
 
 

SUBMISSION TO THE AUCKLAND 
COUNCIL GOVERNING BODY 

RE: STRATEGIC PRIORITIES FOR THE 30-YEAR 
TRANSPORT PLAN AND THE EQUITABLE ALLOCATION OF 

REGIONAL ROADING RESOURCES 
 

Introduction 

1. Following the passage of the Local Government (Auckland Council) (Transport 
Governance) Amendment Bill, the Governing Body (GB) now holds direct 
accountability for Auckland’s transport network. This submission asserts that 
the forthcoming 30-year transport plan must move away from historically urban-
centric funding models and adopt a "Fair and Reasonable" allocation model for 
the Rodney Local Board (RLB) area based on infrastructure burden rather than 
population density. 

Rodney Transport network is vital for Auckland 

2. Rodney represents a unique and disproportionate share of Auckland’s physical 
infrastructure, containing approximately 23% of the region’s named roads and 
19% of the total roading kilometres managed by the council. Approximately 41% 
of Rodney’s road network by length is unsealed, and Rodney contains 
approximately 80% of Auckland’s entire unsealed road network. This 
immediately distinguishes Rodney from urban Local Board Areas and creates 
fundamentally different maintenance, resilience and funding requirements. 

3. Despite this massive asset base, funding has traditionally been suppressed by a 
focus on population, where Rodney accounts for only 5% of the regional total. 
We argue that funding must follow the asset length and usage profile: "roads do 
not serve people; they serve the economy and regional connectivity." 

4. The usage profile of Rodney’s roads is among the most intensive in the region. 
Traffic count data confirms Rodney accounts for 11% of all daily vehicle 
movements in Auckland. Critically, it facilitates 15% to 18% of the region’s total 
Heavy Commercial Vehicle (HCV) traffic. Nearly one-fifth of Auckland’s heavy 
freight movements occur on Rodney’s roads, with rural arterials carrying heavy 
vehicle proportions exceeding 12–15%—more than double the regional average. 
This creates a Heavy Vehicle Multiplier effect in which road wear, pavement 
stress and renewal demand increase disproportionately relative to simple traffic 
counts. 
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…and for the country 

5. This data pertains strictly to the local road network and excludes the State 
Highway (SH) network. However, Rodney carries a disproportionately high 
share—estimated at 25% to 30%—of Auckland’s 328 km of state highways. This 
creates a massive Resilience Multiplier: when the SH1 or SH16 national spines 
are disrupted, the local Rodney network becomes the only relief valve for the 
entire North Island's freight economy. Unlike urban Auckland, Rodney’s network 
has limited redundancy. Many corridors operate as single-point-of-failure 
routes where disruption results not merely in delay, but loss of access, freight 
diversion, and community isolation. 

6. Managing this protection for diverted national traffic is currently uncompensated 
in the local budget. 

7. Furthermore, the mandatory provision of a free alternative to tolled routes 
creates a secondary financial burden that the Governing Body must address. 
When the SH1 toll route is blocked or detoured, the local roading budget must 
maintain the "free" alternative (such as the Hibiscus Coast Highway) as it 
absorbs thousands of heavy vehicles. Conversely, when the free alternative 
routes are blocked (as happened recently) Government has to forego tolls on the 
SH1. This arrangement effectively forces local ratepayers to subsidise national 
network failures and lost toll revenue opportunity costs. Rodney's local roads are 
performing a regional service that saves the government and freight industry 
millions in downtime, yet this is not reflected in our maintenance allocation, or 
any Government “deals” for Auckland. 

Rodney’s rural character doesn’t suit Urban management 

8. We hold significant concerns regarding the new Auckland Regional Transport 
Framework (ARTF). This framework remains urban-centric; its "place and traffic" 
based classifications fail to reflect Rodney’s needs, where "function and 
movement" are the primary drivers of value. This difference is also reflected in 
network condition outcomes. STE data extracted from Auckland Council’s RAMM 
database indicates deteriorating condition trends on rural roads. While Auckland 
Transport is currently undertaking updated condition assessments for rural 
networks, those results have not yet been publicly released. 

9. If the Council adopts the ARTF’s reliance on traffic counts, Rodney justifies a 
significantly higher share of the budget due to facilitating nearly 20% of regional 
heavy traffic. Conversely, if it adopts the ONF’s function-based logic, Rodney’s 
claim remains equally strong due to its vital regional resilience role. Under either 
framework, Rodney qualifies for materially higher investment than a simple 
population-based allocation model would produce. 

10. Splitting the regulatory road use control authorities between arterial and local 
roads for Rodney will invite conflict, dispute and local dissatisfaction if AC 
applies different urban-centric policies to arterial roads and the RLB applies 
rural based policies to local roads that include secondary collectors used as 
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alternatives to primary “arterials”. The practical distinction between ‘arterial’ and 
‘local’ roads in Rodney is therefore often artificial and unstable. 

11. Authoritative network standards, such as the One Network Framework (ONF), 
recognise that rural road users have distinct operational requirements: longer 
trip distances, higher operating speeds, and a reliance on secondary connectors 
for regional productivity. 

12. Applying urban-centric traffic calming to these rural lifelines creates a policy-

induced friction that ignores the time-sensitivity of freight and the lack of 
alternative routes. Unlike urban environments where 'Safety by Design' involves 
speed reduction, rural road safety must be achieved through Resilience by 

Design — prioritising road widening, shoulder sealing, and structural 
strengthening to reconcile higher speeds with safety, rather than simply 
impeding  the movement of goods and people. 

