
1/5/23d 

17 June 2010 

Dr Don Brash 
Chair 
2025 Taskforce 
PO Box 3724 
WELLINGTON 

''Po .......... 
Dea~~ 

2025 TASKFORCE INVITATION TO CONTRIBUTE 
TO SECOND REPORT 

As indicated in my response to you on 24 May I have brought together a 
submission addressing transport issues which impact on the objective of 
improving New Zealand's productivity. That brief submission is attached. 

Please do not hesitate to be in contact if we can elaborate on any of the 
pOints we raise. I am standing down on 1 July and will be replaced by 
Ken Shirley as from that date. With this in mind Ken's contact details are: 

Email: 

Phone: 

ken@rtfnz.co.nz 

04-472 3877 

Should you wish to be in contact with me after 1 July I will be available 
on: 

Email: 

Phone: 

apdfriedlander@yahoo.com 

04-2330998 

I take this opportunity to wish you and your Taskforce colleagues well as 
you carry out the crucial work you have embarked upon. 

Best wishes. 

Yours sincerely 

Tony Fr' dlander 
Chief ecutive Officer 
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June 2010 

Submission to the 2025 Taskforce on Productivity 
from Road Transport Forum New Zealand 

Introduction 

Road Transport Forum New Zealand (RTFNZ) welcomes this opportunity to put before 
the 2025 Taskforce a number of measures for improving the productivity of New Zealand 
by improvements in the efficiency of the road transport sector. 

While the taskforce has sought particular productivity opportunities for closing the gap 
with Australia and the submission does discuss the reasons for the significantly higher 
road freight rates in New Zealand, the submission also identifies a number of other 
opportunities where the refocusing of government and departmental policy objectives to 
more closely align with improving resource use outcomes would deliver significant 
productivity improvements in the performance of road transport freight operations and in 
the management of the roading network. 

The Forum is available and can make its advisors available should further detailed 
information on the issues discussed below be needed. 

Road Transport Forum New Zealand 

RTFNZ is a nationwide organization of voluntary members drawn from the road 
transport industry. The Forum provides services to and public policy advocacy for its 
members. 

The forum comprises 6 constituent assocIatIons (most regionally based) having 
approximately 4,000 full and associate members that operate over 17,500 trucks (vehicles 
over 3.5 tonnes) and make up over 80% of the hire and reward truck operations. 

Overall the road transport industry has a turnover exceeding $6 billion per annum, 
employing some 24,000 people and much of RTFNZ's advocacy has been to the benefit 
of all operators. 
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Background 

The first part of this submission deals with areas for potential improvements in the 
productivity of the heavier vehicles in the New Zealand fleet. There are about 24,000 
trucks and 14,000 trailers in that fleet. The industry comprises both ancillary and hire and 
reward operators with entry to the latter since the 1980s being subject to meeting 
qualitative entry criteria. As a result the industry is highly competitive and innovative. 

As well as considering some recent policy driven impacts that have had an adverse 
impact on productivity the submission discusses the findings of a number of analyses and 
reviews carried out by both RTFNZ and/or government agencies in recent years as a basis 
for its recommendations. While not acted on or only partially acted on the Forum 
considers those studies continue to signal relevant ways in which productivity in the fact 
the transport sector can be improved. 

The historical exercises include a review of road freight costs in New Zealand and 
Comparable Australian States prepared by Pearson Transport Research Centre PTY Ltd 
of Australia and New Zealand in 2007. The fmdings of that comparison when combined 
with earlier research by Transit New Zealand on the possible relaxation of maximum 
weight and dimension limits on heavy vehicle in 200012001 points clearly to the economy 
has long been denied a major productivity opportunity. 

RTFNZ has for many years questioned the efficiency and effectiveness of the Road User 
Charges regime that is being used to gather roading revenue from, in particular, the heavy 
vehicle industry. Submissions covering the economic merit of the cost allocation 
methodology underpinning the rates and their value in influencing modal choice and 
vehicle investment as well as the cost effectiveness of the administration and enforcement 
regimes supporting its application have been made on several occasions. Besides the 
arguments for shifting some of the roading expenditure burden off heavy vehicles these 
submissions also point to the opportunity for real productivity gains by improving vehicle 
configurations and reducing deadweight costs. 

Changes to the allocation of road user funding and the diversion of revenue in that fund 
to competing services coupled with changes to the investment criteria for such 
expenditure has in RTFNZ's view resulted in the crowding out of higher value uses for 
the funds. RTFNZ believes that substantial productivity gains can be made by introducing 
improvements to investment decision-making where project prioritization and project 
design standards are not delivering value for money outcomes to road users and road 
funders. 

