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Thank you for your Official Information Act request, received on 24 July 2020.  You 
requested:
 

“Can I please request the following under the OIA: 
 
 1 Nov 2019 Treasury Report T2019/3430: DHB Deficit Forecast for HYEFU 

2019 
 

 5 Nov 2019 Treasury Report T2019/3379: Letter to Prue Flacks 
 
 5 Nov 2019 Aide Memoire T2019/3456: Meeting with Prue Flacks and 

Fraser Whineray on 13 November 2019 
 
 5 Dec 2019 Treasury Report T2019/3677: Cost recovery options for the 

national interest test and call in power 
 
 11 Dec 2019 Treasury Report T2019/3967: Debt to Government: Approach 

to Advice on the Creation of a Crown Debt Collection Agency 
 
 13 Dec 2019 Joint Report by the Treasury and Ministry of Transport 

T2019/4016: Project Playhouse - Transport”  
 
On 13 August, I wrote to you to extend the time limit for deciding on your request by an 
additional 10 working days, due to the consultation necessary. 
 
On 20 August, the Treasury transferred the first document of your request – Treasury 
Report T2019/3430: DHB Deficit Forecast for HYEFU 2019 to Hon Grant Robertson, 
because it is more closely connected to his functions as the Minister of Finance. 
 
Information being released 

The Treasury has accepted your OIA request prior to delivering the requested 
documents, under section 15(1)(b) of the Official Information Act. I anticipate the 
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production of the following documents will be completed by 10 September 2020, if not 
sooner, at which point Treasury will send this information to you. 
 

Item Date Document Description Decision 

1.  5 November 
2019 

Aide Memoire T2019/3456: Meeting with Prue 
Flacks and Fraser Whineray on 13 November 2019 

Release in part 

2.  5 December 
2019 

Treasury Report T2019/3677: Cost recovery 
options for the national interest test and call in 
power 

Release in part 

3.  12 
December 
2019 

Joint Report T2019/4016: Project Playhouse – 
considerations for the transport aspects of the 
Crown infrastructure investment packages 

Release in part 

 
I have decided to release the relevant parts of the documents listed above, subject to 
information being withheld under one or more of the following sections of the Official 
Information Act, as applicable:
 
 6(a) – to protect the security or defence of New Zealand or the international 

relations of the Government of New Zealand,  
 

 personal contact details of officials, under section 9(2)(a) – to protect the privacy 
of natural persons, including that of deceased natural persons, 
 

 advice still under consideration, section 9(2)(f)(iv) – to maintain the current 
constitutional conventions protecting the confidentiality of advice tendered by 
Ministers and officials, 
 

 names and contact details of officials, under section 9(2)(g)(ii) – to maintain the 
effective conduct of public affairs through protecting ministers, members of 
government organisations, officers and employees from improper pressure or 
harassment, 
 

 confidential information, under section 9(2)(j) – to enable the Crown to negotiate 
without prejudice or disadvantage, and 
 

 direct dial phone numbers of officials, under section 9(2)(k) – to prevent the 
disclosure of information for improper gain or improper advantage. 

 
Direct dial phone numbers of officials have been redacted under section 9(2)(k) in 
order to reduce the possibility of staff being exposed to phishing and other scams.  This 
is because information released under the OIA may end up in the public domain, for 
example, on websites including Treasury’s website. 

Information to be withheld 

I have decided to withhold the two documents listed in the table below in full under the 
following sections of the Official Information Act: 



3 

 
 9(2)(ba)(i) – to protect information which is subject to an obligation of confidence 

or which any person has been or could be compelled to provide under the 
authority of any enactment, where the making available of the information would 
be likely to prejudice the supply of similar information, or information from the 
same source, and it is in the public interest that such information should continue 
to be supplied, and 
 

 advice still under consideration, section 9(2)(f)(iv) – to maintain the current 
constitutional conventions protecting the confidentiality of advice tendered by 
Ministers and officials. 

 

Item Date Document Description Decision 

4.  5 November 
2019 

Treasury Report T2019/3379: Letter to 
Prue Flacks 

Withhold in full (9(2)(ba)(i) 
and 9(2)(f)(iv) 

5.  11 
December 
2019 

Treasury Report T2019/3967: Proposed 
Approach to Advice on the Creation of a 
Crown Debt Collection Agency 

Withhold in full 9(2)(f)(iv) 

 
In making my decision, I have considered the public interest considerations in section 
9(1) of the Official Information Act. 
 
Please note that this letter (with your personal details removed) and enclosed 
documents may be published on the Treasury website. 
 
This reply addresses the information you requested.  You have the right to ask the 
Ombudsman to investigate and review my decision.  
 
Yours sincerely
 
 
 
 
 
 
David Hammond 
Team Leader Ministerial Advisory 
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COMMERCIAL-IN-CONFIDENCE 
 

Treasury:4192201v1 COMMERCIAL-IN-CONFIDENCE 1 

Reference: T2019/3456 SE-1-3-4  
 
Date: 5 November 2019 
 
To: Minister of Finance (Hon Grant Robertson) 

Associate Minister for State Owned Enterprises (Hon Shane Jones) 
 
cc: Minister for State Owned Enterprises (Rt Hon Winston Peters) 
 
Deadline: None 
(if any) 
 
Aide Memoire: Meeting with Prue Flacks and Fraser Whineray 
on 13 November 2019 

The Minister of Finance and Associate Minister for SOEs are meeting with Prue Flacks 
(Chair) and Fraser Whineray (Chief Executive) of Mercury NZ at 4:30pm on 
Wednesday 13 November 2019. Ms Flacks and Mr Whineray are also taking the 
opportunity to meet with the Secretary to the Treasury earlier that day. 
 
At the meeting we suggest you discuss the following topics: 
 
• Ms Flacks’ approach as the new Chair of Mercury NZ and the company’s 

relationship with the Crown. 

• The outlook for Mercury NZ and the electricity sector in NZ. 

• The Turitea wind farm, where site works began on 29 October 2019. 

• Mercury’s view on the recent Tiwai smelter developments. 

• Future board appointments for Mercury NZ. 

• Recruitment of Mr Whineray’s replacement as CEO. 

• Mr Whineray’s new role as Chief Operating Officer of Fonterra. 
 
Ms Flacks’ approach as Chair and relationship with the Crown 

Ms Flacks has been a director of Mercury NZ since May 2010, so while she will bring 
her own personality and perspectives to the role, we do not expect a significant change 
of direction now that she has become the Chair. 
 
You may wish to ask Ms Flacks how she sees the current state of the relationship with 
the Crown as majority shareholder, and how she sees this relationship developing. 
 
