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[Drafting note: This is a 50% version of the Financial Case. It has been completed 

based on the information available at the time of drafting and agreed level of 

development with Auckland Light Rail Limited. This update builds upon the 30% 

Draft, particularly in relation to further development of the process, methodoolgy 

and costs / project scope. 

The approach to addressing the financial impacts of the urban interventions has 

been developed in parrallel with the urban optioneering process and estimation of 

enabling infrastructure costs. The financial principles, methodology and approach 

are covered in this version of the Financial Case, however, the financial impacts 

have not been quantified for inclusion in this version. 

Futher updates will be provided in due course as this approach is finalised and final 

costs and benefits are confirmed] 
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1. Introduction 
 

 

1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of the Financial Case is to: 

• outline the whole-of-life costs for the preferred transport solution; 

• identify the funding sources required to implement and operate the project, including 

associated risks and uncertainties; 

• outline the proposed approach to financing the capital costs; 

• demonstrate that the preferred transport solution is affordable; 

• establish the principles for funding and financing urban interventions, including the 

delivery of critical enabling infrastructure; and 

• summarise the likely financial impacts of the urban intervention options being 

considered. 

The Financial Case builds upon the Indicative Business Case (IBC) and incorporates the most 

recent cost estimates for the preferred transport solution, which are based on the best 

available information at the time. Updated funding and financing sources are also included. 

It considers the financial impacts resulting from both the transport and urban elements. The 

level of detail covered in relation to the different elements is summarised in Section 1.4.1. 

1.2 Background 

The IBC identified a short list of potential funding and financing sources but did not 

determine a preferred solution. The Financial Case builds on the IBC work, by reflecting 

Sponsoring Minister guidance, refinement of the project scope and design development, 

and more detailed cost analysis. It sets out a recommended funding and financing solution 

that demonstrates that the project is affordable. It also highlights the funding and financing 

levers that could be flexed and adapted as discussion between Sponsors continue. 

Sponsoring Ministers provided formal guidance through the Funding Principles Letter in 

November 2022 on the expectations for the funding and financing work to be undertaken for 

the Auckland Light Rail City Centre to Māngere Corridor Business Case (ALR CC2M CBC) 

through eight funding principles, including two higher priority ‘core’ principles, were 

confirmed through the Sponsoring Minister guidance, which underpinned the financial 

analysis undertaken. 
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Figure 1 - Sponsoring Minister funding principles 

 

 

 

 

In addition to the eight funding principles, Sponsoring Ministers also provided the following 

guidance to inform funding and financing work to be undertaken for the CBC: 

• a range of scenarios should be considered to highlight the trade-offs of the above 

funding principles; 

• the IBC long-list does not need to be revisited and instead the CBC should focus on more 

detailed design choices; 

• further work should be undertaken on potential value capture mechanisms (Land Value 

Uplift Mechanism or LVUM). This would not apply to small residential landowners and 

would be in addition to the Infrastructure Funding & Financing (IFF) framework; 

• beneficiary pays should be considered, including options where Auckland Council make 

a financial contribution; 

• a traditional Public Private Partnership (PPP) model (or similar structure) is to be 

explicitly excluded; and 

• opportunities with Māori organisations and other private sector partners should be 

explored. 

1.3 Project scope 

ALR CC2M involves the delivery and operations of a 24km passenger railway running 

between Wynyard Station in the City Centre and Auckland Airport, including a mono-bore 

tunnel between Wynyard to Wesley, at-grade and elevated sections. It comprises two tracks, 

six underground stations, eleven surface stations, one depot and a bridge crossing of the 

Manukau Harbour. 

The project will also involve a range of urban interventions, including the delivery of critical 

enabling infrastructure (i.e., three waters infrastructure, community facilities and 

reserve/open space development). The CBC (through the Economic Case and Urban 

Commercial Case) has explored a spectrum of growth scenarios and associated urban 

interventions. These are expected to be refined and assessed in further detail through future 

Urban Detailed Business Cases. The Financial Case provides an initial indication of the 

potential high level financial implications of the different growth scenarios, focusing on the 

‘Urban Minimal Investment Option’, which will be refined in subsequent iterations. 
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1.4 Overview of the Financial Case 

1.4.1 Bringing together the transport and urban solutions 

A key change since the IBC is the inclusion of the urban elements (including enabling 

infrastructure and complementary urban interventions) into the business case alongside the 

transport solution. To reflect the nature of the different decisions being sought for the 

transport and urban elements, the Financial Case considers the two elements separately and 

then brings them together to assess the overall implications on costs, funding and financing, 

and affordability. 

The level of detail included differs between the two elements to reflect the level of scope 

definition and design development: 

• the transport elements are completed to a Detailed Business Case (DBC) level to provide 

sufficient detail to seek an investment decision; and 

• the urban elements are generally completed to an IBC level. The level of information 

provided in the Financial Case is intended to provide an indication of the level of financial 

investment required under the different urban scenarios, the associated financial 

impacts, and whether the level of investment required is likely to be affordable to support 

progression to a DBC where the scope and associated cost estimation will be refined. 

The approach is summarised in Figure 2 below. 

 
Figure 2 - Level of detail provided in the Financial Case for the different scope elements 

 

 

1.5 Providing opportunities for Māori 

[Drafting Note: This section is currently an early working draft; and requires further work and 

refinement as part of a future iteration. It draws heavily on the content prepared by the Te 

Tiriti Partnerships Workstream.] 

The Project has considered a range of investment opportunities for Māori. At this stage, the 

project is signalling the creation of a Partnership Status for Mana Whenua to invest in ALR 

CC2M. Broadly, the Partnership Status covers initiatives that can be grouped into two 

approaches: 

● Pre-market engagement with Mana Whenua and iwi investment groups to provide an 

opportunity to submit an expression of interest for investment opportunities. 

● Development of bid evaluation criteria that include a material weighting to bids that 

include investment structures and participation provisions for Mana Whenua and iwi 

investment groups. 
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These approaches are broadly consistent with wider government initiatives and are 

increasingly being adopted in New Zealand. There are a wide range of deal structures 

capable of being evolved to facilitate Iwi partnerships. 

The ‘Māori economy’ is rapidly growing as iwi entities establish significant balance sheets 

and engage in investment partnerships on a range of investment and development 

opportunities. Investment objectives are typically long term and well aligned with the 

intergenerational nature of the ALR CC2M project and its targeted urban development 

outcomes. 

1.5.1 Background and context 

Te Rautaki Huanga Māori (Te Rautaki) 2021 was developed for the IBC and endorsed by 11 out 

of 15 Mana Whenua leaders. It outlines the engagement undertaken by ALR Ltd and the 

outcomes and commitment to establishing genuine and enduring relationships with Mana 

Whenua and Māori and ensure outcomes for success. Te Rautaki Māori is te tūāpapa or 

foundation for the Te Tiriti Partnerships within the Project and for integration across all work 

programmes. 

