequency of public
und and Crown funding have contributed to
d’s public transport over recent years with more

the\ ons in.
Use obrevenue and how congestion pricing fits with current revenue tools

| am pleased that the Committee’s report reinforces the point that congestion pricing is not
a revenue raising tool. Behaviour change is the central objective, and if congestion pricing
is successful the revenue raised might not be large, or might be variable year on year. For
this reason, it is not a reliable source of revenue.



Inevitably, introducing a congestion charge will produce revenue. The Government notes
the points made by the Committee, that revenue should either be used to mitigate the
impacts on vulnerable groups (for example, increasing the Total Mobility subsidy) or to
support the improvement of alternative transport modes. While this approach appears
sensible, | do not wish to pre-empt decisions that will need to be made by Cabinet.

Regarding the questions raised about the continued appropriateness of the Auckland
regional fuel tax (RFT) if congestion pricing was introduced, the Government a@hat it

merits consideration from the point of view of cumulative costs for Auckla MAs the
Committee notes, the two tools have different purposes (RFT is e raising,
congestion pricing is about behaviour change). The RFT is scheduled{to ire in 2028,
and decisions about applying to renew the RFT will need to be w, g\i by Auckland
Council as it considers the investment needs of the city

Emissions reduction benefits QQ

By reducing the amount of time vehicles spend in conggstio d encouraging mode shift,

congestion pricing has the potential to reduce both
reason it has been included in the ERP. On its o

nd harmful emissions. For this

stiofPyicing is unlikely to create
large emissions reductions because most pgﬂ % of travel rather than
foregoing car use entirely. %

It would be possible to produce larg %Ebns remgt' s by setting a much higher
congestion price. However, | agree w% on&ze’s recommendation that congestion
pricing should remain focused on .@w g therperfgrmance of the road network and the
price should be set to achieve that Deb viourqaye.

| agree with the Committeg estion t%@stigate enabling low-emissions (clean air)
zones to complement the fits @g stion pricing. If the Government decides to
. i

proceed with conge G s could be included in the scope of the necessary

icing,
legislative amend
Monitoring and reweWing Lééon pricing schemes
Congestj nvng is itiative for New Zealand, meaning that to build sustained
suppo@ en
| :

to demonstrate success through regular monitoring and review

rdi oncerns raised about diversion on unpriced suburban streets (“rat-
nnin®) X, agree with the Committee that people need to feel confident that congestion
wil hply move from main roads onto residential streets that are not designed for high
volu of traffic. Careful scheme design is required to lessen the risk of this and
monitoring of any scheme with the ability to amend it is essential.

| understand that the technology solution proposed in the Congestion Question report
(Automatic Number Plate Recognition cameras) is relatively flexible and low-cost in terms
of installation meaning that a scheme could be adjusted to cover relevant streets if rat-
running is taking place.



Engaging with the community

In its report, the Committee recommends a large-scale programme of engagement with the
people of Auckland. The Government agrees with this recommendation and | consider that
if we proceed with congestion pricing there would need to be both ongoing education to
help people understand the concept, the benefits and how it works and consultation on any
specific scheme that might be developed.

Broadly speaking, the ongoing education and engagement on the concept @f.c stion
pricing should be led by the regional bodies (for example, Auckland Co reater
zuu} )

Wellington Regional Council) who best understand their local co s. Central
government can also be involved in the engagement and work wj I\ 0 be done to
determine the most effective and appropriate way for this to occ

Further engagement and education will need to specificall de’ certain parts of the
community, particularly those likely to be negatively affec py* introducing congestion
pricing. Special focus will need to be given to managwvhenwe groups within any region
developing a proposal, to determine whether cong %icing would restrict access to
culturally important sites, and any necessary actiqps

igal(ji/s.
Finally, | would like to thank the Committee % ain ﬁ;@ ork, including reviewing
i

submissions, holding hearings in Auckl and Welli d engaging with political

leaders and officials from other jurisdigtiOns. The re orough, and | welcome the

clear recommendations. It is great t Ie%cross-party consensus around the
ol

potential usefulness of congestio s . \eagerly await the public response as
part of the ERP.

| am happy to meet with t itte: to?c'ﬂss this response in more detail.