13. To apply the new legislation ARTC should either designate all roads in Rodney as 
arterials and have the GB manage and control their use, or designate them all as 
local roads and let the RLB manage and control road use. (preferred).    

Rodney’s share of AC road funding is woeful 

14. The financial disparity is stark. Of Auckland Transport’s ~$2.8B budget, roughly 
$1B is dedicated to urban-based public transport (PT), leaving approximately 
$1.8B for the roading budget. Current estimates suggest Rodney’s annual direct 
roading spend is likely below $60 million. (Exact allocation figures are difficult to 
identify because expenditure is not transparently reported by Local Board as a 
distinct funding category). 

15. A 10% share of the annual roading budget would equal $180 million, while a 20% 
share—justified by our 19% road share and 18% heavy traffic share—would 
reach $360 million. 

Bridging that gap? 

16. The current infrastructure funding framework also appears structurally 
inadequate to support Rodney’s growth pressures.  

17. Development Contributions (DCs) collected from new development are intended 
to help fund the public infrastructure required both within and beyond individual 
development sites. However, current DC levels in Rodney, typically around 
$20,000 per dwelling, appear materially below the likely long-term infrastructure 
costs generated by growth.  

18. Auckland Transport has previously estimated transport infrastructure 
requirements in Warkworth alone at approximately $120,000 per additional 
dwelling, while Watercare connection charges are already approximately 
$20,000 for a standard residential connection. These figures are broadly 
consistent with independent estimates that total long-term infrastructure costs 
associated with new growth may be in the order of $200,000 per dwelling, or 
equivalent targeted rate funding over time, with transport representing 
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approximately half of that requirement and water infrastructure approximately 10 
percent.  

19. Current funding settings therefore appear insufficient to recover the full 
infrastructure costs associated with growth in Rodney, increasing pressure on 
the wider transport budget and contributing to the infrastructure deficits 
identified in this submission.  

20. At the same time, wider affordability concerns and political resistance to 
significant rates increases constrain Auckland Council’s ability to close these 
infrastructure funding gaps through general rating increases alone. Improved 
growth funding tools and greater reinvestment transparency would therefore 
assist Auckland Council in addressing funding requirements within the 30-year 
Transport Plan and Long-Term Plan. 

Priorities for Increased Funding 

21. Increased funding for Rodney roads is for essential catch-up on a decades-long 
infrastructure deficit. These investments are not discretionary enhancements. 
They are required to maintain minimum network functionality, resilience and 
safety standards across a geographically extensive rural network: 

o Sealing Secondary Connectors: Accelerating the sealing of the region's 
largest unsealed network (80% of Auckland's gravel roads). 

o Upgrading to National Standards: Rebuilding road bases and drainage 
to ensure all roads—sealed and unsealed—meet national performance 
standards. 

o Widening and Strengthening for Growth: Targeted widening of strategic 
freight corridors to accommodate the 18% HCV traffic load. 

Public Transport (PT) Management 

22. Rodney is unsuitable for urban-based PT policies and equipment designed to 
carry many passengers for short distances. (most AT bus trips [likely two thirds] 
are local circulation short trips. Rodney has no train service.) Forcing these 
models into rural contexts leads to wasted expenditure and poor patronage. The 
economics of high-frequency urban PT systems rely on dense passenger 
turnover and short trip circulation. Rodney’s dispersed settlement pattern and 
longer-distance travel behaviour do not produce those conditions. 

23. Rodney requires a separate PT policy that acknowledges roads are essential 
community connectors and cars and trucks will continue to dominate use. Local 
PT systems (where needed) for small settlements need flexible pick-ups and 
stops and small vehicles (vans not 40seater buses). Private services are most 
efficient and customer responsive. Money saved from inappropriate PT in rural 
areas should be redirected into a system that actually serves rural connectivity 
and transport resilience. 
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Recommendations 

1. Adopt a Functional-Resilience and Usage-Proportional Funding Model: 
Direct the ARTC to ensure Rodney receives a "fair and reasonable" share of the 
$1.8B roading budget, benchmarked between 10% and 20% ($180M–$360M). 

2. Develop a Rural-Specific Public Transport Policy: Move away from urban PT 
models in areas like Rodney and redirect wasted spend into functional rural 
connectivity and roads. 

3. Unified Governance for Rural Networks: Delegate road-use control for the 
entire Rodney network to the Local Board to prevent policy friction between 
urban and rural standards. 

4. Eliminate the "Double Tax" Burden: Absorb the costs of the Rodney Transport 
Targeted Rate into the general regional budget, as Rodney’s roads serve a 
regional function. 

5. Require Auckland Council, Auckland Regional Transport Committee (ARTC), and 
Auckland Transport to publicly report Rodney transport expenditure, network 
condition trends, maintenance outcomes, and public transport financial 
performance as distinct categories, so as to improve transparency and 
accountability for Auckland’s significant transport budget. 

 
William Foster 
Chair, Northern Action Group 
8 May 2026 
 
N.B. This submission from NAG is supported by the following community groups whose 
principals have previously been involved in road management discussions with, and 
submissions to, AT: 

• Rodney Community Voices 

• Landowners and Contractors Association 

• Mahurangi Community Planning Group 

                

OneMahurangi Business Association are making their own submission.  
 
We have not had time at preparation, to engage the Rodney Local Board about this 
submission but will ,and note that they have strongly supported the need for better 
roading outcomes for Rodney people. 