The outlook for Mercury NZ and the electricity sector 

Setting aside the uncertainty surrounding the smelter, we expect Ms Flacks and Mr 
Whineray will paint a positive picture. 
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Treasury:4192201v1 COMMERCIAL-IN-CONFIDENCE 2 

On 18 November 2019 Mercury NZ increased its EBITDAF guidance for FY19/20 by 
$25m or around 5%, from $485m to $510m. The increase was stated as being due to 
changes in the mix of Mercury’s sales (more to higher-yielding wholesale market and 
commercial and industrial customers); higher wholesale price expectations for the 
remainder of the year (“actual prices to-date and ASX electricity futures in Auckland 
indicating a spot price for the year in excess of $130/MWh”); and an extra 50 GWh of 
hydro generation due to wetter than expected weather in the Taupo region. 
 
You may wish to ask if and when Mercury NZ expects recent wholesale electricity price 
increases to flow through to residential customers. 
 
Longer-term, as you will be aware, Mr Whineray has been positive about the 
opportunities as the New Zealand economy moves away from fossil fuels in transport 
and industrial process heat (e.g., Fonterra moving away from coal). 
 
The Turitea wind farm 

Turitea is a $256m wind farm near Palmerston North, consisting of 33 wind turbines of 
3.6 MW capacity. There is also an option to add a further 27 turbines in the future. 
Mercury NZ began site works at Turitea on 29 October 2019 (slightly later than 
previously signalled). The windfarm is expected to be commissioned in “late 2020”. 
 
Mr Whineray is reported as saying that the Turitea wind farm “would be economic even 
if Rio walked away [i.e. closed the Tiwai smelter]”. 
 
Tiwai smelter 

Mr Whineray is reported as saying it would be unusual for Rio to close Tiwai while 
keeping open smelters in Australia powered by brown coal: “Rio chiefs would need to 
be ‘pretty brave’ to face shareholders concerned about environmental, social and 
corporate governance (ESG) requirements.” 
 
He has also stated that Mercury NZ would be the least affected of all the electricity 
companies, as its power stations are all renewable and located in the North Island (i.e. 
north of transmission constraints that would prevent all of the surplus electricity in the 
South Island, post a smelter closure, being sent north). 
 
Board appointments for Mercury NZ 

As you are aware Mercury NZ proposes to appoint Hannah Hamling as a director. This 
is due to be considered by APH on 6 November 2019 and Cabinet on 11 November 
2019. We will shortly provide you with a letter to send to Prue confirming the Crown 
supports Ms Hamling’s appointment (T2019/3379 refers). This could either be emailed 
to Ms Flacks after Cabinet, or you could give her a hardcopy at the meeting on 
Wednesday 13 November 2019. 
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You could ask Ms Flacks about Mercury NZ’s plans for further board appointments in 
2020. Mercury NZ currently has 7 directors, which will increase to 8 when Ms Hamling 
joins the board.

 
Recruitment of a new CEO 

If you have not spoken to Mr Whineray since the announcement of his new role at 
Fonterra, you may wish to congratulate him, and thank him for his service as CEO of 
Mercury NZ. 
 
You may wish to ask Ms Flacks about the timing and process Mercury NZ is following 
for replacing Mr Whineray as CEO. We understand there will be internal candidates, as 
well as (we assume) strong interest in the role from outside the company. 
 
Mr Whineray’s new role at Fonterra 

You might wish to ask Mr Whineray what attracted him to take the role as Chief 
Operating Officer of Fonterra, and what he sees as the big challenges facing Fonterra 
(noting that he does not start there until the second quarter of calendar 2020). 
 
Other matters 

We discussed with Mr Whineray the topics he and Ms Flacks would like to raise when 
they meet with the Secretary to the Treasury. These were mostly consistent with the 
topics above, but there were also two other matters, which may also be raised when 
they meet with Ministers: 
 
The value of an independent board for Mercury NZ 

If this topic is raised, we suggest you say that Ministers do not intend making any 
changes to the current process for board appointments to the listed companies. 
 
The impact of regulation and regulatory changes on NZ’s electricity market 

We do not believe Mercury NZ has any concerns with the Government’s recent 
announcements on changes to electricity market regulation. Instead we expect they 
would contrast New Zealand’s approach to electricity market regulation with Australia’s 
approach, and the outcomes these two approaches have delivered. 
 
 
 
 
 
Juston Anderson, Principal Advisor, Commercial Performance, 
Maureena van der Lem, Manager, Commercial Performance, 

s9(2)(g)(ii)

 

s9(2)(k)

s9(2)(k)
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Treasury Report:  Cost recovery options for the national interest test 
and call in power 

Date:   5 December 2019 Report No: T2019/3677 

File Number: IM-5-3-8-2 (Call In Power) 

Action sought 

 Action sought  Deadline  
Associate Minister of Finance 

(Hon David Parker) 
 
Minister Responsible for the New 
Zealand Security Intelligence Service 
and the Government Communications 
Security Bureau 

(Hon Andrew Little) 

 
Minister for Land Information 

(Hon Eugenie Sage) 

Agree that the administration of the 
national interest test should be fully cost-
recovered from overseas investors. 
 
Agree that the administration of the 
national security and public order call in 
power should be Crown funded. 

19 December 2019 

Minister of Finance 

(Hon Grant Robertson) 

Note the recommendations in this 
report.  

N/A. 

Contact for telephone discussion (if required) 

Name Position Telephone 1st Contact 

Michael Mathieson Senior Analyst, 
International 

N/A  

Thomas Parry Manager, International  

Minister’s Office actions (if required) 

Return the signed report to Treasury 

 
Note any 
feedback on 
the quality of 
the report 

 

Enclosure: No 

s9(2)(k)

s9(2)(a)
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Treasury Report: Cost recovery options for the national interest test and 
call in power 

Executive Summary 

The reform of the Overseas Investment Act introduced two new functions 
On 18 November 2019, Cabinet agreed to reform the Overseas Investment Act 2005 (the 
Act). The reforms include two new regulatory functions designed to better manage risks 
arising from overseas investment:  
• a national interest test, which can apply to investments ordinarily screened under the 

Act (ie, investments in sensitive land, fishing quota and significant business assets), 
and 

• a national security and public order call in power (the call in power), which can apply to 
investments in specified high-risk assets not normally screened under the Act. 

These functions could be funded by the Crown or cost-recovered through fees 

Land Information New Zealand (LINZ) will administer these functions with support from the 
New Zealand Security Intelligence Service (NZSIS) and the Government Communications 
Security Bureau (GCSB). The operating costs will fall on these agencies.  

This paper seeks policy decisions on whether these costs should be Crown funded or cost-
recovered through fees. These decisions are sought in accordance with the authorisation 
Cabinet granted to the Associate Minister of Finance, the Minster Responsible for the NZSIS 
and GCSB, and the Minister of Land Information. 
In assessing whether cost recovery was appropriate, we have considered:  

• equity (would the beneficiaries – public and/or private – of the service pay?)  

• effectiveness (would the option support the function’s policy objectives?), and  

• efficiency (would the option be simple to administer and transparent?). 

The national interest test should be cost-recovered 

Investments subject to the national interest test are part of the broader consent framework of 
the Act, which is underpinned by the principle that it is a ‘privilege to invest in sensitive New 
Zealand assets.’ Under this framework, the onus is on overseas investors to demonstrate 
how certain criteria are met before they are granted consent to invest in New Zealand. This 
existing process is fully cost-recovered. 