Te Ōhanga Māori - the Māori Economy work programme builds on the economic 

opportunities outlined in Te Rautaki. This includes commercial partnerships and investment, 

procurement, capacity, and capability building for Māori and pakihi Māori (Māori Business) 

identification and development. 

Māori rights and interests in ALR derive from Te Tiriti o Waitangi which sets the relationship 

between Māori and the Crown. Cabinet outlined expectations for the Māori-Crown 

relationship in ALR’s establishment. In particular: 

• the need to partner with Māori in ALR reasonably, honourably and in good faith. This 

includes taking positive steps to ensure that Māori rights, roles and responsibilities 

are protected; 

• that Māori and the Crown receive the necessary assurance that the Crown’s Treaty 

obligations are being met; 

• that ALR represents a significant opportunity to make a step change in how Māori 

and the Crown work in partnership on major projects by embedding practices that 

move from engaging to empowering Mana Whenua. 

The Crown principles of Protection, Partnership and Participation sit alongside the values of 

Mana Whenua for rangatiratanga and kaitiakitanga, amongst other matters, as outlined in 

Te Rautaki Māori. 

Genuine partnership is described as: 

• establishing authentic and enduring relationships including governance and 

decision-making; 

• Mana Whenua ability to influence key decisions as partners; 

• driving positive social, cultural, environmental outcomes for Māori; 

• early engagement and resourcing. 

For the Financial Case, the focus is on the commercial partnerships and investment 

workstream within Te Ōhanga Māori, particularly those with Mana Whenua. 
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Collective investment 

structures - 

investment 

opportunities 

presented to mana 

whenua with a 60-90 

day timeframe to 

submit a pre-market 

EOI outlining potential 

partners and 

investment structures. 

and scale of 

development 

envisaged on the OSD 

and residual land is 

significant in the New 

Zealand context). This 

also provides an 

opportunity smaller or 

more capital 

constrained mana 

whenua entities. 

May be an opportunity 

to bring new 

international investors 

/ capital and expertise 

into the market; there 

is a high level of 

interest in indigenous 

partnering 

opportunities (this is 

genuinely seen as an 

opportunity / positive 

rather than a risk / 

detractor). 

whether a true ‘market 

value’ is being 

achieved in a single 

bidder context. 

If the opportunities go 

to the wider market 

beyond the pre market 

EOI process, there may 

be reluctance from the 

market to bid (which 

does require 

significant financial 

investment) if they do 

not think they have a 

chance of success. 

Mana Whenua and Iwi 

have unique 

relationships and 

access to wider pool of 

capital from within the 

Māori economy, 

government and 

existing investment 

partners. 

Mana Whenua have 

leveraged their unique 

relationships, access to 

land and capital to 

execute large 

transaction both 

domestically and with 

international investors 

including: 

• Tauhara North No.2 

Trust & Sumitomo – 

Geothermal 

Projects. 

• Tainui Group 

Holdings & Accor 

Hotels 

Weightings and non 

financial attributes - 

ALR can drive 

partnership 

opportunities for Mana 

Whenua by inserting 

non-financial 

attributes into the 

formal procurement 

process 

Tailor urban 

procurement (e.g. EOI, 

RFDP and DA) scoring 

/ structuring to 

support social, 

environmental and 

cultural outcomes and 

support investor / 

development 

partnership with Mana 

Whenua. 

Opportunity for mana 

whenua to shape 

urban development 

outcomes prior to the 

market bidding with a 

solution. 

A greater weighting to 

non-financial 

outcomes may result 

in selection of a party 

that has bid a lower 

price, and therefore 

(negatively) impact 

land receipts available 

to support project 

funding. 

There will need to a 

wider discussion on 

probity and a decision- 

making matrix that will 

need to be applied in 

the next phase of work. 

This would apply to DA, 

EOI and RFDPs. 

 Creates opportunities 

for iwi / mana whenua 

to partner with 

experienced property 

capital / developers if 

these parties have a 

greater chance of 

successful bids under 

such structures. 

  

Surplus land disposals An RfR opportunity on The OSD / residual land Mana Whenua are a 

- RfRs outside of Treaty residual land would analysis assumes that strategic partner with 

Settlement process. come to mana whenua ALR Ltd can sell an ALR. We believe this 
 / iwi investment group unencumbered provides mana 
 and they would freehold interest in the whenua access to off- 
 determine whether OSD and residual land market opportunities 
 they want to approach opportunities. There is to fulfil wider mana 
 this alone, collectively a risk that ‘true’ market whenua aspirations for 
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 (with other iwi / Mana 

Whenua) or with 

another (non-Māori) 

capital partner? 

value would not be 

maximised without an 

on-market / 

competitive process. 

ALR adjacent or 

related developments 

that add value to the 

broader outcomes of 

the ALR project i.e. 

residential 

development. 

Advertising - 

participation in 

allocation of 

advertising rights 

We would like to signal 

Mana Whenua interest 

to participate in 

advertising 

opportunities along 

the route. 

It is assumed that 

advertising revenue 

would accrue to the 

owner or operator of 

the stations. 
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2. Executive summary 
 

 

 

To be completed at the end. 

• Summarise key points from the Financial Case 

• Bring together transport and urban 

[Drafting note: section to be completed later when all underlying work is complete]. 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

[Drafting Note: The operating costs shown below reflect the full operating costs associated 

with the full alignment. Future iterations will have the operating expenditure phased in to 

reflect staged operations]. 

 
Figure 4 - Annual nominal operating and lifecycle costs 

 

 

The large 'spike’ in Lifecyle / renewal costs reflects the acquisition of additional rollingstock 

($303 million, real) in 2065. 

 

3.2 Costs associated with the urban elements 

The ALR CC2M CBC also considers the urban interventions that will be required to fully 

realise the benefits of the transport investment. Through the urban optioneering process, a 

range of urban scenarios were considered, including the following two ‘bookends’: 

• the ‘Urban Minimal Investment Option’ - housing, employment and distributions within 

the corridor are driven by ALR accessibility only (i.e., based on the preferred transport 
option). This assumes 18% of Auckland’s growth to 2051 occurs in the corridor; and 

• the ‘Active Investment Option’ - brings forward 2065 accessibility-based and baseline 

growth through targeted interventions. This shows that 29% of Auckland’s growth by 
2051 occurs in the corridor. 

Each of these scenarios require differing levels of supporting investment in urban enabling 

infrastructure. In addition, each scenario requires a different level and types of interventions 

to enable the expected level of housing and commercial density, all with varying degrees of 

cost. For the purposes of the Financial Case, the Active Investment Option has been used as 

the baseline, with high level commentary and sensitivity analysis used to highlight the 

implications of the Do Something+ scenario. 

3.2.1 Urban enabling infrastructure 

Scope, assumptions and approach 

Incremental investment in enabling infrastructure will be required to support the level of 

growth enabled by ALR CC2M over and above the baseline growth under the Transport Do 

Minimum (No ALR). 