RTFNZ also considers that the introduction of transport strategies that are focused on 
value for money outcomes and with an increased obligation for transport agencies to 
consult with funders will open up opportunities for streamlining the interaction of central 
and regional government transport agencies. In recent years there has been a major 
increase in staff in the various agencies to give effect to a range of services and criteria 
that have little to do with value for money outcomes. Removing both unnecessary and 
duplicated activities between and within the agencies should see a reduction m 
deadweight costs associated with the operation of the transport industry in general. 
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1 Relaxing Regulations Governing Vehicle Weights and Dimensions 

Productivity compared to Australia. 

The Pearson Study was initiated under the auspices of RTFNZ through the EJ Brenan 
Memorial Trust. It was brought about by the appreciation of many in the industry that 
heavy vehicle freight rates were substantially lower in Australia than in New Zealand. 
The Pearson study compared the freight rates and cost structure for heavy road freight 
vehicles in New Zealand with those in Victoria and Tasmania with a view to identifying 
the differences in the freight rates and the major factors that caused those differences. 

Three vehicle types were used in the study, single articulated vehicles with maximum 
laden weights in New Zealand of 39 tonnes and in Australia of 42.5 tonnes, truck and 
trailer units with maximum laden weights of 44 tonnes (NZ) and 50 tonnes (Aust) 
respectively, and B trains with maximum laden weights of 44 tonnes (NZ) and 62.5 
tonnes (Aust) respectively. 

Besides the maximum operating weight differences (above) the study also identified 
some significant differences in the average annual kilometres traveled by, in particular, 
the B trains (165,000 kilometres per annum in Australia compared to 110,000 kilometres 
per annum in New Zealand) and also in the costs incurred in taxes and charges primarily 
for funding roading expenditures which would require recovery through freight rates. 

The study found that New Zealand costs per freight tonne kilometre were 33% higher 
than the average Australian costs for single articulated vehicles, 36% higher for truck and 
trailer units and 98% higher for B trains. 

Removing the variations due to annual vehicle operating distances and for the higher 
New Zealand road charges reduced the difference in New Zealand costs per freight tonne 
kilometre to 13% higher than the average Australian costs for single articulated vehicles, 
26% higher for truck and trailer units and 47% higher for B trains. These are almost equal 
the differences in payload weight for the various vehicle types since the vehicle operating 
costs are almost the same. The operating costs for both countries are similar because 
many vehicle combinations operating at the very heavy end of the New Zealand vehicle 
fleet are similar to those in Australia and could operate at higher operating weights. 

The study indicated that provided there are no adverse external effects through safety, 
environmental and roading expenditures raising the maximum vehicle weights will result 
in more than commensurate productivity gains in payload. 

The Heavy Vehicle Weights and Dimensions Study 

Those potential wider effects of a relaxation in the maximum weight limits on heavy 
vehicles had in fact been examined in a major study carried out in 1996-2001 under the 
auspices of Transit New Zealand. 
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That study had examined two weight relaxation scenarios, one enabling heavy vehicles to 
operate at gross vehicle weights of up to 50 tonnes across the whole network and the 
other to allow certain vehicle combinations to operate on a network of specified routes at 
gross vehicle weights of up to 62 tonnes and at lengths of up to 25 metres, both subject to 
the introduction of appropriate performance based standards. 

A number of studies were undertaken by reputable international consultants with 
expertise in the range of roading, bridging, safety and environmental issues that were to 
be included in the cost / benefit analyses. The Benefit/Cost ratio for the 50 tonne proposal 
was nine and for the 62 tonne on limited routes proposal was six. Both ratios far exceeded 
the investment criteria for Transit's roading investment programme. As the analysis 
included the L TSA's safety values for the outcome of accidents each met the criterion of 
"safety at reasonable cost". The main cost identified in both weight limit relaxations was 
the need to bring forward the replacement or strengthening of a number of bridges. Since 
the bridge audit on which the analysis was done is now over 10 years old a number of the 
bridges identified will no longer require improvement having been upgraded or replaced 
over that period. As a result the Benefit/Cost ratios of a change are likely to be higher 
now that at the time of the initial analysis. Further the intervening years will have seen an 
increase in the number of vehicle combinations operating with eight axles. As these 
vehicles are already capable of operating at gross weights in excess of 50 tonnes a gross 
vehicle limit relaxation to 53 tonnes could be made without the need for substantial new 
investment and its consequent write down of some of the existing vehicle stock. This 
would also improve the Benefit/Cost ratio from the pre 2000 level. 

