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Introduction 

Infrastructure is a crucial part of the New Zealand economy. It supports the day to day activities of New Zealanders, helps to improve 

living standards for all, and can be a driver for economic growth. As such, it is vital it is managed as well as possible. The National 

Infrastructure Plan 2011 sets out a long term vision for New Zealand’s infrastructure and seeks to provide a common direction for how 

we plan, fund, build and use all economic and social infrastructure.  

 

A significant constraint identified in the National Infrastructure Plan 2011 was the lack of information about asset condition and 

performance to allow more informed decisions and efficient and effective investment.  A key part of the National Infrastructure Unit’s 

(NIU) work programme over the past two years has been to develop a more robust Evidence Base to address this constraint.  In 

particular, publishing the Evidence Base enables a discussion identifying the significant issues for New Zealand infrastructure and 

options to respond to these.  Discussion of these will underpin the NIU’s work programme over 2014, through to the release of the next 

National Infrastructure Plan in 2015.   

The Evidence Base draws together work on performance indicators (the current state of the infrastructure), scenario and trend analysis 

(the future pressures or drivers of demand), the national resilience picture, and the first 10-year Capital Intentions Plan (what is known 

about indicative future spend).   

This document forms the substantive component of the Evidence Base for the social sector, defined by NIU as the assets needed to 

deliver social services to the public. These social services include social housing, health, education, justice (including police, courts, 

and corrections), and elements of defence infrastructure. It follows from the overview document, which can be found on the NIU’s 

website.   

NIU has not produced a full evidence base for the social sector as the Treasury has been undertaking a separate exercise to develop 

the 2014 Investment Statement.1 For the first time, the Investment Statement will have a focus on property, plant and equipment and  

                                                           
1  Under section 26NA of the Public Finance Act, Treasury is required to develop an Investment Statement before the end of 2017 

and then at intervals not exceeding four years.  The overall purpose of the 2014 Investment Statement is to provide Ministers, 
Members of Parliament, taxpayers, journalists, investors, lenders, government agency staff,  and rating agencies an overview of the 
state of the Crown’s assets and liabilities, and frameworks for considering  performance and key risks in a single document.  The 
first Investment Statement was produced in 2010 followed by a supplement in 2011, both are available on the Treasury website. 
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Maintenance and renewal profiles, by service group

 

include a detailed analysis on the performance of social assets on the Crown’s balance sheet.  NIU has been involved in the production 

of the Investment Statement and as a result has not duplicated the work here.  Instead, this document provides an overview of the  

social sector, drawing upon the work of the Investment Statement and several other key studies. The Investment Statement is 

expected to be published shortly and will be available from the Treasury website. It also provides information drawn from the resilience 

assessment and scenario and trend analysis completed by NIU. 

Where data has been provided, this is publically available information, and has been provided with permission of the information owner. 

 

Overview messages 

The social sector has made substantial progress in recent years, especially in areas of asset management, capital planning, 

procurement, and the allocation of capital. The Government’s Better Business Case (BBC) process continues to develop, and an 

external review conducted in July 2013 found widespread user endorsement of, and support for, BBC method and guidance. Equally 

there has been some positive movement in procurement with new Government Procurement Rules coming into effect in 2013 and the 

two pathfinder Public Private Partnerships close to completion – the PPPs focus on innovation has demonstrably changed agencies 

thinking on delivering outcomes.  Further PPPs are being developed, including the first transport PPP, Transmission Gully.  

There is a growing awareness that capital asset management is important, and capital-intensive agencies are expected to demonstrate 

a level of asset management practice and performance that is appropriate to the scale of assets under their management and the 

criticality of those assets to the delivery of key public services. 

However, there are still significant improvements that can be made. Asset management has traditionally been underdeveloped. An 

independent report on asset management maturity was commissioned from GHD Ltd in 2011/12, which provided useful baseline data 

across 13 of the capital intensive agencies that together manage over $66 billion worth of physical assets and software. The report 

showed that all but one agency had a gap between current and target levels of asset management maturity. The chart on the following 

page highlights the 17 attributes of asset management that span the asset life cycle, demonstrating the wide variety in maturity around 

them. Some of the largest gaps are in planning and asset information systems, which are key to enabling a more mature practice. 