As part of the ALR CC2M CBC, a high-level estimate for the enabling infrastructure 

requirements through to 2065 was prepared for the following types of infrastructure: 
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Figure 5 - Project costs, revenues and funding requirement 
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4.3 Approach to funding analysis 

4.3.1 Overview of approach 

As with other major rapid transit projects across the world, the scale and breadth of ALR 

CC2M is significant. This means that a range of funding sources will be required as part of the 

overall funding solution. Sponsoring Minister Guidance includes the expectation that the 

different beneficiaries should contribute funding to the project in an affordable and 

equitable way. Financing is likely to be required to spread and smooth the capital (delivery) 

costs, which is explored in Section 4.9.18. 

The funding approach was developed to be consistent with the Sponsors Guidance (refer 

Section 1.2: Background above) and the funding and financing principles developed through 

the ‘Mega Projects’ Workstream of the Land Transport Revenue Review. 

The funding solution was developed collaboratively with representatives from the Treasury, 

the Ministry of Transport, and Waka Kotahi. This was achieved through holding a regular 

‘Funding & Financing Hui’ between May and August 2023, where the financial analysis was 

discussed and worked through. Along with the Crown partners, Auckland Council was 

involved in the Hui in a technical capacity. Attendees at the regular Hui were also provided 

with all draft working and technical papers and provided feedback and insights on these and 

into the solution as it was developed. 

A summary of the approach adopted to develop a preferred funding solution is provided 

below. Following on from the detailed beneficiary assessment, affordability analysis, and 

evaluation of the funding tools and sources; a number of different funding packages were 

developed that balanced beneficiary alignment, affordability, equity, and development 

incentives. Three of these packages were taken through to an evaluation to determine the 

preferred funding solution. 



Figure 6 - Overview of approach to developing a preferred funding solution 
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A summary of the key steps in the approach is provided below: 

• Beneficiary identification and allocation: In line with the ‘beneficiary pays’ core funding 

principle, analysis was undertaken to identify beneficiaries of the project and ‘allocate’ a 

portion of the benefit to different types of beneficiaries across different geographies 

(refer Section 4.5 and Appendix B: Beneficiary analysis). This analysis provided the starting 

point and baseline for allocating costs to different beneficiaries and funders. 

• Affordability analysis: Assessment of the current affordability pressures for different 

beneficiaries, identification of thresholds by final beneficiary (i.e., end payer) and funding 

organisation, and the levers that could be used to improve affordability (refer summary in 

Section 4.6 and Appendix E: Affordability analysis). The affordability analysis informed the 

design of the funding scenarios (e.g., tool selection and settings), as well as providing an 

overall sense check of the funding solution as it comes together. Critically, the 

affordability analysis considers the overall impact of the project (i.e., including both the 

transport and urban elements (refer Section 6). 

• Identifying a short list of tools by beneficiary type: Building on the IBC shortlist, tools 

are mapped to beneficiary types and evaluated against agreed evaluation criteria to 

determine tools to take forward into funding scenarios (refer Appendix F: Funding tool 

evaluation). 

• Development of funding scenarios: Different combinations of funding tools and sources 

were combined to develop different funding scenarios. Each scenario has different 

impacts on affordability, outcomes and social acceptability and alignment with 

beneficiary pays principles. The preferred funding solution was selected as it performed 

the best against the evaluation criteria (i.e., best balanced the competing trade-offs). 

Alternative scenarios are also commented on in Appendix G: Funding Solution Report, 

where key trade-offs and considerations are highlighted. 

• A two-stage evaluation was undertaken with an initial evaluation at the individual tool 

level, and a second evaluation comparing the three funding scenarios developed (refer 

Appendix G: Funding Solution Report) for further detail. 

• Urban revenues: Appendix [x] of the Urban Commercial case identified potential residual 

land and over station development (OSD) sites that could be available for sale following 

construction of the transport infrastructure and ALR CC2M becoming operational. High 

level analysis has identified potential uplift on this land of approximately $172m in net 

present value terms. At present there is no specific allowance for additional costs (land 

assembly, holding, station strengthening) that may be required to enable these. Given 
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the uncertainty over the timing and quantum of costs and revenues associated with 

direct active development, no specific allowance has been made for this in the financial 

analysis at this stage. 

[Drafting note: this will be further refined as the approach to urban and delivery entity is 

confirmed, including providing information on the number, scope and costs / revenues 

associated with the identified Transit Oriented Development opportunities]. 

Detailed work on a conceptual value capture tool (Land Value Uplift Mechanism (LVUM)) was 

also undertaken to develop another potential funding source for consideration (refer 

Appendix F). 

4.4 Overview of evaluation approach 

A two-staged evaluation approach was adopted, which included an ‘initial evaluation’ at the 

individual tool level, and a ‘second evaluation’ comparing the three funding scenarios 

developed. The first evaluation focused on identifying the suite of tools that should be 

packaged into funding scenarios, with the second evaluation considering the overall 

packages as a whole (i.e. rather than focusing on the trade-offs of individual tools). 

The evaluation framework and criteria were developed based on the project outcomes, the 

project critical success factors, and guidance from Sponsoring Ministers on their desired 

approach to funding (in particular, the set of funding principles outlined in the November 

2022 Board paper). The framework was endorsed by the attendees of the regular Funding 

and Financing Hui. Changes to the evaluation criteria to respond to different policy settings 

may impact the analysis and overall conclusions. 

Six criteria were used to evaluate the funding tools, with an additional three criteria used to 

evaluate the three funding solutions that were taken through for detailed assessment. The 

additional criteria were only applied to the evaluation of the funding solutions, as they need 

to be considered at a whole of funding solution level taking into account the suite of tools 

and sources together. 

Figure 7 - Summary of evaluation criteria 
 

 

A qualitative scoring approach was used, rather than a weighted quantitative approach, 

because the focus for the assessment was on drawing out the key trade-offs. 
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4.6.2 Approach to landowner affordability 

Affordability is complex and subjective, with no single metric that can be used to determine 

whether a levy/charge is affordable. Accordingly, landowner affordability was assessed 

holistically through three different lenses (and five measures): 

• Cash flow affordability as the practical affordability constraint (i.e., can an individual fund 

its levy/charge payments as they fall due), based on three measures (refer Figure 10 
below): 

− Measure 1 - Shand: Gross Income to Total Rates. 

− Measure 2 - Housing measure: Housing Related Costs (rental, ownership, rates, 

energy, mortgage, etc.) to Disposable Income. 

− Measure 3 - Discretionary Income: Discretionary Income to Disposable Income 

Figure 10 - Cash flow affordability measures 
 

 

• Increase to charges (Measure 4) - to consider the relative impact of proposed charges vs 

the current ratepayer cost. 

• Economic affordability (Measure 5) - cost vs monetisation of benefit received. 