Infometrics New Zealand reviewed the study for RTFNZ and concluded that productivity 
driven freight rate reductions of the order established by TNZ for the policy proposals, 
would give an increase in New Zealand's GOP in the range of 2.2 percent (direct) to 3.7 
percent (including spin offs). 

After continued promotion of some relaxation of the by RTFNZ for over 20 years the 
government has approved a relaxation of the limit to 53 tonnes with some flexibility to 
exceed that weight. However special licenses have to be obtained to operate over the 
current limit and the weights are currently only permitted on a limited part of the 
network. This is ostensibly to allow the certification that bridges are capable oftaking the 
higher gross vehicle weights. Both State Highway and Local Roads engineers are in the 
process of testing all bridges. However the current network restrictions does mean that 
one of road transport's comparative advantages - that of door to door operations - is 
currently seriously constrained for those wishing to operate at the new limits. This 
problem is exacerbated when vehicles operating in a region would be permitted to operate 
at 53 tonnes on some routes but limited to 44 tonnes on other routes or on particular local 
feeder roads. Such variable operating weights involve operators in unnecessary Road 
User Charges expenses. 

While it had always been known that some bridges were understrength, more so for the 
62 tonnes limit scenario, it had been expected that in most cases the outcome of the 
relaxation would be a reduction in the service life of the bridge with, for example, an 
upgrade/replacement being required in 8 years instead of 15. It would be unfortunate if 
operators were being precluded from some routes because of such outcomes. It is only 
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where the possibility of a catastrophic failure from the higher weights can be 
demonstrated that operating restrictions should be made. To hasten in the benefits that 
will accrue from the relaxation roading authorities need to be directed to give priority to 
identifYing those bridges subject to possible catastrophic failure as soon as possible and 
to approve the new limits on all other parts of their networks. 

The strengthening work on the bridges identified should be prioritised in consultation 
with RTFNZ and in accord with other projects in the roading programme. Given the 
overall B/C for the relaxation it would only be where there was minimal heavy traffic and 
expensive bridge costs where such projects did not proceed. 

RTFNZ recommends that constraints on the available network for vehicles up to 53 
tonnes should only apply where it can be demonstrated that bridges could be subject to 
catastrophic failure. Further priority should be given to identifying both state highway 
and local roads in that category. The strengthening/replacement programme for those 
bridges should be subject to a BlC priority ranking with other roading works. RTFNZ 
also want a review group established with the objective of establishing a more limited 
network and operating criteria that would permit the operation of vehicles up to a gross 
vehicle weight of 61 tonnes and up to 15 metres in length. 

2 Amending the Road User Charging Regime 

The Road User Charges regime was put in place at the time the 64 kilometre distance 
restriction on road freight competition with rail was removed (1977) with the aim in part 
to create a level playing field between road and rail. Under the regime trucks (over 3.5 
tonnes while doing only 7% of the vehicle kilometres pay for 39% of use related roading 
expenditures. This includes 97% of expenditures related to road wear. Under the regime 
vehicles over 10 tonnes pay close to $600 million ($420 million for road wear) of the 
$1,800 million of the use related roading expenditure spent each year. The use of a 4th 
power axle weight factor to allocate wear expenditures means that heavier vehicles pay 
substantially more than those operating at lighter weights. Rates at the heaviest permitted 
axle weights are such that vehicle combinations operating at the maximum allowable 
gross weights (44 tonnes) often have more axles than legally required so as to be charged 
at lower axle weights. It has been preferable from a commercial perspective for those 
long haul operators to meet the cost of adding an extra axle to their combination and 
foregoing the revenue from a tonne of payload (the weight of an axle) than pay charges 
based on higher average axle weights. 

Recent studies and analyses have brought into question whether the regime is actually 
improving productivity in the industry. Examples of apparent anomalies abound: 

• If the RUC rates were calibrated on the cost allocation for State Highways alone, 
where most long haul operations occur, the wear related charge would only be 
two thirds that currently charged. At those RUC rates it would not be economic 
for operators to add extra axles and make more trips (due to the payload 
reduction) to avoid the cost of higher axle weights. 
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• There is a significant volume of evidence, both in NZ and overseas, that suggests 
that the 4th power rule overstates the wear relationship. The NZ study suggested 
an exponent of 1.3 to 1.8. A lowering of that relationship would also reduce the 
rates for the heaviest vehicles and change the RUC resource allocation outcomes. 

