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Appendix 1: Preliminary assessment of options against problems and issues 

Key: scale of overall benefit rated from + to +++, with greater overall benefits accrued by +++ compared to + 

Assessment 

criteria 

Structural Options Non-Structural Options 

Option B Option C Option C1 Option D Option D1 Option E Option F I. II.  

 

III. IV. V. VI. VII. VIII. IX. 

Wellington 

Roads / 

Wairarapa 

Roads 

Greater 

Wellington 

Roads 

Greater 

Wellington 

Roads + 

State 

Highways 

Greater 

Wellington 

Transport 

Greater 

Wellington 

Transport + 

State 

Highways 

Greater 

Wellington 

Transport 

Authority 

Greater 

Wellington 

Transport 

Authority + 

State 

Highways 

Implement 

all the non-

structural 

options as an 

improvement 

package 

Spatial Plan Statutory 

link to RMA 

Amend LTMA to 

require RCAs to 

demonstrate 

overall alignment 

of programmes 

with RLTP policy 

framework   

Formalised 

working 

arrangements 

Enhanced 

RTC role 

Amended 

definition 

of strategic 

fit. 

Establish an 

integrated 

data, 

analytics and 

modelling 

function 

Establish an 

integrated 

travel 

demand  

function  

Enabling economic 

development    + + + ++ +++ +++ + +  ++ +  + 
Scale - insufficient 

scale, capacity and 

expertise for local 

roads 

+ ++ +++ ++ +++ ++ +++ +++     +++    

Integrated planning 

- alignment between 

regional and local 

transport planning 

processes 

 + + + + +++ +++ +++ +++ + ++ + ++ ++ + + 

Integrated planning 

- alignment between 

transport and land use 

planning 

       +++ +++ +++ + + +   + 

Integrated planning 

- Lack of a regional 

spatial plan 

       +++ +++ +       

Integrated planning 

- Inconsistent analysis 

of key transport data 

     ++ +++ +++    +++ + + +++ + 

Delivery - inefficient 

and ineffective 

delivery caused by 

overlapping 

jurisdictions 

  + + +++ ++ +++ ++ +  + ++ ++ + + + 

Delivery – impact on 

transaction costs 
                

Regional 

effectiveness - 

Insufficient priority for 

regionally important 

projects  

  + + ++ +++ +++ +++ +++  ++ + +++ +++ + + 

Regional 

effectiveness - 

Isolated planning and 

delivery of significant 

projects  

 + + ++ ++ ++ +++ +++ +  + ++ +++ ++ ++ ++ 
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Assessment 

criteria 

Structural Options Non-Structural Options 

Option B Option C Option C1 Option D Option D1 Option E Option F I. II.  

 

III. IV. V. VI. VII. VIII. IX. 

Wellington 

Roads / 

Wairarapa 

Roads 

Greater 

Wellington 

Roads 

Greater 

Wellington 

Roads + 

State 

Highways 

Greater 

Wellington 

Transport 

Greater 

Wellington 

Transport + 

State 

Highways 

Greater 

Wellington 

Transport 

Authority 

Greater 

Wellington 

Transport 

Authority + 

State 

Highways 

Implement 

all the non-

structural 

options as an 

improvement 

package 

Spatial Plan Statutory 

link to RMA 

Amend LTMA to 

require RCAs to 

demonstrate 

overall alignment 

of programmes 

with RLTP policy 

framework   

Formalised 

working 

arrangements 

Enhanced 

RTC role 

Amended 

definition 

of strategic 

fit. 

Establish an 

integrated 

data, 

analytics and 

modelling 

function 

Establish an 

integrated 

travel 

demand  

function  

Customer/User 

perspective - 

Disjointed/confusing 

responsibility for parts 

of the transport 

network 

  + ++ +++ ++ +++ ++ +  ++ + +++   + 

Customer/User 

perspective - Lack of 

accountability to 

implement agreed 

regional policy  

     ++ ++ +++ ++ + ++ + +++ ++ + + 

Customer/User 

perspective - 

Inconsistent standards 

and level of service 

+ + + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ +  +  ++ +   
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Appendix 2: Areas for clarification or correction in draft report 

Report reference Comment (suggested changes in italics) 

Executive 

Summary  

Para 2 under 

heading “the 

current system is 

complex 

“Funding comes from local rates, from regional rates, and from the central 

funding sources of the National Land Transport Fund or other Government 

funding”.   