Yours sincerely Q/Q&\O

X
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Cabinet Committee Background Information and Talking Points

Cabinet Committee: Cabinet Economic Development Committee

Paper Title: Government Response to Report of the Inquiry of the Transport & Infrastructure
Select Committee into congestion charging ‘
Portfolio: Transport \

Officials Attending: Karen Lyons, Joni Philip QQ

Proposal &
obse

e Toseek Cabinet’s agreement to table in t of ntatives the

Government's response to the report gfthe Trans nfrastructure Committee’s
Inquiry into congestion pricing in . K
Talking Points: Q
Introduction %

e | am proposing that Caijn

e Latein 20 €
condyu 1]
a SQO( epo
\ntrotCin
o
Q"@ 2021, the Transport and Infrastructure Committee initiated an inquiry. Public

oNg thE Government's response to the report of the
ee’s Inquiry into congestion pricing and that

ging tabled in the House.

vested Wgat the Transport and Infrastructure Select Committee

i ngestion pricing in Auckland. This followed the publication of
e Congestion Question project setting out the case for

on charging in Auckland to improve the performance of the road

were held in Auckland and Wellington in June/July 2021.

e The select committee received 435 written submissions and heard oral evidence from
41 submitters, including both individuals and organisations. The submissions from
organisations were more likely to support congestion pricing (72 percent) than
individuals (30 percent).

Select Committee’s Recommendations
e The Committee’s report was presented to the House on 27 August 2021 containing
eight recommendations for the Government
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e The key recommendation from the Committee’s report was to progress legislation to
enable New Zealand cities to use congestion charging as a tool in transport planning
and implement a congestion charging scheme in Auckland.

e The Committee asked for further work to be completed on equity concerns relating to
low-income workers and the disabled community, including whether existing social
support schemes could be used to mitigate the impacts. Te Manatd Waka is currently
undertaking that work.

e Otherrecommendations include exploring ways to bolster emissions redwbeneﬁts
(for example, low-emissions zones), and using the revenue raised from % ion
|

charging to mitigate the equity impacts and/or reinvest in public a transportin
the region where the charge applies.
Government response \

fwork of the Committee. It
arging.

e Ourresponse Is favourable and acknowledges that thorgyd
is not indicating any decision by Government on cong @

e Enabling congestion charging has been includ Emissions Reduction Plan
discussion document. This gives us another, nit r New Zealanders views.
e | do see congestion charging as a tool#at can co t%:o our emissions goals and as
we finalise the ERP we will be abl C sthis%‘h r.
Risks &

n tabl@e response given the report was

¢ |do not anticipate any mgjo

bipartisan and my res%'
Next steps
e The Governmght onse elect Committee’s inquiry into congestion pricing
will be tab§ 0)§\
i3 a demand management pricing tool. The purpose of congestion
ve network performance by charging road users during peak

What is congeV\ rgin
o C tion chapgj
argwfg is
@ est@ jods.
Qo C tion charging aims to encourage people to change the way and/or time they
charging at peak times. It can improve quality of life and economic outcomes

\ ducing congestion and also supports our emission reduction goals

e Congestion charging has been implemented in several cities around the world
(including London, Singapore and Stockholm) and has generally been successful at
reducing congestion.
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%"lg TE MANATU WAKA
MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT

13 October 2021 0C210768
Hon Michael Wood Action required by:
Minister of Transport Monday, 18 October 2021

CONGESTION PRICING INQUIRY - GOVERNMENT RESPON V
SELECT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS \

Purpose

To provide you with a draft Cabinet paper for the Cabinet Legisl % draft

letter to the Chair of the Transport and Infrastructure Select Com th t the

Government’s response to the Select Committee’s inquiry igho ongestl g in

Auckland. % &

Key points «

. The Transport and Infrastructure S |tt ommlttee) has recently
completed an inquiry into conge i nd Its report was presented to
the House of Representatives ugus eaning that the presentation of a

Government response to t
working days of the rep

is N y 19 November 2021 (within 60
pres&

letter providing the Government’s response to
the main points raised by the Committee

ke policy decisions at this time, however the response to the
still approval by the Cabinet Legislation Committee (LEG). The
Il neex‘l e considered by LEG no later than its meeting on Thursday, 11
ber 2021 Ih order to ensure the Government’s response can be presented to
Qﬁe House by 19 November.