The affordability analysis focused on the median ‘landowner’, with the impacts also shown 

for the lower and upper quartiles. The focus on homeowners, rather than renters, reflects 

economic theory and research, which indicates that land charges are borne by the 

homeowner, rather than being passed through to renters. This is because rental prices are 

set based on market forces (i.e., supply and demand), rather than a ‘cost-plus’ model where 

homeowners set rentals based on their underlying costs associated with the rental. However, 

given the potential for demand for rentals near stations (i.e., to reflect the improved 

accessibility), some ‘pass-through’ scenarios were developed to understand the potential 

impact on renters if rental prices did increase (refer Appendix E – Affordability analysis). 

A slightly different approach was considered for non-residential landowners, given that the 

majority of commercial rental agreements are on a ‘net’ basis, where it is the lessee (rather 

than landowner) that is responsible for funding the rates/levies associated with the property. 

This reflects the direct ‘pass-through’, and therefore, different incidence of any new charges 

(or increase to existing charges). 
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Analysis was undertaken looking at affordability of median, upper quartile and lower quartile 

homeowners across seven suburbs along the ALR CC2M corridor. Key findings and approach 

applied in considering affordability in the Financial Case is included below. 

Cash flow affordability 

Cash flow affordability is a known constraint and tools and sources are set in a way that 

considers this. Figure 11 below provides a summary of cash flow affordability across the seven 

suburbs and three cash flow affordability measures. This reflects the status quo, without any 

additional ALR CC2M related charges/levies. 

 
Figure 11 - Cash flow affordability measures (Measures 1 to 3) 

 

This shows that there is headroom under the Shand 5% measure (Measure 1) implying there 

is capacity to increase rates. However, analysis of the two other measures suggests that 

current housing cost levels are relatively unaffordable. This is especially acute for lower 

quartile income earners. 

The impact of the three assessed funding solutions on the cash flow affordability measures is 

summarised in the Impact Assessment outlined in Section 4.11. 

Increase to charges 

This affordability lens is focused on the impact of the incidence of the ALR CC2M charge in 

relation to overall charges, for local and regional landowners. 

The settings of the funding sources have been designed and structured to ensure there 

minimise ‘price-shocks’ for landowners with exclusion of LVUM which would be assumed to 

apply upon disposal. This measure will be shown as a percentage increase in total property 

charges from current charges at local and regional levels. 

The implied total rates/levy under the different scenarios is outlined in Section 4.11: Impact 

assessment. 

Economic affordability 

Economic affordability considers the extent that landowners are charged rates/levies relative 

to the overall capital cost of the project and attributable uplift in land value. 

These metrics have also been assessed to ensure landowners are not making a funding 

contribution that is greater than the monetised benefits they receive from the project, on an 

NPV basis. 

As with cash flow impacts, the economic affordability of the preferred solution was 

calculated for local / regional and residential / commercial ratepayers. 

4.6.3 Mitigating affordability through postponement 

Cash flow affordability can be mitigated through targeted financial support (i.e., a 

postponement mechanism), which could enable increased revenue generation without 

compromising affordability. However, this creates uncertainty around cash flows which may 

require additional forms of underwrite/support. 

Through using postponement (or other targeted financial support mechanisms), the focus 

for affordability pressures shifts from ‘cash flow’ to ‘economic’, which can enable the project 
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The affordability analysis has been used to shape and size settings for funding tools (i.e., an 

‘affordable’ level of rate or levy). It has also been used to consider the overall impact of the 

funding solution. This considers impacts of ALR CC2M as well as potential implications on 

ratios, metrics and headroom of funding urban enabling infrastructure and urban 

interventions. Potential funding of other mega projects will also need to be considered. 

Section 6 provides further details on overall affordability. 

4.7 Value capture (LVUM) 

Value capture refers to a funding mechanism whereby the government captures some the 

private economic benefit (realised as increases or expected increases in land values) created 

from delivering a public infrastructure project through taxes, levies or charges, which can be 

paid either upfront during project delivery or over time as land values increase. The 

shortlisted value capture (LVUM) mechanisms considered as part of this Business Case are: 

 

• A windfall gains tax 

• A betterment levy 

• An IFF levy (refer to Section 4.10.5) 

 
Windfall Gains Tax 

 

A windfall gains tax is a one-off tax applied to properties that experience land value uplift 

from increased private economic benefits arising from the project, principally, in the form of 

rising land values. Under this mechanism, land valuations will be undertaken on a pre and 

post project basis with a proportion of the uplift taxed. 

 

A windfall gains tax can be subject to a range of exemptions including: 

 

• Minimum land value uplift threshold before tax is applicable 

• Tiers of taxation 

• Exclusions for residential land 

 

To ensure affordability for those affected by the levy it may be prudent to allow taxpayers to 

postpone their levy payment until sale of property or a long stop date. 

 
Betterment Levy 

 

A betterment levy is imposed on targeted group of properties to capture a portion of the 

land value uplift realised following the project intervention. This is a bespoke charge that is 

applied to all properties that are determined to benefit from a project. The bespoke nature of 

the levy means that it does not need to be explicitly tied to expected land value uplift and 

can be flexibly structured. 

 

Some of the betterment levy options considered as part of this Business Case are: 

 

• Charging either an upfront or ongoing betterment levy 

• Including different triggers for liability (I.e., only charging development properties or 

charging all properties) 

• Using different calibration approaches (I.e., charging per sqm or charging per dollar of 
land value). 

 

For more detail on value capture and LVUM, please refer to Appendix D – LVUM for more 

detail, including on the evaluation of the different LVUM approaches above. 
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4.8 Funding sources evaluation 

The IBC short list of funding sources was used as the starting point for the evaluations, which 

were reviewed and reconsidered to reflect the current environment, including: 

• high inflation; 

• identification of other significant investment requirements (e.g., the Waitematā Harbour 

Connections); 

• Water Services Reform; and 

• government policy thinking on funding of Mega Projects. 

Funding sources were identified to target each beneficiary type and have been evaluated 

against the criteria using a simplified red/amber/green approach. No weighting has been 

applied. The approach reflects the fact that no single tool can fund the whole project, and 

that instead a combination of different funding tools is required, some of which will address 

different evaluation criteria. 

The evaluation results were discussed through the Funding & Finance hui and feedback was 

received and incorporated in the final evaluations. 

Figure 12 below summarises the evaluation of the tools (refer Appendix F for further detail on 

the evaluation). 
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The following key considerations summarise the findings from the evaluation: 

• A large number of tools were taken through to funding scenarios to reflect the scale of 

the project and need to balance affordability and beneficiary pays. 

• Generally, where tools weren’t taken through, there were more efficient ways of 

obtaining funding from beneficiaries. 

• Several tools can be used to recover cost and / or land value uplift from landowners. The 

IFF would enable a relatively material landowner contribution towards capital costs 

without impacting Auckland Council’s balance sheet and can be set to address 

affordability considerations. General rates are likely still required to fund operating costs. 

• The mechanism to recover cost from businesses (named business rate supplement in 

Figure 12 above) is facilitated by land-based tools such as general or targeted rate on an 

IFF levy. 