• It is also questionable whether the simple average wear relationship from a 
controlled study can adequately capture the relationship between wear and 
economic cost when expenditures on building strengthening into roads are 
subject to large economies of scale. 

• The overseas and local consultants used in the 2009 Independent Review of the 
RUC System argued that, while they did not believe there was enough evidence 
to move away from the 4th power, the share of roading expenditure that is 
allocated to wear and therefore to axle weight is much higher than is overseas 
experience and that it should be reviewed. 

All these criticisms indicate that the current cost allocation underpinning RUCs is flawed 
as an economic tool for making vehicle configuration decisions (number of axles and 
operating weights). 

From an RTFNZ perspective the current revenue collection mechanism has always been a 
major cause of member dissatisfaction particularly with the level of the deadweight cost 
associated with its operations and with its enforcement. If, as suggested is the case, the 
RUC regime is not delivering efficient outcomes then many of the frustrations of the 
current regime could be replaced. 

It has been estimated that the annual Crown costs of administration (the sale oflicences), 
compliance, and enforcement (police) are just over $50 million. Other costs such as the 
capital and maintenance costs of strategically placed weighing stations and the cost to 
both the Crown and defendants for prosecutions would also be substantially reduced if 
the RUC regime was replaced. 

Evasion is another significant deadweight cost associated with RUC. Estimates of about 
10% evasion (an MOT estimate of 6% is considered by the industry to be an 
underestimate) from: hubodometer interference; exceeding licence weight and/or distance 
travelled; operating without licences; and false claims for off road running, need to be 
compared with the generally recognised 2% evasion for fuel tax. Evasion costs of 10% 
equate to about $80 million per annum. An immediate enforcement incentive issue is that 
these costs are reallocated to those operating legally, increasing their RUe charges. 
Besides undermining the Crown's enforcement effort this practice exacerbates the impact 
of evasion on the viability of legal operators and also distorts the efficiency drivers that 
are claimed by its proponents to underpin the RUC regime. 

The aggregate of the deadweight costs are at such a level that they will almost certainly 
exceed any net benefit that might be gained from attempting to price the wear component 
of roading expenditure (currently about $450 million) on a marginal cost basis. That is, 
the net benefit has to be determined by calculating the saving on roading expenditure by 
the addition of extra axles and foregoing payload and offsetting that saving by the costs 
of additional vehicle movements to carry the same aggregate payload plus the capital and 
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operating costs of the additional axles. RUCs should only be maintained if the net 
benefits exceed the sum of the deadweight cost of RUCs by the same amount as any 
replacement revenue collection regime. 

The government is reviewing the criticisms in the Independent RUC Study and interested 
party submissions on that study with a view to identifying and implementing a cost 
effective alternative to the current RUC regime. 

RTFNZ believe that the above analysis indicates that the current RUC regime is not 
improving the efficiency of vehicle combination investment and operating decisions. That 
is the decision to add an extra axle to avoid paying RUCs for higher axle weights is not 
efficient. That being the case most vehicles should tend to operate at close to their 
maximum axle weights. With that flexibility removed from RUCs a system of charging 
can be devised that removes the nominated axle weight. 

While the simplest alternative would be a fuel tax and more structured license fee regime 
based on vehicle permitted weight which in combinations was set to generate the revenue 
required from heavy vehicles under the roading expenditure allocation rules there are 
other mechanisms as well. 

It would also be possible to avoid a fuel tax as an imperfect distance/weight measure and 
instead dictate a single weight for each vehicle category and then calibrating the charge 
back to the current average payment for each vehicle category so that the same amount of 
revenue would be collected. The latter could be combined with a licence fee to provide a 
system that was in line with the causal expenditure links between heavy and light 
vehicles that are in the roading cost allocation model and be fair as between the differing 
operating weights and distances traveled within the heavy vehicle (over 3.5 tonnes) fleet. 

RTFNZ recommends that the Crown agree that the rules governing the allocation of 
costs between vehicle users have little economic value and accordingly remove the 
vehicle axle configuration incentive in the current RUC regime and consider 
alternatives for allocating costs fairly across road users with minimaVacceptable 
deadweight losses. 