. Once you have reviewed the draft Cabinet paper and (if required) provided any
feedback to the Ministry, the next step is to forward the attached Cabinet paper and
response letter to your Cabinet colleagues for consultation.

. The overall recommendation from the Committee was to amend legislation to enable
congestion pricing and implement it in Auckland (consistent with what is proposed in
the Congestion Question reports).

. Progressing congestion pricing is included in the public consultation draft of the
Emissions Reduction Plan (ERP). This consultation will provide Government with

UNCLASSIFIED
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UNCLASSIFIED

further feedback and help inform decision making. No decisions about whether to
enable congestion pricing will be taken until 2022.

. The proposed Government response to the Select Committee (as detailed in the
attached Cabinet paper and letter) indicates appreciation for the thorough work, and
agreement that the points raised are important considerations if congestion pricing is
progressed. The response clarifies that any decisions on congestion pricing will not
occur until after the ERP consultation.

Recommendations

We recommend you: \?“

1 provide any feedback to the Ministry of Transport on the attached gfra gginet
paper and letter outlining the Government's response to the Tr rt and

Infrastructure Select Committee Inquiry into congestion pricin klan

2 note that the response to the Transport and Infrastructéée Co%%is

required to be tabled in the House by 19 November \

3 agree to forward the attached draft cabinet pap aft &response toyour Yes/ No

Cabinet colleagues for consultation

J

O
¥

\ {

o

Karen Lyons Hon Michael Wood

§ ?“ Minister of Transport

..... T @: %
Minister's offic %pl O Approved [1 Declined
& . ?Q [J Seen by Minister [J Not seen by Minister

2
(e

Director, Auckland

[J Overtaken by events

Co ts

Contacts
Name Telephone First contact
Karen Lyons, Director Auckland s 9(2)(a) v

Sam Harris, Senior Adviser Demand Management &
Revenue
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Joni Philip, Graduate Adviser Demand Management & | sgpya)
Revenue

CONGESTION PRICING INQUIRY - GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO
SELECT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Transport and Infrastructure Select Committee has presented its report to
the House of Representatives

1

(the Commiittee) initiated an inquiry into congestion pricing, based on ffhe gestion

In March 2021, at your request, the Transport and Infrastructure Sele@
land and

Question (TCQ) work done in Auckland. Public hearings were he

Wellington in June/July 2021. The Committee received 435 wrj |SS|ons and
heard oral evidence from 41 submitters, including both indivi ordawisations.
The submissions from organisations were more supportiy, ges g (72

percent) than individuals (30 percent).

The Committee presented its report to the House % In irm congestion
r

pricing in Auckland” on 27 August 2021, provigh ollo&ecommendations:

e Progress legislation to enable New and cltie o@ongestion pricing as a
tool in transport planning.
¢ |mplement a congestion pr| % %nd including, as described in
TCQ technical report: 6
o a reglon-W|d st kcheme starting in the city centre

an acc rge ppIy once per journey in peak times

o ut ber plate recognition technology to identify
harge

a e br. c engagement to help people understand the costs and
SO ific scheme.

on5|de ther existing schemes (for example, potentially through the Total

Q~ Mobility scheme and the Community Services Card (CSC)) could be used to

reduce inequity caused by a congestion charge.
. Use any revenue raised by a congestion pricing scheme to:
o mitigate equity impacts

o reinvest in public and active transport in the region where the charge
applies.

. Undertake research into whether changes to, or the removal of, the Auckland
regional fuel tax may be appropriate if congestion pricing is implemented.
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. Investigate the potential for any enabling legislation for congestion pricing to
also provide for low-emissions zones.

. Closely monitor the effectiveness of any congestion pricing scheme, and act
promptly to mitigate any unintended congestion in areas not included in the
network.

We have drafted a proposed Government response to the recommendations from the
Committee

3 The letter attached sets out the Government’s proposed response to the Com%.

We propose that the Government’s response notes that decisions on implemenlﬁ&*
congestion pricing will be made after consultation on the Emission Reductio@

\end legislation

4 The overarching recommendation from the Committee's report %
to enable congestion pricing and implement a scheme in AUQ ase the

scheme recommended in TCQ. Q ?