KiwiRail receives direct Government funding for some rail capital projects to 

enable the operation of public transport services 

Section 2.3 

Para 3 

The “wider objective for Greater Wellington: to encourage regional economic 

growth” is not correct – as it reads it appears that this is an overarching 

objective instead of one objective among a number  

Section 3.1 

Figure 3.1 

Rail planning (for both infrastructure and services) also occurs at the regional 

level (eg see Wellington Regional Rail Plan 2010 – 2035 available at 

www.gw.govt.nz) and this should be reflected in figure 3.1. 

 

Section 3.1 

Para 3 under 

“Different 

stakeholders …” 

“… while the GWRC owns and manages the rolling stock, most stations, 

maintenance depot, pedestrian bridges and underpasses etc.  

The GWRC cleans and maintains infrastructure, which is not privately owned, at 

bus stops (shelters, signage etc.) across the region.  GWRC also owns the 

majority of the bus stop infrastructure across the region with private companies 

and TLAs owning the remaining.  TLAs control the location and regulation of the 

stops.  GWRC owns all railway stations except Wellington Station, and park and 

ride facilities may be owned by GWRC or other parties. 

Section 3.1 

Para 3 under 

“Planning 

responsibilities 

…” 

“The main decision-maker (a local authority) plans the roads in the respective 

district through their District Plan, transport plan or asset management plan”   

Note that a transport plan is not a statutory requirement and some TLAs do not 

have a plan that is separate from the district plan or AMP. 

Section 3.1 

Final para under 

“Co-funding 

models…”  

“Public transport support infrastructure is mostly funded by the owners of the 

assets – e.g. local councils for footpaths  [delete and bus stops] 

Local authorities have regulatory control of the stops and own the roads.  GWRC 

funds and manages the cleaning and maintenance of all public transport bus 

stop infrastructure across the region which is not privately owned.  Over the last 

5 years ownership of public transport infrastructure has been transferring from 

TLAs to GWRC.  The current situation being that there are very few shelters 

outside of Wellington City still in TLA ownership.  In Wellington City when 

shelters are replaced the ownership transfers to GWRC.   
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Report reference Comment (suggested changes in italics) 

Section 3.1 

Para 4 under 

“Service delivery 

…” 

“These include multiple contracts with public transport operators who operate 

bus, ferry, and rail services” 

As written this is unclear - the 45 bus contracts referred to are with a limited 

number of operators i.e. the 8 public transport operators include the bus 

companies, and TranzMetro is part of KiwiRail but is the only part that operates 

public transport services.  

Section 3.2 

 

The following could usefully be added to the list of collaborations: 

• Cooperation and collaboration between the GWRC sustainable transport 

team and TLAs on behaviour change programmes to increase active 

transport (particularly cycling and walking) 

 

Section 4.1 

Para 3 

The example given is inappropriate and should be removed (“For example, the 

reasoning not to prioritise …. “). While the RTC has on occasions not supported 

particular roading projects it has not been on the basis that the project will 

reduce public transport use, although that may be one of the factors taken into 

account along with issues such as whether the project was cost effective (i.e. 

had a positive cost benefit ratio), the effect on congestion etc.  

 

Section 4.2 

Para 4 

“There are risks of national investment priorities and regional [delete public] 

transport planning undermining each other”. 

The following sentence references the GPS and RLTPs, which is correct – the 

regional priorities could be any area of transport, not just public transport. 

Section 5.2 

Option B 

The report doesn’t make clear whether Option B (or Option C) would be purely a 

service delivery agency for local roads, or whether it would be the Road 

Controlling Authority. In the former the relevant TA would still be required to 

process and approve bylaws, road stopping notices and traffic resolutions, so 

introducing transactional complexity. Changes to legislation are likely to be 

required to transfer road controlling authority functions to a CCO.   

 

Section 5.2 

Options D and E 

The report is unclear on whether GWT is an ‘approved organisation’ and able to 

claim its own funding directly from NZTA (similar to Auckland Transport). This 

needs to be clarified. 

 

Section 6.3 

Para 2 under 

“Additional scale 

or scope …” 

“The GWRC would achieve benefits in the form of savings for a single additional 

touch point for the delivery of public transport on local roads”.   

As outlined in the main body of the submission, many of the decisions required 

for the delivery of public transport on local roads will be retained by councils 

(either because they are unable to delegate many RCA functions or because 

they are determining service levels) and the impact of creating Wellington Roads 

or Greater Wellington Roads will be to increase the number of organisations 

that must reach agreement. 
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