In this context, extending the cost recovery framework to the national interest test is: 

• on balance, equitable: because costs will fall directly on overseas investors that create 
the demand for the national interest test (by virtue of their decision to invest in New 
Zealand). While there are public benefits that might normally indicate some Crown 
funding is appropriate, these are discounted due to the policy context of the Act: that it 
is a privilege for overseas persons to invest in sensitive assets,  

• effective: as it is consistent with the Act’s policy objectives for sensitive assets, and 

• efficient: because the existing fee structure could be used as a starting point. 
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The call in power should be Crown funded 

Investments within scope of the call in power are not part of the normal consent framework 
under the Act for ‘sensitive assets’ (that is, the principle that it is a privilege to invest does not 
apply to assets subject to the call in power). Investors are only required to submit a 
notification of their investment to the regulator (that is either mandatory of voluntary 
depending on the type of investment) and do not need to meet any requirements for consent. 
The default position is that the investment proceeds, with the burden on the government to 
provide evidence that there are significant risks to national security and public order before a 
transaction can be blocked.  In this context, Crown funding is: 

• on balance, equitable: Crown funding is appropriate because maintaining national 
security and public order are in the public good and have public benefits. In contrast to 
the national interest test, these public benefits are given full weight when balanced 
against the private benefits (as the principle that it is privilege to invest does not apply 
to these assets), 

• effective: because it supports call in power’s objectives, by: 

o encouraging investors to notify the government of transactions (where fees might 
discourage this when notification is voluntary) 

o minimising the call in power’s burden on investors, while signalling New 
Zealand’s openness to foreign capital (particularly in the emerging and important 
advanced technology sector), and 

• efficient: because a new charging structure would not need to be developed, and it 
incentivises the regulator to prioritise its resources towards only the highest-risk 
transactions. 

Next steps 
If you agree with our assessment: 
• LINZ will incorporate the costs of administering the national interest into the next stage 

of its third-party funding review (that will consider options for recovering the costs of the 
wider phase two reforms once they are implemented). This will also consider the best 
mechanism to account for the fee revenue between LINZ and the NZSIS and GCSB, 
and 

• LINZ, the NZSIS and the GCSB will seek Crown funding for the ongoing operating 
costs of the call in power as part of Budget 2020 process. 

We have copied this report to the Minster of Finance for his information.  

Recommended Action 

We recommend that you: 
 
a note as part of the phase two reform of the Overseas Investment Act, Cabinet 

authorised the Associate Minister of Finance, the Minster Responsible for the NZSIS 
and GCSB, and the Minister for Land Information to make policy decisions on whether 
the costs of administering the national interest test and the call in power should be 
Crown funded or cost-recovered through fees. 
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b agree that the national interest test should be fully cost-recovered from investors. 
 

 
Agree/disagree.  
Associate Minister of 
Finance 
 

 
Agree/disagree.  
Minister Responsible for 
the NZSIS and GCSB  
 

 
Agree/disagree.  
Minister for Land 
Information 

c agree that the call in power should be Crown funded. 
 
Agree/disagree.  
Associate Minister of 
Finance 
 

Agree/disagree.  
Minister Responsible for 
the NZSIS and GCSB  
 

Agree/disagree.  
Minister for Land 
Information 

d note, subject to your agreement to recommendations b and c, the next steps are: 
• LINZ will consider the detailed design of the fee for the national interest test (and 

the mechanism by which it is accounted for across agencies) within its fees 
review, which is considering options to recover the costs of the wider phase two 
reforms, and 

• LINZ, the NZSIS and the GCSB will seek Crown funding for the ongoing 
operating costs of the call in power through the Budget 2020 process. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Thomas Parry 
Manager, International 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hon David Parker 
Associate Minister of 
Finance 
 

Hon Andrew Little 
Minister Responsible 
for the NZSIS and GCSB  
 

Hon Eugenie Sage 
Minister for Land 
Information 
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Treasury Report: Cost recovery options for the national interest test and 
call in power 

Purpose of Report 

1. Cabinet agreed to include a national interest test and a national security and public 
order call in power (the call in power) in reforms of the Overseas Investment Act (the 
Act). Land Information New Zealand (LINZ) and the New Zealand Security Intelligence 
Service (NZSIS) and the Government Communication Security Bureau (GCSB) will 
incur costs from administering these functions.  

2. Cabinet granted joint authority to the Associate Minister of Finance, the Minster 
Responsible for the NZSIS and the GCSB, and the Minister for Land Information (joint 
Ministers) to make the policy decision on whether these costs should be recovered 
from investors.  

3. This report seeks your decision on this matter. It follows initial advice provided to the 
Associate Minister of Finance in advance of Cabinet’s decisions (T 2019/2877).  

Background 

Introducing new regulatory tools to manage risks of overseas investment  

4. On 18 November 2019, Cabinet1 agreed to reform the Act. The reforms include two 
new regulatory functions designed to better manage risks arising from overseas 
investment:  

a a national interest test, which can apply to investments ordinarily screened under 
the Act (ie, investments in sensitive land and significant business assets). 
Investments found contrary to New Zealand’s national interest (which 
incorporates consideration of our economic, security and other interests) could be 
declined or have conditions imposed to mitigate these risks, and 

b the call in power, that applies to investments in specified high-risk assets not 
normally screened under the Act. The call in power will allow the government to 
call in transactions for review, and place conditions on, block or unwind (that is, 
require divestment of) those that present significant risks of harm to New 
Zealand’s national security or public order.  

5. Further detail on these two tests are set out below. 

These new regulatory tools could be funded by the Crown or overseas 
investors 

6. The costs of implementing and operating the national interest test and call in power will 
fall on LINZ and to the NZSIS and the GCSB. Cabinet agreed to fund the first year’s 
implementation costs in 2020/21. Future operating costs could be met by the Crown, or 
they could be met in full or part by overseas investors through fees. 

7. Cabinet delegated authority to make a policy decision on whether to introduce fees to 
recover these costs to joint Ministers. 

                                                
1 [CAB-19-MIN-0593]. 
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Current costs to the regulator are primarily recovered through fees 

8. The Act authorises – but does not require – fees to be set in regulation to recover some 
or all of the costs of administering the regime. This authority could extend to the 
national interest test and call in power.  

9. Currently, the Overseas Investment Office (the OIO, a regulatory unit within LINZ that 
administers the Act) operates on a full cost-recovery basis (with the exception of some 
time-limited Crown funding for enforcement and litigation). However, as at 30 June 
2019, the OIO’s memorandum account had an $8.1 million deficit balance, which is 
expected to widen further. The deficit primarily arises from: 

a general historical under-recovery of the OIO’s expenses from fees, and 

b the impacts of the Phase One reforms, where fees were based on application 
volume estimates that did not eventuate, resulting in a shortfall in funding. 