5 Enabling congestion pricing is included in the draft Ejfligsions Re u% lan (ERP),
and you have informed us that no decisions about ther to proghgss legislation or
implement congestion pricing in Auckland will un
ERP is complete and responses have been

i ropese that the
Government note this in its response to 22 Comhittee.
6 The Committee report notes, if the % ent ceZs with implementing
I

er consultation on the

ew Zealand cities. We propose

congestion pricing, the tool shou abl

the Government agrees with thi meg @\ (noting that decisions on

progressing congestion prigi t ip Dgwaale). Furthermore, we note the
Q § d&o clle

e
legislative framework shqul roa d on provisions already in the Land
Transport Management A 03 f iohal fuel taxes (proposals are developed by
regions and then e d by re t Ministers and implemented by Order in
Council).

We propose that th@ nm esponse agrees that equity concerns require further

investigation G

arts kland’s community will be disproportionately impacted by the
uction of cohgestion pricing. This includes low-income households (particularly
-income shift workers) and disabled people who tend to have lower incomes and
face barriers to changing transport modes.

7 The C%tti&ﬁ‘l has a strong focus on equity and notes the likelihood that

8 The report notes that a large number of exemptions has the potential to undermine
the success of a congestion pricing scheme and mitigation measures should focus on
existing support mechanisms such as the Total Mobility scheme. The Committee also
recommends that revenue raised from congestion pricing be invested to mitigate
equity concerns. We propose that the Government agrees that equity concerns
require further investigation.

We propose that the Government notes the Committee’s suggestions for how revenue
should be used
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9 As the Committee notes, congestion pricing is a tool to incentivise behaviour change;
it is not primarily a revenue raising mechanism. Therefore, it is necessary to define
what the revenue should be used for rather than relying on it as a general revenue
source.

10 If Cabinet opts to progress congestion pricing, then consideration will need to be
given to how the revenue should be used. The Committee suggests that the revenue
should be used for the following purposes:

. to mitigate the impacts of congestion pricing on vulnerable parts of the

community V
. to invest in alternative forms of transport (public transport and actj @e\s).
11 The Committee also suggests work should be conducted to unde ether the
Auckland RFT needs to be changed or removed following the | tation of

congestion pricing.

12 We propose that the response notes that these are good @stio %{/ybe
explored further should Cabinet decide to progress estion pl’@

We propose that the Government agree that low emi an zones should be

explored alongside any further work on congestion pﬁ hil tiry direct emissions

reductions from congestion pricing are expecte?ie shall

13 Many submitters who supported con@egtiOn pricing vieyed it as a potential tool to
help reduce New Zealand’s CO? ’Q(s W%duction in emissions will be a
co-benefit of congestion pricin @ima e should remain reducing
congestion. é \

14 Low-emission zones dire’&duc %I emissions but could additionally impact
CO?emissions. Tha amittee ré

mends exploring low-emission (clean air) zones

as part of the legiSIging ongestion pricing.
15 We propose G went agrees with this recommendation and undertakes
further re longs gny further work on congestion pricing. There is some

low-emissions zones which will need to be investigated

com i}y @ssocj
quhe exa iciently identifying the emissions profile of each vehicle and

ing v% r there should be charges to enter the zones). Low-emission
be progressed even if congestion pricing is not.

ngs could
We %pose that the Government agrees with the recommendation that robust monitoring
and review will be required if congestion pricing is implemented

16 The Committee’s report raises concern about the possibility of "rat-running” (traffic
diverting onto suburban streets to avoid the charge) and notes that robust monitoring
and review points will be necessary to manage this risk.

17 The scope of any congestion pricing scheme and the technology used (and how any
rat-running is managed) will ultimately be proposed by the region developing the
scheme. However, the Committee is correct to identify the need for robust monitoring
and review and we propose that the Government agree that if congestion pricing was
to progress, robust monitoring would be required.
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Potential risks with the proposed Government response

18 There will be media and stakeholder interest in how the Government responds to the
Committee’s report. We will provide you with speaking points and Q&As closer to the
time of the Government’s response being presented to the House.