3 Improving Roading Capital Expenditure Decision-Making 

Capital investment undertaken by government and local authorities in roading and urban 
passenger services is well in excess of $1 billion per annum. As such it represents a major 
part of New Zealand's annual investment programme and is a significant diversion of the 
country's annual savings. Those savings are channeled through petrol taxes, rates and 
RUCs on a Paygo basis. In the case of roading investment vehicle users are reliant on 
local authorities and Transit for delivering an efficient network that meets both their 
quality and capacity requirements. 
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Transit has historically sought to provide a "safe and efficient" roading programme by 
using benefit-cost analysis to determine the merits of the many projects available across 
tbe country and the scheduling of them into a moving 10-year programme. These benefit
cost analyses took into account value of life as well as externality benefits from the 
projects. Under such a regime economic efficiency is maximized if those projects with 
the highest Benefit to Cost ratio are done first. 

More recently government put in place a system for prioritizing projects that in the view 
of RTFNZ is wasteful, inefficient and often delivers poor quality infrastructure 
investment decisions. Government introduced qualities such as "integrated", "responsive" 
and "environmentally sustainable" to the criteria and keeping "safety" dropped 
"efficient". The new objectives are nebulous and have moved the focus away from value 
for money outcomes for road users and permitted poor quality investment decision 
making. 

RTFNZ believes that productivity improvements are possible in two areas. The first is in 
ensuring that the projects with greatest returns proceed first and the second is in ensuring 
that the engineering solution to the problem is the most efficient available. 

Prioritising the Investment Programme 

Under the current criteria many projects have proceeded out of their Benefit to Cost ratio 
ranking order. Whereas previously the cut-off for the approved programme had been at a 
B/C ratio of about 3, currently a number of projects with higher ratios have not proceeded 
while a number with lesser ratios have proceeded. Examples include the Northern Bus 
way in Auckland costing a then estimated $203.5 million proceeded in 2005/06 on the 
basis of a B/C ratio of 1.7 whereas the Kapiti Link road at a cost of $24 million with a 
B/C ratio of 6.9 and therefore a similar net national benefit was programmed to 
commence in 2012. 

Approximately 140 large rrojects were listed in priority order in the 2006/07 10 year 
Transit plan. At priority 8' equal the Avondale Extension was listed as an $800 million 
project to start in 2009 with a BIC ratio of I. I. Three other Auckland projects with a 
combined cost of $200 million were also listed at 8th with B/C ratios of 2. By comparison 
21 of the projects ranked over 100th had higher B/Cs. The Kapiti Link road mentioned 
above is given a ranking of 42nd even though its BIC ratio is many times that of virtually 
all the 26 Auckland projects given higher priorities. 

An independent analysis showed that some $6 billion worth of projects with BIC ratios 
considerably in excess of 1 have not been included in Transit's latest 10 year programme. 
Value for money prioritizing has been further hindered by the recent move by NZTA to a 
3 year programming horizon coupled with a further 3 years indicative programming in 
place of the 10 year programmes. RTFNZ sees this as a retrograde step in ensuring 
sufficient rigour is brought to determining priorities and then in carrying out the 
necessary pre construction activities. Indeed it believes that in order to allow for proper 
examination of options and for design and preconstruction work, including land 
purchases for major works such as the "roads of national importance" the time frame 
should be extended to 15 to 20 years. The short time frame also limits the consultation 
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input that should be provided by representatives of in particular the groupings of users 
that are expected to fund the various projects. 

Currently urban passenger services as well as rail and shipping services are also funded 
through the transport fund. While RTFNZ does not believe road user funding through the 
Land Transport Fund should be used to cross-subsidise competing services it is equally 
important for those expenditures to be subject to the same evaluation and prioritizing 
criteria and ex post reviews as should be the case with all other projects. 

While it can be argued that all projects with a B/C greater than I should be undertaken 
the national benefit is maximised if the highest B/C projects are undertaken first. 
However the fact that there was a cut-off at 3 suggests that either 

- the budget constraint was too great and that roading/transport projects should 
receive additional funding - generally achieved by raising petrol taxes and 
accepting a reduction in savings elsewhere in the economy or 

- the shadow prices for some the measured project benefits are too high - the 
value of life at over $3 million if it is not given that value in, say. health 
services. 

Either the budgetary constraint needs to be relaxed or the shadow prices reduced or a bit 
of both. This issue needs to be resolved so that the programme is internally consistent 
with a B/C cut-off that is close to I. Then all projects can be subject to a strict analysis 
and review process (including ex post reviews) and prioritized on their B/C ranking. As 
noted earlier these rankings should extend to all transport projects funded through the 
Land Transport Fund or direct from government. 