10. LINZ is conducting a third party funding review during the 2019/20 fiscal year  
 The review has 

led to a Budget 2020 bid seeking ongoing funding for the costs of enforcement and 
litigation related to the overseas investment regime, and to address the memorandum 
account deficit.  

11. 

Analysis of cost recovery options 

12. In determining whether there is a policy rationale to support cost recovery for the 
national interest test and call in power, we have considered: 

a the Treasury’s Guidelines for setting charges in the public sector; and 

b the Office of the Auditor-General’s Charging fees for public sector goods and 
services guidance.  

13. From these, we derived three principles to guide our assessment of whether it is 
appropriate for the call in and national interest test to be cost-recovered: 

a Equity: the beneficiaries of a service should pay, unless there is a good reason 
not to. This principle seeks to balance the private benefit, sought by overseas 
persons investing in New Zealand, with the public benefit obtained by New 
Zealanders in the maintenance of the national interest, national security and 
public order. 

b Effectiveness: whether the funding option aligns with and/or incentivises the 
realisation of the Government’s policy objectives in introducing the tests or the 
overseas investment regulatory system more broadly. 

c Efficiency and transparency: whether the funding option will be simple to 
administer and predictable for investors having regard to the processes and 
outputs required to implement the tests.  

14. We also reviewed similar local and international regulatory regimes to inform our 
analysis, as set out in Appendix 1.  

s9(2)(f)(iv)
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Options for recovering the costs of the national interest test 

Recommendation: The costs of administering the national interest test should be fully 
recovered from overseas investors. This is equitable in light of the private benefits sought by 
the investor, consistent with the Act’s purpose and policy rationale for sensitive assets, and 
aligns with the government’s approach to cost-recovery for other parts of the consent 
framework. 

Context 

15. The national interest test is a backstop power that will empower the government to 
assess investments already screened under the Act and to decline them if they are 
contrary to New Zealand’s national interest. The Act will set out what types of 
investments it will automatically apply to (with any other transaction screened under the 
Act able to be escalated to the national interest test with the agreement the Minister 
responsible for the national interest test).  

16. The national interest test sits within the Act’s broader consent framework, which is 
underpinned by the principle that it is a privilege to invest in sensitive New Zealand 
assets. The onus is on the investor to show the investment meets certain criteria (i.e. 
the investor and benefits tests – cumulatively the ‘broader consent framework’) to 
ensure that transactions will benefit New Zealand. The national interest test will apply 
in addition to these tests. 

17. Based on analysis of activity during 2018, it could apply to around 20 transactions per 
year. Under current assumptions, the ongoing operational costs are estimated to be 

per year, split across LINZ, the NZSIS and the GCSB. 

18. We considered three options to fund the national interest test as set out in Appendix 
One and summarised below.  

Option one: Crown funding for the national interest test 

19. This option would see the Crown meet the full cost of administering the national 
interest test.  

20. On equity grounds, the choice is balanced. Crown funding recognises the national 
interest test seeks a public good (that is, there is a public benefit when the government 
declines investments contrary to the national interest). However, there are also private 
benefits sought by overseas investors when choosing to invest in New Zealand. Crown 
funding does not require overseas investors to support any of the cost of the system 
that allows them this opportunity. 

21. Overall, we consider this option inequitable and ineffective in light of the Act’s primary 
policy objective: that it is a privilege for overseas investors to invest in sensitive New 
Zealand assets. In balancing the private benefits against the public benefits in this 
context, we discount the public benefits, and place more weight on the private benefits 
obtained by overseas investors. We therefore do not consider it appropriate that the 
public (through the Crown) meets the costs of administering the national interest test.  

22. Further, Crown funding is inconsistent with the broader operation of New Zealand’s 
screening regime and would increase complexity and introduce inefficiencies.   

23. This option is inconsistent with Australia’s foreign investment scheme and other 
comparative domestic regimes (set out under option two). However, this option would 
align with Canada’s foreign investment screening regime, which does not charge fees 
for its net benefit test. 

s6(a)
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Option two (preferred): The national interest test is cost-recovered through fees 

24. Recovering the cost of the national interest test through fees recognises that investors 
seeking private benefits should meet the costs of the system that allows them to do 
this. As noted above, we place little weight on the public benefits realised in 
maintaining national security, to be consistent with the principle it is a privilege for 
overseas persons to invest these sensitive assets. 

25. This option will be efficient as it maintains consistency with the cost-recovery approach 
taken to the broader consent framework, where costs of assessing applications are 
fully recovered through fees. The national interest test seeks a similar outcome to the 
broader consent framework and should be treated consistently.  

26. In the majority of cases, the fee will be transparent and predictable to overseas 
investors. It will be clear in advance which transactions it will apply to because the 
national interest test will automatically apply to specific types of investments. 
Therefore, an investor can easily build it into the overall assessment of the costs and 
risks in proceeding with an application.  

27. However, this will not be the case for those few transactions not automatically subject 
to the national interest test: that is, those escalated to the national interest test on 
agreement between Ministers, or where New Zealand’s security agencies identify them 
as posing a risk to national security or public order. In these cases, the fee will need to 
be requested after this decision is made. Option 3 considers whether fee-exemptions 
should be provided in these cases. 

28. It may be difficult to set an appropriate fee. This may result in inefficient pricing where 
transactions that are relatively simple to assess under the test, might subsidise those 
that that are more complex. However, this is true of the existing fees regime and is not 
sufficient justification, in our view, to not recover the costs of the national interest test 
as well. 

29. This approach aligns with Australia’s foreign investment screening regime. It also 
aligns with comparative domestic regulatory systems, where costs are recovered when: 

a the Minister for the Environment refers a ‘nationally significant’ proposal to a 
board of inquiry or the Environment Court under s 142 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991, and 

b the Commerce Commission is asked to authorise transactions that would 
otherwise be prohibited, on the grounds that the public benefits outweigh the anti-
competitive harms. 

Option three: Crown funding for transactions where the national interest test does not 
automatically apply. Cost recovery for all others. 

30. This hybrid option would generally recover the costs of the national interest test, but 
provide fee exemptions for those few transactions where it is not clear in advance to 
the investor that the national interest test will apply. That is, when: 

a Ministers use discretion to apply the national interest test, or 

b the security agencies recommend that it applies. 

31. Providing fee exemptions in these cases will improve transparency (compared with 
option two) as it will be clear to an investor at the point an application is made that a 
fee will (or will not) apply. It supports the wider goal of maintaining New Zealand’s 
attractiveness as an investment destination by mitigating uncertainty about the full cost 
of a proposed investment. 
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32. However, we consider these benefits minor, and insufficient to justify the additional 
complexity and inefficiencies created. There will only be a small positive impact from 
these exemptions on transparency and investment attractiveness (the greatest 
negative impact on transparency arises from the application of the national interest test 
itself). Further, any fee charged in these cases will be minor in relation to the overall 
size of the transaction, and investors have the opportunity to withdraw their application 
if they choose.  