• SDP tools have not currently been progressed as part of the Financial Case but could be 

used if an SDP is implemented. If used, it may be more appropriate for SDP tools to apply 

to enabling infrastructure requirements. They are likely to be better suited to support a 

programme of infrastructure works impacting a particular project area, rather than for a 

large project (such as ALR CC2M). 

• The introduction of a congestion charge would provide a material source funding to 

capture benefit from motor vehicle users, as well as incentivise mode shift. 

• The sale of land acquired for transport purposes has the potential to materially contribute 

to project costs. Uplift of ~$170m is expected from the sale of OSD and residual land sites. 

Further proceeds and uplift could be capture through additional land sales and land take, 

albeit additional capital may be required. 

• Charging developers must be carefully balanced to ensure it does not disincentivise 

development in the corridor, noting that there is strong economic analysis that 

development charges impact the price developers are willing to pay for the land, rather 

than impacting their appetite to develop. 

• It is challenging to hypothecate the direct incremental tax take generated through the 

project (e.g., GST on construction and rates) or indirect incremental tax take (wider GDP 

and income tax increases). Nevertheless, recognition of this wider benefit is important to 

justify a Crown contribution (and reflects the beneficiary analysis). 

• Tools used will also need to consider precedent for other mega projects, particularly the 

delivery of light rail infrastructure as part of the Waitematā Harbour Connections project. 

This includes considering the benefits of developing new and innovative funding 

approaches for ALR CC2M, as well as considering the potential ‘layering’ impact on 

beneficiaries and organisations if similar settings were implemented on the other ‘mega’ 

projects. 

• Implementing the funding solution / tools early is desirable to reduce the upfront capital 

requirement, maximise the land value uplift that can be captured and reduce the overall 

funding requirement. However, this needs to be considered in light of construction 

disruption. 

4.9 Overview and evaluation of the funding scenarios 

4.9.1 Context and background 

A wide range of funding solutions could be implemented to fund the ALR CC2M Project, 

each of which would have a different impact on the relevant funding organisations and end 

users. 

Commensurate with guidance from Sponsors, beneficiary pays and affordability were front 

of mind and carefully balanced when developing the scenarios. Approximately 65% of the 
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benefit is expected to be received by Auckland beneficiaries, particularly those in the local 

station catchments. This is further supported by the land value uplift expected to be 

achieved due to the transport intervention. As such careful consideration was given to ways 

that this contribution could be met given landowner affordability and Auckland Council’s 

financial constraints. 

Three ‘credible’ funding scenarios were taken forward for evaluation which provided a 

balance of the above. The IFF anchors these three funding scenarios because: 

• it can recover costs and capture the ‘local’ and ‘regional’ benefits; 

• the tool charges landowners without directly impacting Auckland Council’s balance 

sheet; 

• the tool allows charges to be spread over the long-term (i.e., 45 years); 

• private debt can be used to finance the cashflows; 

• as a land tax, the tool has a less distortionary impact that other charges; 

• the administration of the levy is highly efficient compared to other tools; and 

• because there is the flexibility to design the tool to equitably distribute costs between 

landowners (i.e., using proximity to stations to set the charges, differential between 

residential and commercial properties), including addressing affordability through 

postponement. 

While there is precedent for the tool (Tauranga’s Transport System Plan and Wellington’s 

Moa Point Sludge Facility), the scale envisaged for ALR CC2M is significantly larger and more 

complex. Further, the IFF tool is being used for value capture, rather than as a ‘cost recovery’ 

tool, which is a step change in its application. 

Early market engagement was undertaken to understand the deliverability of the proposed 

solution, which confirmed that there is strong market appetite for the tool, and that a levy of 

this scale should be achievable. As part of the detailed design considerations, the potential to 

finance a portion of the revenue via the Crown was also identified as a potential mitigation to 

any concerns over implementability (and cost). 

All three scenarios also assume a congestion charge is implemented, with a portion of the 

associated revenues applied as a funding source for ALR CC2M. Under scenarios 1 and 2, the 

one-third of the revenue is applied to the capital funding for the project. For scenario 3, the 

revenue is applied to fund Auckland Council’s portion of the operating expenditure, up to a 

maximum of one-third of the congestion charge revenue. 

4.9.2 Definition of the funding scenarios 

The three funding scenarios were designed to highlight the potential trade-offs of using 

different tools and settings. The three scenarios are: 

• Beneficiary pays with new tools: Focuses on achieving ~66% Auckland contribution to 

reflect beneficiary pays. This is achieved through setting the IFF levy based on ‘Economic’ 

affordability as a % of LVU (rather than cash flow affordability) and implementing a LVUM 

to recover the additional benefit from local commercial properties. An airport departure 

charge and congestion charge also form a significant portion of the overall funding 

package. 

• Balanced affordability and beneficiary pays: Focuses on balancing cash flow and 

economic affordability, particularly for local residential landowners. The IFF revenue is 

supplemented by new funding tools such as a premium airport charge and congestion 

charge. The settings of the tools generate the most revenue possible from Auckland 

within affordability constraints, with the balance of funding met by Crown. 

• Outcomes focused: Focuses on incentivising urban development outcomes rather than 

recovering costs from landowners in the corridor. IFF sized to eliminate the need to other 
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Figure 13 - Capital phase funding on an NPV basis ($m) 

 

 

IFF is the primary funding tool, which is sized based upon the proportion of benefits derived 

by residential and non-residential landowners (local and regional). Within station 

catchments, the levies are sized based on expected land value uplift. 

The detailed design settings for the IFF are: 

• The local residential component recovers ~25% of the estimated land value uplift, leaving 

significant value for residential landowners; 

• The local commercial component is sized to recover 25% of the estimated LVU; 

• The regional (Auckland-wide) component is set at $113, which is approximately a third of 

the IFF levy rate imposed for Wellington’s Moa Point Sludge Facility and substantially 

below the high-level estimate of $250 per household for City Rail Link (CRL) being funded 

out of general rates; and 

• A comprehensive postponement scheme is also available to ensure payment can be 

deferred until gains are realised and properties as sold if needed. This is critical to 

managing the affordability of the charge. 

The balance of funding is provided by uplift of the sale of land acquired for transport purpose 

no longer required after construction and user pays. 

This scenario assumes that one-third of the forecast revenue from a regional congestion 

charge is allocated to ALR CC2M. The solution also assumes the tool is implemented in 2031 

to align to the expiry of the current Regional Fuel Tax. 

An airport departure charge is implemented at $12 (inflated by 0.5% annually) for 30 years, 

with a third of the revenue made available for ALR CC2M. Rather than establishing this as a 

new tool, the expectation is that it would be an extension of the existing International Visitor 

Levy. Either the Crown or Auckland Council could raise finance against the revenue, however, 

the costs have been attributed to the Auckland portion. 