(a) RTFNZ recommends that government reintroduce the 10 year investment 
programme together with a 15 year "roads of national importance" programme 
based on robust Benefit/Cost criteria and to the extension of the consultative 
process to include funder representatives with the object of ensuring that there 
is a greater focus on value for money in the future. 

Improving Project Selection 

In recent times with the relaxation of the budget constraint on roading and allied 
investments has resulted in planners selecting in the view of RTFNZ a number of high 
cost options for development. While these projects have no doubt met the internal 
qualitative criteria set by the roading agencies RTFNZ believes the options would not 
have as high a B/C ranking as other engineering. For example the main investments in the 
10 year programme have an impact on a relatively few kilometres of road network (well 
under I %). As a result the value of attaining congestion relief outcomes of say potentially 
120 kilometres per hour under "world best practice" guidelines on such a short stretch or 
number of discontinuous stretches of road needs to be compared with the cost of an 
option that. say. attains congestion relief outcomes of say. only 80 kilometres per hour. 
This is particularly the case when for many users the new road forms a relatively short 
part of the journey with the majority of the journey taking place on lesser quality roads. 
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The potential is there for designers and/or approvmg authorities to erode optimal 
economic outcomes for road users by both over-designing investment projects and 
requiring in some cases high costilow value add-on environmental amelioration works 
that would not otherwise be funded on merit. 

RTFNZ would like to see the introduction of a requirement as part of the preparation of 
the 10 year programme that Benefit/Cost analyses be prepared for at least one design 
alternative for all major works so that funders are made aware of the potential value for 
money options foregone through accepting for example higher road use charges to fund 
the project or the crowding out of other projects. 

(b) RTFNZ recommends a review of the impact of design standards on the costs 
and benefits of projects and that major roading investment projects be subjected 
to Benefit/Cost examination at two performance levels. It also recommends that 
any project enhancements for third parly benefit be subject to a separate 
Benefit/Cost analysis. 

4 Improving Land Transport Management 

RTFNZ considers that the current legislation for managing land transport has resulted in a 
system that is wasteful and inefficient. As noted above one of the outcomes is poor 
quality infrastructure investment. 

There is a need for the government and all its transport agencies to refocus legislation and 
policy criteria on enhancing efficiency. The LTMA already has provision for a statutory 
Transport Strategy document that could be used to more effectively guide those agencies 
charged with its implementation. 

Such a document should make the current Regional Land Transport Strategy documents 
redundant. They are currently meaningless aspirational documents and to the extent that 
there are common transport issues across regions those issues already exist at a national 
level and are best dealt with in that strategy document without duplication or conflict. 

Guided by the Transport Strategy the LTMA should include a statutory requirement for 
all territorial authorities to prepare comprehensive plans for the development and 
management of roads in their area to meet their future traffic demands. In determining 
future traffic demands the territorial authorities should consult with and have regard to 
the views of funder organizations. Then the respective transport agencies with 
responsibility for state highways (NZTA), local roads (territorial authorities), and public 
transport (Regional councils) would prepare detailed implementation and funding 
programmes. 

In considering funding plans RTFNZ would like to see as a priority the removal of the 
Crown's ability to use the Land Transport Fund to cross-subsidise non roading services. 
In particular a surcharge on RUCs for heavy vehicles should not be used to support its 
rail freight and shipping competitors. This is particularly the case when it could be 
concluded from an MOT report in 2006 (STCC) that heavy road vehicles met a higher 
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share of resource costs (including externalities) than rail. The finding that the "playing 
field" favoured rail also brings into question the economic rationale for ongoing 
government funding support, from any source, for rail. 

Where detailed funding programmes involve sourcing funds from road users the agencies 
should again be required to consult with the user funding organization involved in a way 
where that party was treated as a "customer". The benefits of that consultation would be: 

• To ensure a strong focus on value for money; 

• To ensure users priorities are recognised; and 

• To provide a counterbalance to the demands of local communities. 

A properly focused role for each of the agencies involved in planning and implementation 
will also allow a number of the current activities associated with some of the more 
esoteric objectives to be set aside and removal of some of the agency overlap and 
attendant strategy conflicts provides the opportunity to make some administrative 
efficiency gains. The removal of duplication of effort and the simplification to a "value 
for money" decision making criteria should see the staff in NZTA (which are currently 
many times greater than a few years ago) return to nearer their earlier levels. 

RTFNZ recommend a review of the various 10caVregionai and central government 
transport development and planning roles to give more focus to value for money 
outcomes and to ensure that there is no overlap of responsibilities and activities. 
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