33. We further expect these powers to be used rarely. Safeguards apply to the use of 
Ministerial discretion (agreement between Ministers is needed) and as such, a fee 
would only be applied when necessary to realise the primary policy goal of preventing 
transactions harmful to the national interest.  

34. This option is inconsistent with the similar domestic regimes cited under option two.  

Options for the recovering the costs of the call in power 

Recommendation: The administration of the call in power should be fully Crown funded to 
support its effective and efficient implementation and operation. This recognises that national 
security and public order are in the public good and seek public benefits, and that the private 
benefits of these transactions will be, in many cases, small (the power applies to a larger 
number of smaller transactions). 

Context 

35. Cabinet has agreed to introduce a call in power that would empower the government to 
review transactions in a limited set of assets not ordinarily screened under the Act. It 
will be:  

a mandatory to notify the OIO of investments in military and dual-use technologies, 
and critical direct suppliers to security and defence agencies (reflecting these 
assets pose high risks, but there will be few transactions in scope), and  

b voluntary to notify the OIO of investments in sensitive data, media, and critical 
national infrastructure (reflecting these assets pose lower risks, while having 
more transactions in scope). 

36. In contrast to the national interest test, the default premise for transactions within scope 
of the call in power is that they should proceed unless a significant risk to national 
security or public order is identified. The onus is on the government to demonstrate this 
risk. This reflects that these assets are not ‘sensitive’ as defined in the Act and that the 
principle that it is a privilege for overseas investors to acquire them does not apply. 

37. There is an overall risk that the call in power will have a chilling effect on investment 
that a fee might exacerbate – particularly as it is a new function, targeting smaller 
investments in sectors not normally subject to investment screening. This includes 
sectors where the Government wishes to promote growth and investment (eg, high-
tech start-ups). 

38. The estimated annual cost of administering the call in power is

39. Our analysis is set out in Appendix [1] and summarised below. 

Option one (preferred): Crown funding for the call in power 

40. This option would see the Crown fund the ongoing operating costs of the call in power. 
We consider Crown funding is appropriate because: 

s6(a)
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a it supports the effective implementation of the call in power by removing barriers 
for investors to notify the government of transactions within scope (particularly 
where notification is voluntary). If this behaviour was not encouraged, the 
government could miss high-risk transactions, compromising national security 

b it is fixed, which supports the efficient administration of the call in power by 
encouraging the OIO to prioritise its resources towards investigations related to 
only the highest risk transactions,  

c Crown funding supports the call in power’s other policy goals. The power has 
been designed to minimise the regulatory burden on investors, while signalling 
New Zealand’s openness to foreign capital, which a fee might undercut. This is 
important because the call in power captures high-potential companies that New 
Zealand wants to grow, and 

d Crown funding recognises that the call in power aims to provide a traditional 
public good that benefits the public (that is, the maintenance of national security 
and public order).2  

41. This option aligns with the United Kingdom’s proposed close equivalent to the call in 
power, which explicitly ruled out fees for both notifications and detailed reviews, and 
Canada’s national security review process. 

Option two: Full cost-recovery for the call in power 

42. This option would recover the costs of administering the call in power through fees.  

43. This option has the opposite impacts to option one. While it would normally be 
appropriate to at least partially recover costs from an investor seeking private benefits, 
we consider that this would be inappropriate for the policy reasons cited under option 
one (at paragraph 39).  

44. A recent amendment to the United States’ approximate equivalent to the call in power 
authorised the collection of fees. However, the Department of the Treasury has not yet 
introduced any fee.  

Option three: Split Crown/fee funding for the call in power 

45. We briefly considered, but dismissed, two split Crown/fees funding options: 

a applying a fee for notifications only, with Crown funding meeting the cost of 
transactions that are subject to more detailed review. This risks the effective 
operation of the call in power: it could discourage voluntary notifications 
(potentially compromising the regime). This would shift costs to monitoring non-
notified transactions (which would either be borne by government, or cross-
subsidised by compliant investors – and in either case, likely be more expensive 
and inefficient than relying on notifications), and 

b applying a fee only if a transaction is subject to detailed review. This was 
dismissed because it creates an incentive for the OIO to ‘call in’ and investigate 
transactions that do not pose significant national security and public order risks to 
obtain additional funding.  

                                                
2 There are also private benefits, however, these will often be small. Further, full weight is placed on the public 
benefits in the assessing equity in the context of the call in power (in contrast to the national interest test, where 
the public benefits are discounted to reflect the principle that it is privilege for overseas investors to acquire assets 
subject to it). 
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Next Steps 

46. As noted above, Cabinet agreed to fund the first year’s implementation costs of the call 
in power and national interest test (as well as for the rest of the reform). No decision 
was made on the funding source for the ongoing operating costs.  

47. If you agree with our assessment the next steps are: 

a LINZ will consider detailed options for recovering the costs of the national interest 
test in the next stage of its third party funding review during 2020/21 (which will 
consider the impacts of the implementation of the wider Phase Two reform on its 
cost recovery model). It will also consider the best mechanism by which fee 
revenue is accounted for between LINZ, the NZSIS and the GCSB, and 

b LINZ and the NZSIS will submit budget bids to fund the ongoing operating costs 
of the call in power through the Budget 2020 process.
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Appendix [1]: Survey of relevant cost-recovery regimes 

Regime and description Funding model Relevance of the regime to the national interest test or call in power

International investment screening comparisons 

United Kingdom, proposed national security call in power. The government has ruled out charging a fee for 
notifications, and for those cases that it calls in for 
assessment.  

This model is a fair comparison with New Zealand’s proposed call in power.  

United Kingdom, Secretary of State’s decisions to refer a merger to 
public interest test under s 45 the Enterprise Act 2002. 

Fees recovered. Variable fee based on the value of 
turnover of the company in the United Kingdom.  

This model is a fair comparison with the proposed national interest test. In particular, 
it is consistent with the notion of charging a fee where the security agencies or 
Ministers use discretion to escalate the investment to the national interest test.  

Australia, national interest test under Foreign Acquisitions and 
Takeovers Act 2015 (FATA). 

Fee recovered. Variable fee based on the value of the 
transaction. 

This model is only somewhat comparable with the proposed national interest test 
because all transactions under the Australian regime are subject to a national interest 
test. 

Canada, ‘net benefit test’ and national security review process under 
the Investment Canada Act 1982. 

No fees charged. The ‘net benefit test’ is an approximate equivalent to the proposed national interest 
test and the national security review process is an approximate equivalent to the call 
in power.  

United States of America, Committee on Foreign Investment in the 
United States (CFIUS). 

No fees currently charged. A recent amendment has 
authorised CFIUS to collect fees, but the Department 
of the Treasury has not implemented this.  

This model is approximately equivalent to the call in power. 

Comparisons to similar regulatory tests in New Zealand

When the Minister for the Environment ‘calls in’ a ‘nationally 
significant’ proposal and refers it to a board of inquiry or the 
Environment Court under s 142 of the Resource Management Act 
1991. 