The balance is expected to be met by a Crown appropriation (sized to reflect the estimated 

National benefit received). The national benefits primarily relate to the incremental tax take 

and reduced Crown expenditure thought increased economic activity, health improvements, 

safety and environmental benefits as well as direct taxation activity from the project 

including GST on construction costs and the IFF levy. 
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4.9.5 Lifecycle / renewals funding 

Renewals are assumed to be funded and financed through the traditional approach, namely: 

• Council funds the depreciation on the asset through general rates; 

• Cash timing mismatches are financed through ‘core’ Council debt; and 

• NLTF contribution reflecting the Funding Assistance Ratio (FAR). 

4.9.6 Operating expenditure funding 

A traditional public transport operating funding model was identified because of the strong 

policy rationale to retain the current ‘one-network’ approach. An integrated ‘one network’ 

approach has the following critical advantages over other options: 

• simplicity; 

• provides a better customer experience; 

• promotes a mode-neutral approach; 

• minimises the financial impact on the rest of the network; and 

• reduces risk to service delivery. 

The premium fare and congestion charge revenue, which are included as a capital funding 

source, could be used to fund operating expenditure to reduce the NLTF and Auckland 

Council contributions. 

 
Figure 14 - Operating cost funding on an NPV basis ($m) 
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The detailed design settings have been carefully crafted to ensure they reflect a fair capture 

of LVU received but within affordability constraints. Key features of this include: 

• The local residential component recovers ~20% of the estimated land value uplift, which 

has been constrained through a cash affordability overlay (median charge of $800 p.a. 

per household), leaving significant value for residential landowners; 

• The local commercial component is sized to recover 60% of the estimated LVU thereby 

capturing just over half of the benefit expected to be realised by transport accessibility 

(increased activity and footfall). The importance of appropriately recovering funding from 

business has been highlighted internationally, (e.g., Crossrail in the UK where £4.1bn or 

~22% was funded by a business rate supplement1); 

• The regional (Auckland-wide) component is set at $150 which is less than half the IFF levy 

rate for Wellington’s Moa Point Sludge Facility and below the high-level estimate of $250 

per household for City Rail Link (CRL) being funded out of general rates; and 

• A comprehensive postponement scheme is also available to ensure payment can be 

deferred until gains are realised and properties as sold if needed. 

The balance of funding is provided by uplift of the sale of land acquired for transport purpose 

no longer required after construction and user pays. A congestion charge is also assumed to 

provide a significant revenue contribution, which is set based on the same settings as under 

the beneficiary pays scenario. 

A premium farebox charge for airport travellers (not workers) provides a material potential 

revenue source). The premium farebox charge would be comparable to travelling on a 

current Public Transport alternative (e.g., SkyDrive), as well as international precedent (e.g., 

the premium charge on the Elizabeth Line (London) for airport travellers). There is also the 

opportunity to bring in private capital and / or negotiate a capital contribution from major 

stakeholders (e.g., airport) through a concession arrangement (i.e., where the stakeholder 

funds the infrastructure in return for the right to charge an additional fee for passengers 

boarding/alighting at the station). 

The balance is expected to be met by a Crown appropriation (sized to reflect the estimated 

National benefit received, ~34%). 

4.9.10 Lifecycle / renewals funding 

Renewals are assumed to be funded and financed through the traditional approach, namely: 

• Council funds the depreciation on the asset through general rates; 

• Cash timing mismatches are financed through ‘core’ Council debt; and 

• NLTF contribution reflecting the Funding Assistance Ratio (FAR). 

4.9.11 Operating expenditure funding 

A traditional public transport operating funding model was identified because of the strong 

policy rationale to retain the current ‘one-network’ approach. An integrated ‘one network’ 

approach has the following critical advantages over other options: 

• simplicity; 

• provides a better customer experience; 

• promotes a mode-neutral approach; 

• minimises the financial impact on the rest of the network; and 

• reduces risk to service delivery. 

 

 

1 National Audit Office, Crossrail – a progress update, July 2021 
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The premium fare and congestion charge revenue, which are included as a capital funding 

source, could be used to fund operating expenditure to reduce the NLTF and Auckland 

Council contributions. 

 
Figure 17 - Operating cost funding on an NPV basis ($m) 

 

 

4.9.12 Project cash flows 

Figure 18 below shows the profile of cash flows over time. 

 
Figure 18 - Indicative project funding cash flows 

 

 

4.9.13 Overview of the outcomes focus scenario 

The funding tools and settings applied are summarised in Table 18 below: 



 

 

 



 

 

 



Figure 19 - Capital phase funding on an NPV basis ($m) 
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This scenario is focussed on incentivising urban development in the corridor rather than an 

emphasis on beneficiary pays. It seeks to incentivise density and development in the 

corridor, rather than throughout wider Auckland. 

Key funding tools and settings include: 

• An IFF levy ($7.5bn) is used to fund a significant portion of Auckland’s overall 

contribution. It is sized to recover the lower of 0.5% of gross household income or 60% of 

LVU from local landowners (hybrid of cash flow and economic affordability approach), 

resulting in a median local residential charge of $614p.a. 

o Local non-residential charges are as per scenario 2 (capped at 60% LVU). 

o Regional charges are sized to collect the balance of Auckland-wide benefit 

(both local and regional), this results in a median regional charge of $308p.a. 
(residential) and $497p.a. (commercial). 

• Receipts from the disposal of OSD and residual land are expected to contribute to Project 

costs. 

• No additional ‘regional’ tools are assumed to be used to ensure Auckland Council retains 

balance sheet capacity to fund urban enabling infrastructure (airport premium / 

congestion charge could be used to reduce the cost to regional landowners if required 

but would likely require Auckland Council financing). 

The balance of funding is met by a Crown appropriation and is lower than in either of the 

other scenarios. 

4.9.15 Lifecycle / renewals funding 

Renewals are assumed to be funded and financed through the traditional approach, namely: 

• Council funds the depreciation on the asset through general rates; 

• Cash timing mismatches are financed through ‘core’ Council debt; and 

• NLTF contribution reflecting the Funding Assistance Ratio (FAR). 

4.9.16 Operating expenditure funding 

Unlike the previous two scenario, the outcomes focus scenario applies congestion charge 

revenue to reduce Auckland Council’s general rates requirement. 



Figure 20 - Operating cost funding on an NPV basis ($m) 
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4.9.17 Project cash flows 

The figure below shows the profile of cash flows over time. 

 
Figure 21 - Indicative project funding cash flows 

 

4.9.18 Evaluation of the funding scenarios 

The funding scenarios were evaluated against the evaluation criteria outlined in Section 4.4 

to highlight the key considerations and potential trade-offs of the different scenarios. The 

evaluation is summarised in the figure below, with the detailed evaluation and commentary 

included in the Funding Scenarios Report (Appendix G). 



Figure 22 – Evaluation of the funding scenarios 
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4.10 Financing analysis 

4.10.1 Approach 

[Drafting note: this section was drafted prior to the general election in October 2023. The 

approach reflects guidance from exiting Sponsoring Ministers at the time around appetite 

for private finance] 

The financing analysis built upon the work completed during the IBC, including a more 

detailed assessment of the structural financing models and opportunities to privately 

finance certain funding sources; and the development of a preferred financing solution. 