19 TCQ reports suggested that an Auckland congestion pricing scheme should be rolled
out alongside the opening of the City Rail Link (CRL) in late 2024. Delays in finalising
the ERP may make it more challenging to complete the necessary legislation and
implement an Auckland scheme in time to align with CRL opening. We will provide
you with further advice on potential timeframes and the impacts of any delaysﬂi@rin

2021. ?\
Next Steps < \’

20 Provide any feedback to officials on the draft Cabinet paper ang

21 As noted earlier in the paper, the Government needs to regpe
19 November 2021. The last possible LEG committee meg
is Thursday, 11 November 2021. The attached Cabj aper an will need to
be forwarded to your Cabinet colleagues for cons nd Iod§§
committee consideration by Thursday, 4 NO\K 1.

O
YIS
Q’o%
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RE: Govt response format

Monday, 8 August 2022
9:24 am

Subject RE: Govt response format
From Sam Harris
To Sam Harris

Sent Sunday, 7 August 2022 8:41 pm

From: Seb Brown <5 9(2)(a) >

Sent: Thursday, 2 December 2021 1:45 pm

To: Sam Harris <5 9(2)(a) >

Cc: Karen Lyons <5 9(2)(a) >; Marian Willberg <s 9(2)(a) A >;
Joni Philip <s 9(2)(a) >

Subject: RE: Govt response format

Hey Sam

This will be tabled in the House today (sorry | was pearit te updafe you'on this earlier today). Thanks
again for your work on this.

Cheers

Seb Brown

From: Sam Harris [S9@2)@ % NN ]
Sent: Thursday, 2 December 2021 1:37 PM

To: Seb Brown <s 2@,y N "¢ >

Cc: Karen Lyons <s9@@# o &=, " >; Marian Willberg <s 9(2)(a) >;
Joni Philip <s 9(2)(@ A 4 N

Subject: RE: Govt.response fermat

Hi Seb

Quitk.dquestion = newsthat Cabinet has approved the response, do you know when it will be tabled in
the'House?

Thanks
Sam

Sam Harris
Senior Adviser, Demand Management and Revenue

From: Seb Brown <5 9(2)(a) >
Sent: Thursday, 25 November 2021 11:57 am
To: Sam Harris <5 9(2)(a) >



Cc: Karen Lyons <s 9(2)(@) >; Marian Willberg <5 9(2)(@) >
Joni Philip <5 9(2)(a) >
Subject: RE: Govt response format

Awesome, thanks Sam. | presume you didn’t get called into LEG this morning?

From: Sam Harris [§9(2)(@) ]

Sent: Thursday, 25 November 2021 10:17 AM

To: Seb Brown <5 9(2)(a) >

Cc: Karen Lyons <5 9(2)(a) >; Marian Willberg <s 9(2)(a) >;
Joni Philip <s 9(2)(a) >

Subject: RE: Govt response format

Hi Seb

The revised version of the government response is attached.
Thanks

Sam

From: Seb Brown <5 9(2)(a) >

Sent: Wednesday, 24 November 2021 1:50 pm

To: Sam Harris <s 9(2)(a) >

Cc: Karen Lyons <5 9(2)(a) _ZMarian Willberg <5 9(2)(a) >;
Joni Philip <s 9(2)(a) >

Subject: FW: Govt response format

Hi Sam

I've received the email below from’Cabijrfet @ffice. Could you please amend the attached response
accordingly and send itdack t6"me byaCQP Friday?

Thanks
Seb Brown

FromzGerrard Cartér [DRMC] [ 5 9(2)(@) ]
Sent:Wednesday, 24"Névember 2021 1:28 PM

To:'Seb Brown <#9(2)(a) >

Cc\Rebecca,Davies [DPMC] <5 9(2)(a) >
Subject: Govt'response format

[IN-CONFIDENCE]

Hi Seb,

As | mentioned in my voicemail, the government response going to LEG tomorrow needs to follow a
specific format —it’s a parliamentary paper, not a letter from the Minister to the Committee itself.
The format is set by the Office of the Clerk, and a template can be found here: Template for a
government response | Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet (DPMC)




Ideally it’ll be tidied up before Cabinet on Monday, but failing that, the response will need to be re-
formatted before presentation to the House.

Thanks,

Gerrard

Gerrard Carter
Legislation
Coordinator
Cabinet Office,
Executive Wing,
Parliament
Buildings,
Wellington ,

New Ze

N

The Cabinet Office is a business unit of the Department of the Prime Minister and C)
Cabinet.
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