The actual and reasonable costs of the process can be 
recovered from an applicant. 

This model is a fair comparison with the idea of recovering costs from applicants 
when security agencies or Ministers use discretion to escalate an investment to the 
national interest test. 

When a company seeks that Commerce Commission authorise an 
anti-competitive transaction if the public benefits outweigh the anti-
competitive harms. 

Flat fee is applied. This model is a fair comparison with the national interest test.
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Appendix [2]: Analysis of options for cost-recovery  

National interest test 

Criterion Option 1: Crown funded Option 2: Fully cost-recovered Option 3: Crown funding for transactions 
where the national interest test does not 
automatically apply. Cost recovery for all 
others. 

Equity: Negative 

In this context, our assessment of equity is 
influenced by the policy context of the Act: 
where it is a privilege for overseas persons to 
invest in sensitive assets. As such we discount 
the public benefits inherent in maintaining the 
national interest, and place more weight on the 
private benefits sought by overseas investors. 
As such, Crown funding is inequitable as 
overseas investors would not pay to support the 
system that allows them privilege of investing in 
New Zealand. 

Positive 

Costs will fall directly on overseas investors that 
create the demand for the national interest test 
(by virtue of their decision to invest in New 
Zealand which they seek to benefit from). While 
there are public benefits that might normally 
indicate some Crown funding is appropriate, 
these are discounted due to the policy context of 
the Act: that it is a privilege for overseas persons 
to invest in sensitive assets.  

Neutral/Positive 

As for option 2, except some Crown funding is 
inconsistent with the principle that costs should 
fall to overseas investors on equity grounds (as 
set out in earlier columns). 

Effectiveness: Neutral 

This option does not align with the Act’s primary 
policy goal (that it is a privilege to invest in 
these assets) but this impact is minor. 

Neutral 

A fee is likely to be minor relative to the overall 
size of these investments. Therefore this option 
is unlikely to incentivise avoidance of the 
national interest test or undermine New 
Zealand’s attractiveness to overseas 
investment. 

Neutral 

As for option 2, with the partial Crown funding 
having no clear impact on the effective 
realisation of the Act’s wider policy goals. 

Efficiency: Negative 

Crown funding is inconsistent with the operation 
of the existing screening regime, increasing 
complexity and introducing inefficiencies. 
However, this option avoids the complexity in 
setting an appropriate fee.  

Positive 

This option is consistent with the approach taken 
to the rest of the Act’s cost recovery framework 
for sensitive assets. While an appropriate fee will 
be complex (as the inputs required to assess 
each transaction may be highly variable), this is 
true of the existing fees regime and is insufficient 
justification not to recover the costs of the 
national interest test as well. 

Neutral 

This option will improve transparency 
(compared with option two) as it will be clear to 
an investor at the point an application is made 
that a fee will (or will not) apply. However, we 
consider these benefits minor, and insufficient 
to justify the additional complexity and 
inefficiencies created by having split 
Crown/fees funding.  
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Call in power 

Criterion Option 1: Crown funded Option 2: Fully cost-recovered 

Equity: Neutral 

Crown funding is consistent with the ultimate policy outcome sought: the 
maintenance of national security and public order – which are in the 
public good with public benefits. However, no costs will fall to overseas 
investors whose activities create the demand for the call in power (by 
virtue of their decision to invest in New Zealand, which they seek to 
benefit from). 

Neutral 

Costs will fall directly on overseas investors that create the demand for 
the call in power (by virtue of their decision to invest in New Zealand 
which they seek to benefit from). However, this does not account for the 
public benefits sought through the call in power.  

Effectiveness: Positive 

This option supports the regime’s effective implementation by not placing 
any financial barriers to the notification of transactions (particularly where 
this is voluntary). It also supports the policy goals of minimising the 
regulatory burden on investors, while signalling New Zealand’s openness 
to foreign capital, which a fee might undercut. 

Negative 

This option could compromise the effective implementation of the call in 
power if the fee acts as a disincentive for investors to make notifications 
under the regime. If so, it would likely shift costs to monitoring 
transactions which would either be borne by government, or cross-
subsidised by compliant investors – and in either case, be more 
expensive than relying on notifications. This could reduce the 
effectiveness of the call in power and ultimately increase risks to national 
security and public order if high-risk transactions are not notified.  

Efficiency: Positive 

This option will be simple to administer and transparent. Fixed Crown 
funding incentivises the regulator to prioritise the exercise of its regulatory 
powers. It will only assess those transactions that pose the highest risks, 
supporting efficiency. 

Negative 

Setting an appropriate fee will be complex and lacks transparency as the 
inputs required to assess each transaction will be highly variable, and 
depend on the nature of the investment. This may result inefficient pricing 
if lower risk transactions subsidise those that are higher risk (and require 
an in depth assessment). 
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Appendix 1: Detail of the transport projects in the Crown investment package 
Project Outcome Improvements proposed Phasing Construction 

start 
Estimated 
cost 

Third Rail - Wiri to Quay 
Park Rail Corridor 
Improvements (KiwiRail 
project) 

Removes bottleneck for existing passenger and inter-regional freight services 
between the Ports of Auckland and Wiri. Increases frequency of rail passenger 
services and improves reliability and resilience for freight and passenger 
operations. 

Construction of a third rail line (“third main”) to ease the 
bottleneck between Wiri and Westfield, to provide additional 
capacity around Westfield Junction and works around Quay Park 
to improve rail access to the Ports of Auckland. Involves 5.2 km 
of additional track in three locations. 

Detailed business case complete, requires 
design and consenting and property 
purchase before moving into construction. 

Late 2020 $315m 
($279m-
$352m) 

Papakura to Pukekohe 
electrification (KiwiRail 
project) 

The electrified rail network currently ends at Papakura, requiring passengers to 
change trains to travel further south to Pukekohe. Electrification between the two 
stations will provide a step change in customer levels of service and increase 
capacity, efficiency and reliability on the southern rail corridor. This project 
supports this future urban growth area, forms part of the South Auckland rail 
network providing attractive alternatives to car travel and supports the new inter-
regional service between Hamilton and Auckland. 

19kms of new electrified rail network. Detailed business case complete, requires 
design and consenting and property 
purchase before moving into construction. 

Late 2020 $371m 
($328m-
$414m) 

SH58 Safety 
Improvements-Stage 2 

Improved safety outcomes by reducing the high number of fatal and serious 
injury crashes in the area. Safety improvements will support expected increases 
in vehicle numbers following the opening of Transmission Gully. SH58 provides 
an essential resilience link between the Hutt Valley and SH1. 

Stage 1 of the project is currently under delivery. Stage 2 
involves 5.5 km of safety improvements from Mt Cecil Rd 
through to the Transmission Gully Interchange at Pauatahanui 
and involves widening the road, adding sealed shoulders, 
installing roadside and median safety barriers, curve corrections, 
two new roundabouts and improvements to bridges. 