The financing solution was developed through the four-step process outlined in Figure 23 

below. While presented as a linear process, the financing solution was developed iteratively 

and collaboratively with the other workstreams as other parts of the CBC were further 

defined (e.g., funding solution, procurement strategy, etc.). 

Figure 23 - Approach to developing the financing strategy 
 

The framework and approach for developing the financing solution was designed to be 

consistent with the guidance provided by Sponsors, particularly as it pertained to the 

incorporation and consideration of private finance. Critically, Sponsors Guidance confirmed 

the project would follow a “Public Service Delivery Model”, which excludes the use of delivery 

models similar to traditional Public-Private-Partnerships, or other models that involve the 

ownership of the core transport elements. 

Sponsors clarified that commercial partnership and private finance opportunities could be 

considered in certain constrained circumstances (e.g., leases with public agencies and/or 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

of 30-year levies which in conjunction with private financing will fund a series of 

infrastructure projects. 

 

The IFF model enables: 

 

• The creation of a long-term fixed revenue stream which is ringfenced for use to fund a 

specific infrastructure project – once established levy revenues can only be used for the 

specific project set out in the enabling legislation. 

• Raising of cost-effective private finance to help deliver the infrastructure required to 

support urban development. 

• Keeping both the long-term levy revenue stream and associated private financing the 

responsibility of the special purpose vehicle and as a result does not impact local council 

balance sheets. 

 

Implementation of an IFF levy requires the development of a levy proposal which is reviewed 

by the Ministry of Housing and Urban Development, who then prepare a recommendation 

report for the Minster of Housing. The Minister of Housing then consults with other ministers, 

with the levy ultimately approved by cabinet. The development of levy proposals is facilitated 

by Crown Infrastructure Partners (CIP), who also arrange the private finance which supports 

the levy. 

 

As part of the business case process much of the content of a levy proposal for ALR has been 

developed, however the development of a fully levy proposal would need to be progressed in 

conjunction with CIP, the Ministry of Housing and Urban Development and Treasury in 

advance of the Final Investment Decision. 

 

The preferred funding options include a range of different IFF levy scenarios. For more 

details on IFF, please refer to Appendix C - IFF. 

4.10.6 Premium farebox 

Privately financing a premium farebox could provide value for money where it was 

implemented as part of an arrangement with a large stakeholder (e.g., Auckland 

International Airport Limited). Under this approach, a large stakeholder would either fund 

the construction of a station or make an upfront capital construction. In return for the 

contribution, the stakeholder would be granted the right to impose a charge for boarding / 

alighting at the station and receive the associated revenue. 

For the model to work, the large stakeholder would have to assume demand risk at the 

station and may require pricing control as a mechanism to manage that risk. The 

expectation is that the only parties potentially interested in this model would be large 

landowners at / near the station. 

Engagement with the few potential interested parties, including AIAL, is the recommended 

next step to determine whether such a model could be implemented for ALR CC2M. 

4.10.7 Congestion charge 

Private finance for a congestion charge is likely to only deliver value for money where the 

technology risk is transferred to the private sector, and the financer is attached to a world- 

class technology and development partner that can bring innovation and delivery expertise. 

A simple revenue based private financing model is unlikely to deliver value for money 

because the private sector is likely to include a significant risk provision in its pricing. 

However, there may be an opportunity to consider privately financing the congestion at a 

future date, once the congestion charge is operational and strong demand has been 

demonstrated. 
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Figure 26 - Preferred financing solution 
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The illustrative financing solution is anchored by the financing raised through a separate IFF 

SPV, which is assumed to be owned by Crown Infrastructure Partners. The IFF finance is 

assumed to be drawn first to optimise financing costs. At a contract level, OSD opportunities 

will be explored, where the station infrastructure is financed and delivered together with the 

surrounding development. 

The Crown and Auckland Council will be responsible for financing the balance, which will be 

undertaken in proportion to the funding contributions (i.e., the Crown capital contribution, 

and Auckland Council’s premium fare and congestion charge). 

Auckland Council would also be responsible for financing the enabling infrastructure costs, 

using the funding generated from general rates and development contributions charged for 

the infrastructure to service and amortise the debt. 

4.11 Impact assessment 

[Drafting Note: The Impact Assessment has been completed based on Scenario 2: Balanced 

affordability and beneficiary pays to avoid repetition in the Financial Case. It would be 

updated to reflect the preferred funding solution once confirmed. All the figures and charts 

for the other two scenarios are included in the Funding Scenarios Report]. 

4.11.1 Introduction 

This section outlines the impact of the preferred funding and financing solutions on the 

relevant organisations and critical beneficiary groups / end users, including landowners at 

different geographical locations. It draws on the beneficiary and affordability frameworks 

outlined in Sections 4.5 and 4.6 above, respectively. 

4.11.2 Impact on landowners 

Figure 27 below summarises the levies / charges on landowners that have been assumed 

under the preferred funding and financing solutions. 



Figure 27 - Overview of preferred funding option local / regional impacts (Transport) 
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Cash flow affordability 

The impact of the preferred funding and financing solutions on landowners against the 

three cash flow affordability metrics is shown in Figure 28 below. As shown on the charts 

above, most of the ALR CC2M charges relate to the IFF levy for the transport solution. 

 
Figure 28 - Cash flow affordability measures (Measures 1 to 3) 

 

The addition of proposed ALR CC2M charges reduces the amount of available headroom 

relative to the baseline shown in section 4.6.2. Nevertheless, there is still headroom under the 

Shand measure for median landowners across the alignment, which reflects the intended 

impact of the cash flow affordability overlay applied in the preferred funding solution. 

One-off impact / increase in charges 

The increases to charges are material for the average ratepayer at an average of ~18%, which 

is significant in the context of historic annual increases in rates (i.e., Auckland Council rates 

increases have averaged 3.8% over the last ten years). However, it is worth noting that given 

the potential for ratepayers to postpone their IFF charges, there is the opportunity for 

households to manage the price-shock. 
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Figure 29 - One-off affordability impact across CC2M suburbs 

 

 

Economic affordability 

The diagram below shows the percentage of expected LVU captured by the IFF levy at each 

station. It looks at the proportion captured at different distances from the station for 

residential landowners and also for commercial properties. Given the percentage of LVU 

captured through the IFF levy is relatively small, there are unlikely to be any affordability 

challenges from an economic affordability perspective (cost vs monetisation of benefit 

received). 

 
Figure 30 - Proportion of local land value uplift captured by the IFF levy at each station catchment 

 

 

LVU has been the focus for the economic affordability analysis for local landowners, because 

it is the best proxy of the monetised benefits derived by landowners and represents a 

financial benefit (as opposed to pure economic benefit). 
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4.11.3 Impact on organisations 

[Drafting Note: This section is still a work in progress and does not reflect the latest financial 

information from Auckland Council. The Section will outline the impact of the preferred 

transport funding / financing solution on organisational financial position with a focus on 

Auckland Council impacts]. 