Business case and pre-implementation 
complete. Requires completion of Stage 1 
before Stage 2 can commence. 

Mid 2021 $59m 
($52m-
$66m) 

Auckland Harbour Bridge 
Shared Path and SeaPath 

The walking and cycling link across the Auckland Harbour Bridge aims to 
increase the mode share of walking and cycling travel to work trips across the 
Auckland Harbour Bridge from 0% to 3% by 2028. Together with SeaPath, it will 
complete the strategic missing walking and cycling link connecting the North 
Shore and Auckland City. 

The Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path is a five-metre wide 
shared path at the same level as the deck of the Harbour Bridge. 
It will connect seamlessly with SeaPath, a new four kilometre 
shared walking and cycling path on the lower North Shore, which 
includes more than 1km of grade separated boardwalks and 
bridges. 

Procurement of a detailed design and 
construction partner for the AHB Shared 
Path is underway. Professional services for 
SeaPath detailed design and consenting 
are underway. Contract for construction 
first quarter of 2021. 

Late 2020 $360m 
($300m-
$360m) 

Baypark to Bayfair Improved connections for pedestrian and cyclists Provision of underpass for pedestrians and cyclists (alternate 
design) 

Detailed design currently being finalised, 
can be delivered under existing Baypark to 
Bayfair contract 

2020 $33m 

Tauranga Northern Link Improve safety and support both economic development and population growth. 
This prioritises the Government’s vision for a safer transport network free of 
death and injury, accessible and affordable transport, value for money 
and reduced emissions.  
 

The Tauranga Northern Link is a 6.8km new off-line, inland route 
from the Takitimu Drive Toll Road through to Loop Road, just 
west of Te Puna. The project will deliver a four -lane corridor 
with opportunity for two lanes to be used for multi-modal travel. 

Requires an update to specimen design, 
then ready for construction. 

Late 2020 $478m 
($442m-
$534m) 

SH1/SH29 Intersection 
upgrade (Waikato) 

This provides a safe interchange, which clearly signals the end of the Waikato 
expressway with adequate capacity for the future. This will deliver improved 
access to local community features, maximise the opportunity for future growth 
and tourism in the community. 

A large diameter two lane rural roundabout providing a safe and 
in context intersection where the end of the Waikato Expressway 
re-joins SH1 and SH29. 

Requires finalisation of business case, 
design, consenting and property purchase 
prior to construction. 

Early 2022 $58m 
($58m-
$74m) 

SH1 Whangarei to Port 
Marsden 

Improved safety outcomes by reducing the high number of fatal and serious 
injury crashes in the area, many of which involve drivers crossing the centre line 
and colliding with oncoming traffic. Provision of a more reliable transport system 
with better freight connectivity to the port. Support of growth south of Whāngārei. 

22km of State Highway 1 will be upgraded to four lanes between 
Whāngārei and SH15 (Port Marsden Highway). 

Requires completion of business case, 
design, consenting and property prior to 
construction. 

Early 2022 $692m 
($611m-
$772m) 

Drury Rail station 
development (KiwiRail 
project) 

Increased access for current and future residents in the south and increase 
network capacity for future urban growth developments. Includes Park and Ride 
and Drop and Ride facilities.  

Two new stations at Drury East and Drury West that will be 
platformed based on an island arrangement (i.e. with the tracks 
either side of the station). 

Detailed business case complete, requires 
design and consenting and property 
purchase before moving into construction. 

2023 $247m 
($218m-
$276m) 

SH2 Te Puna to Omokoroa 
- off line including 
Omokoroa Intersection 

Improved safety and capacity outcomes, supports economic development and 
population growth. 

7km of new offline four lane state highway from Te Puna to 
Omokoroa including a grade separated interchange at the 
intersection with Omokoroa Road. This will include overbridges 
for local traffic at other major intersections. The existing highway 
will be retained as a local road. 

Requires business case to be finalised, 
requires design and consenting and 
property purchase (significant) before 
moving into construction. 

2023 $455m 
($402m-
$508m) 

Penlink Reduced traffic through the Silverdale Interchange will free up transport capacity 
for housing development in Wainui, Silverdale West, and approved development 
on the Whangaparaoa Peninsula. Improved connections will also support 
economic activity, eg. in Dairy Flat and Silverdale. Provides for fast and frequent 
public transport with reliable journey times. 

7km of new two-lane road linking Whangaparaoa to the Northern 
Motorway (SH1) at Redvale including a new 540 metre-long, 
two-lane bridge over the Weiti River. 

Requires business case, design and 
consenting and property purchase before 
moving into construction. 

Late 2022-2023 $411m 
($363m-
$459m) 

Mill Road full proposal 
(stage 1, 2 & 3 and Drury 
south Interchange) 

This strategic alternative route will support large housing and employment 
growth in Auckland’s south and is a priority network improvement in the 
Auckland Plan. It will improve safety for pedestrians and cyclists and provide 
more reliable bus journey times and the ability to move more passengers via 
public transport. 

New four lane road and upgraded intersections from Manukau to 
Drury, parallel to the east of State Highway 1. The northern 
section is approximately 9km and runs from the State Highway 1 
Redoubt Road intersection at Manukau to the intersection of Mill 
Road and Popes Road. The southern section will be from the 
Mill Road/Popes Road intersection to Papakura and Drury. 
Includes on-road cycle lanes and shared paths. 

Requires business case, design, 
consenting and property prior to 
construction. 

2022 (with phased 
delivery) 

$1,354m 
($1,197m-
$1,512m) 
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Project Outcome Improvements proposed Phasing Construction 
start 

Estimated 
cost 

Melling Improved safety all modes. Reduced congestion during peak travel periods and, 
combined with new stopbanks, will reduce the risk of flooding in Lower Hutt and 
around the Melling intersection. Relocation of Melling train station to better 
connect Lower Hutt CBD with the station via a new walking and cycling bridge. 
Part of the combined RiverLink programme. Future proofing for a possible 
extension of the Melling railway line. 

Replace existing Melling intersection and road bridge with a new 
road bridge and grade separated diamond shaped interchange, 
connecting directly to Queens Drive. The railway station will be 
moved closer to the city centre and better park and ride facilities 
provided. 

Detailed business case complete, requires 
design and consenting and property 
purchase before moving into construction. 

Late 2022 $258m 
($233m-
$295m) 

Otaki to North of Levin Improve the safety and resilience of SH1 and SH57 and support regional 
economic growth by delivering a state highway that meets current and future 
transport demands. 

A new 24.2km, four lane state highway will be built between 
Taylors Road north of Ōtaki, linking in with the Kāpiti 
Expressway, and ending just north of Levin. 

Requires completion of business case, 
design, consenting and property (complex) 
prior to construction. 

2024 plus $817m 
($722m-
$912m) 

Papakura to Bombay stage 
1 (Papakura to Drury 
including interchange) 
northern section 

Supports the growth of communities in the south by enabling better access to 
places of work, education, and leisure. Supports the liveability of communities in 
the south by improving walking and cycling facilities and enabling the local road 
network to function effectively. Reinforces the Southern Motorway’s function to 
support national and regional economic growth. 