Charts included to show the following for Auckland Council, Waka Kotahi and the Crown: 

• Annual ALR CC2M related cash flow 

• Incremental ALR CC2M related debt (cumulative) 

• Debt to revenue ratio (Auckland Council only) 

4.11.4 Beneficiary alignment 

Overall, the preferred funding solution is relatively well aligned to the mid-point of the 

beneficiary allocation, particularly when considering National and Auckland-wide benefit. 

 
Figure 31 - Mid-point beneficiary allocation vs preferred funding scenario cost allocation 

 

 

The figures above show that for some categories of beneficiaries there is some misalignment 

between the proportion of costs allocated between the beneficiary groups and the 

estimated benefits. However, the funding approach has been designed to ensure that there 

is no beneficiary group that is allocated more cost than their estimated benefits. The 

diagrams below show the dollar value of benefits (per economic analysis) compared to the 

dollar value of costs funded by each beneficiary group. Given the BCR is greater than 1.0 all 

beneficiary groups pay less than the benefit they receive. 

Figure 32 - Benefits captured by allocated funding – Beneficiary groups 
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Figure 33 - Benefits captured by allocated funding – Beneficiary geographies 

 

 

4.11.5 Overall conclusions 

[Drafting Note: These will be updated and added to as part of the next iteration] 

• The overall Auckland and National allocation is consistent with the mid-point of the 

analysis. The variance in regional / local split reflects the rebalancing of the IFF with 

reduced local charge and increased regional change. To fully recover the charge from 

local beneficiaries the median local IFF charge would need to be $4,881 and regional $113 

p.a.. This highlights the material impact a small incremental amount at a regional level 

can do to the total funding quantum. 

• The proportion of costs recovered from landowners is in line with benefit received and 

represents ~40% of total economic benefit received. This is higher for business owners 

(~60% of economic benefit received) reflecting the higher commercial charge. 

• Inclusion of the premium farebox allows recovery from PT users without increasing the 

base fares and disincentivising ridership. 

• Motor Vehicle benefits are captured via the congestion charge and NLTF funding (under 

current NLTF revenue sources). 
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6. Overall affordability 
 

 

 

[Drafting note: will be complete in the next version of the financial case with more detailed 

consideration at the DBC stage for each key development area. As with the impact 

assessment, this has been completed based on the balanced affordability and beneficiary 

pays scenario]. 

6.1 Ratepayer affordability 

Ensuring the project’s funding arrangements are affordable for all beneficiary groups is 

critical to achieving the social license for the project. 

[This section will contain the cumulative ratepayer affordability impacts for transport and 

urban charges for each of the key ratepayer affordability measures and will differentiate 

between a ratepayer in an existing home and a ratepayer purchasing a new home (paying 

a development contribution for urban enabling infrastructure)]. 

[Drafting note: Appendix G – Funding Scenarios Report provides indicative cost to 

developers and ratepayers of incremental enabling infrastructure required to enable the 

Urban Minimal Investment and Urban Active Investment scenarios. Given uncertainty 

around the extent to which these may or may already be included in funding agency/entity 

plans, this has not (at this point) been overlaid to transport funding costs. For context this 

analysis shows that costs could be in the region of $3k in development contributions in the 

corridor and $8 p.a. of general rates across Auckland for the Urban Minimal Investment 

Option requirements if 50% of the cost is deemed to be growth related)]. 

 
Figure 34 - Overall ratepayer affordability including ALR CC2M transport and urban costs 

 

 

[The chart below will show one-off affordability impacts for transport only and including 

urban enabling infrastructure (funded via general rates / development contributions)]. 
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Figure 35 - Overall ratepayer one-off affordability including ALR CC2M transport and urban costs 

 

 

[Ratepayer affordability impacts will also be summarised against economic affordability 

measures, and for regional ratepayers, and by each of the personas]. 

6.2 Organisational affordability 

[Drafting note: This section will show the overall impact of transport and urban funding on 

key Auckland Council affordability metrics]. 

[Note: information below is for illustrative purpose. All information developed within the ALR 

project as no information provided by Auckland Council. To further consider if inclusion of 

the below is appropriate or alternative measures included]. 

Charts included to show the following for Auckland Council, Waka Kotahi and the Crown: 

• Annual ALR CC2M related cash flow 

• Incremental ALR CC2M related debt (cumulative) 

• Debt to revenue ratio (Auckland Council only) 

[Consider included charts such as the below] 

Figure 36 - Auckland Council ALR CC2M transport and urban affordability vs. baseline (illustrative) 

 

 

[Information will be summarised in table format also - information is illustrative and 

developed within the ALR project as no information provided by Auckland Council]. 
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7. Sensitivities and scenario analysis 
 

 

 

[Drafting note: This section will summarise the different sensitivity analysis / scenarios that 

were modelled, e.g. higher interest rates, lower demand, etc. It will be completed in the next 

version of the financial case]. 
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8. Project contingencies 
 

 

 

[Drafting note: will be complete in the next version of the financial case]. 

• Outline the approach to agency(ies) and beneficiary(ies) who will fund any contingencies 

associated with the project. This could include cost contingency outside of the allowance 

made in cost estimates or a revenue shortfall. 

• Approach to rebalancing funding sources if a funding source is lower/higher than 

forecast. 

Any next steps to agree contingency arrangements between agencies / within agency 

funding agreements. 
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9. Next steps 
 

 

 

[Drafting Note: This section will provide a summary of key next steps from a funding and 

financing perspective.] 

• Decisions / actions required pre-FID (e.g., funding agreements) 

• Post-FID next steps 
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Appendix A Technical cost appendix 
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Appendix B Beneficiary analysis 
 

 

 

[Drafting note: Draft report issued 30/05/2023. To be updated with final costs and benefits in 

and issued with the final version of the Financial Case] 
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Appendix C IFF 

 

 

 

[Drafting note: Draft report issued 30/05/2023. To be updated with final costs and benefits 

and issued with the final version of the Financial Case] 
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Appendix D LVUM 

 

 

 

[Drafting note: Draft report issued 30/05/2023. To be updated with final costs and issued 

with the final version of the Financial Case] 
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Appendix E Affordability analysis 
 

 

 

[Drafting note: Draft report issued in two volumes (09/05/2023 and 17/05/2023 for volume 1 

and 2, respectively. To be updated with final analysis and issued with the final version of the 

Financial Case] 
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Appendix F Funding tool evaluation 
 

 

 

[Drafting note: Evaluation complete (RAG), supporting report WIP (~70%). To be finalised 

and issued with the final version of the Financial Case]. 
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Appendix G Funding Scenarios Report 
 

 

 

[Drafting note: Draft report issued in November 2023 based on costs and benefits reflected 

in the Economic Case [30 October 2023] version. The final version of the Financial Case] 
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Appendix H Financing 
 

 

 

[Drafting note: Draft report (Financing Methodology & Analysis) issued 04/07/2023. To be 

updated with final costs and benefits and issued with the final version of the Financial Case] 
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Appendix I Model assumptions 
 