The first stage, between Papakura and Drury is 6km and will 
deliver an additional (third) lane in each direction, interchange 
improvements, shared walking and cycling path along the 
northbound side, new local road connections and wide shoulders 
to future-proof for public transport services. 

Business case is complete and design and 
consenting is underway. 

Early 2021 $423m 
($374m-
$472m) 

Canterbury package, made 
up of the projects below: 

The Greater Christchurch area is rapidly growing where increasing traffic 
volumes have created severance, safety and reliability issues for all modes of 
travel. Improving people’s travel choices by public transport is a key component 
of the Mode Shift plan response to move more people in fewer vehicles. 

   $112m

Brougham Street 
improvements 

Improve freight reliability, safety, travel options and liveability along and across 
the corridor. 

Lane reallocation, signal optimisation (10 intersections), 
rationalisation of right turns, installation of bus priority lanes on 
Colombo Street and safer crossing facilities. 

Requires business case, design and 
consenting prior to construction. 

2022 $40m 

Rolleston access 
improvements (joint KiwiRail, 
NZTA and Selwyn District 
Council project) 

Safe and reliable access and inter-connectivity between the industrial area, 
inland ports and township growth areas. 

Intersection safety improvements at SH1 Walkers/Dunns 
Crossing Road, Rolleston Drive, Tennyson Street and Hoskyns 
Roads. Grade separated inter-connection. Additional rail links 
(Kiwirail) at the Midland and Main South trunk lines for improved 
rail operations.   

Requires business case, design and 
consenting prior to construction.   

2022 $50m 

SH75 Halswell Road Provision of bus reliability and improved public transport travel options; embed 
bus travel as preferred choice 

Provision of additional bus priority lanes and integration of bus 
priority with a new activity centre proposed. 

Requires business case, design and 
consenting prior to construction. 

2020 $22m 

Queenstown package, 
made up of the projects 
below: 

With the continued high growth in Queenstown a significant mode shift away 
from single occupancy vehicles is required. NZTA, Queenstown Lakes and 
Otago Regional Council support a system-based approach to integrate all 
transport modes via the Way to Go (W2G) collaborative partnership. 

   $90m

SH6A corridor improvements Support implementation of public transport via bus priority Changes to corridor to install bus priority lanes. Requires business case, design and 
consenting prior to construction 

2021 $20m 

SH6A Ladies Mile corridor 
improvements 

Support implementation of public transport Installation of bus priority lanes, a roundabout at Howard’s Drive 
and an underpass. 

Requires business case, design, 
consenting and property purchase prior to 
construction. 

2022 $30m 

Grant Road to Kawarau Falls 
Bridge 

Support implementation of public transport Reallocation of road space to public transport, plus additional 
high occupancy vehicle/bus lanes, improvements to the BP 
roundabout and a new bus/transport hub. 

Requires business case, design, 
consenting and property purchase prior to 
construction.   

2021-2022 $35m 

Park and Ride Facilities -
Ladies Mile Corridor 

Support implementation of public transport Park and ride facility Requires business case, design and 
consenting prior to construction. 

2021 $5m 

 
Other Projects: 
(these are not currently included in the package, but could be considered instead of holding $247 million as contingency for cost overruns) 
State Highway bypass of 
Woodend (Canterbury) 

Will reduce traffic through Woodend to reduce severance and provide safe 
access to schools and enable a more liveable community. 

Off line bypass to the east of Woodend with grade separated 
overbridges 

The Bypass is already consented and 
requires some detailed design prior to 
construction. 

2021 $180m 

SH1 Weld Pass realignment 
(Blenheim) 

Improving safety – expected 10.6 DSi reduction over 10yrs and 100% of route 
improved to 3.5 KiwiRAP star rating (from current 2 star) 

Realignment of 4km of steep and winding curves on State 
Highway 1, providing 1.5m shoulders, median and side barriers 
throughout. 

Refine single stage BC (3 months), pre-
implementation (incl procurement) & 
property (15 months), implementation (24-
30 months) 

2021 $60m 

West Melton improvement 
(Canterbury) 

Providing safe access at the SH73 intersection by all modes of travel (including 
pedestrians) to improve outcomes for the West Melton community. 

Signalisation of intersection with provision for all modes and 
associated local road realignment. 

Requires business case, design and 
consenting prior to construction.   

2022 $7m 

SH1 / Walnut Ave 
intersection improvements 
(Canterbury) 

Safe access to two schools at Walnut Ave intersection Replacing two intersections with a single signalised coordinated 
intersection that connects East Street, West Street (SH1), 
Walnut Ave and a rail crossing. This will provide safe access to 
the two adjacent schools.   

Has been designed, needs some property 
and KiwiRail agreement.   

2020 $10m 

Tinwald corridor 
improvements (Canterbury) 

Providing safe access at the SH1 intersection by all modes of travel (including 
pedestrians) to improve outcomes for the Tinwald community.   

Upgrading to a signalised intersection, and connecting 
pathways, to improve travel options for liveable communities.  
Residences are on one side of the intersection and schools and 
businesses are the other. 

Needs investigation and design, straight 
forward projects, can integrate with local 
developments underway 

2021 $5m 
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Appendix 2: Steps for declaration of a State Highway 

 
 
1. In determining the route of a State highway, the Transport Agency is not constrained to accept the route of an existing 

road, and may, if it thinks fit, declare either permanently or temporarily, more than one State highway between any 
two places. 

2. Consultation must be meaningful but consulted parties do not have to agree to or approve the State highway 
declaration.  

3. In Auckland, the Transport Agency must consult with Auckland Transport and Auckland Council. 
4. The Transport Agency must, by the same or subsequent consent notice, define the route of the State highway by town, 

road name or route position. 
5. A road declared a State highway may include land that was not previously constituted as part of the road. 

Must consult with any 
regional or territorial 
authority that may be 

affected3

Survey office plans 
registered with LINZ, 
and Maori Land Court 
Registrar (if applicable)

May consult with any 
other population 

group

Transport Agency determines who 
to consult with2

Internal Transport Agency 
approvals (ensuring statutory 

objectives, functions, and 
operating principles are met) 

(ss94-96 LTMA)

Request consent from the Chief 
Executive of the Ministry of 

Transport 

Once SH declared, Transport 
Agency has broad powers of 

control for all purposes 

Governor-General makes Order in 
Council, published in Gazette4

declaring SH5

Order in Council comes into effect 
on date specified in the Gazette 

notice

Existing designations and 
consents to be transferred to 
Transport Agency (if required)

Construction and standard road 
inspection requirements to open 

SH to the public

Must consult with every relevant iwi / 
hapu if likely to affect Maori land / 

land subject to historical, cultural or 
spiritual interest 

Transport Agency determines route 
of SH1

MOT grants consent to the 
Transport Agency
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