Equally, in June 2013 the Office of the Auditor-General published the Managing Public Assets report and showed that although most 
public entities understand the importance of planning for assets (with plans in place for about 75% of assets), most assets across all 
service groups varied in the extent to which they were being managed, including some where the plans were not being followed at all. It 
was also found that asset condition information is not being regularly reported to decision-makers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: The Office of the Auditor-General 

How well maintenance & renewal plans are followed, by 

service group 

Source: The Office of the Auditor-General 

Note: These averages were calculated based on the responses on a scale of 
1-4, with 1 specified as “not at all” and 4 specified as “according to plan”. 
Grades 2 and 3 were not specified.
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In addition, there are challenges the sectors need to address in the future. Reflecting the detail contained in the upcoming 2014 

Investment Statement and the view of the NIU, some of the broad themes that emerge for social infrastructure are highlighted below: 

 Demographic changes will have a significant impact on future service needs. Increased urbanisation has led to asset over- and 

under-utilisation of assets, and changes in the proportion of the population within different age groups will also affect the demand 

for different social sector services. Resources could be more effectively used if the asset base is rationalised and aligned with 

demand expectations. 
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 The age of social assets means that there is a specific need for a step change in asset management over the next 10-20 years. The 

large number of older assets means decisions will need to be made on whether to replace or maintain them to meet future service 

needs.  This provides an opportunity for new thinking on how infrastructure supports service delivery and exploring demand as well 

as supply-side options.  

 There is a lack of coordination across the social sector as a whole when developing individual capital asset plans, whilst 

coordination within specific sectors varies.  

 Crown assets can be utilised more effectively to avoid unnecessary additional expenditure which results in poor value-for-money for 

the taxpayer. This can be achieved through a reprioritisation of the estate and the policies that dictate asset use.  Again, there are 

opportunities here to explore demand-side options and innovation in service delivery. 

 The availability, quality, comparability, and consistency of data on social asset performance varies across different sectors. There is 

a need to develop a similarly high standard of information on the state of assets and their performance within the social sector, and 

to integrate this understanding into making better capital decisions. 

 Technological advances continue to play a significant role in determining the size and type of asset base required to deliver social 

services. The rapidity of technological progression will demand a more flexible approach to infrastructure investment, which will 

ensure that infrastructure remains adaptable to the ever-changing means of delivering social services.  

 
Context 

As at 30 June 2013, the total value of the Crown’s social assets was $124.3 billion. Almost half of the Crown’s social asset portfolio is 

held in three areas – state highways, state housing, and primary and secondary schools. Based upon the 2013 Budget forecasts, social 

assets are expected to grow from $124.3 billion in 2013 to $131.0 billion in 2017, an increase of 5.1%. 

As noted earlier, NIU has not produced a full evidence 

base for the social sector as the Treasury has been 

separately developing the 2014 Investment Statement, 

which includes a detailed analysis on the performance of 

social assets on the Crown’s balance sheet. NIU has 

been involved in the production of the Investment 

Statement and as a result has not duplicated the work 

here. As this chapter instead provides an overview of the 

social sector (based on the Investment Statement and 

other key studies), some of the subsections present in 

the other sector specific narratives are not reproduced 

here.  



EVIDENCE BASE: SOCIAL SECTOR 
 

 

 

5  

 

Resilience 

Required levels of resilience will vary depending on perspective. This 

assessment is made at a national level and is yet to be developed with 

robust supporting evidence. It does however assist in prioritising efforts.  

NIU defines the resilience of infrastructure to include not just the physical or 

hard assets but also other aspects such as how infrastructure organisations 

function, capacity and capability to fund, and community awareness. To 

provide an assessment of resilience, the social sector has been 

disaggregated and qualitative methods applied to compare resilience 

expectations with assessed level of resilience to identify desired 

improvements in resilience. These tabulations have been publicly available 

and presented in various forums through 2012 and 2013 and continue to 

evolve as new information comes available. 

At this stage the resilience assessment for the social sector is least 

developed but it is noted that it is probably the sector most vulnerable to 

interdependency issues being very dependent on all other sectors and 

being a primary interface with communities. 

In the table resilience expectations from a national perspective are 

identified as low medium or high. When making these judgements a wide 

range of aspects require consideration. Particularly for social assets, very 

specialised facilities tend to warrant high levels of resilience whereas if the 

functions can be relatively easily undertaken elsewhere then a low 

resilience expectation is appropriate. To demonstrate; under “Courts” the 

functions undertaken can be undertaken in alternate facilities (low 

“Resilience Expectation”) but “Regional hospitals” provide specialised 

facilities and associated services (high “Resilience Expectation”). Under this 

assessment police, health laboratories and regional hospitals deserve specific attention but a more robust assessment may indicate 

alternate priorities. 

 

 

What future trends and scenarios may impact social infrastructure? 

As part of the development of the Evidence Base for New Zealand’s infrastructure, the NIU has undertaken an investigation into future 

pressures placing demand on our infrastructure for a range of plausible scenarios: a central scenario (best estimate of future 

infrastructure demand), an upside scenario (high infrastructure demand) and a downside scenario (low infrastructure demand).2 The 

results of this investigation have been published in a separate document available on the NIU website, but relevant extracts for the 

Social infrastructure sector are reproduced below. 

 

Implications for social infrastructure in the central scenario 

Social infrastructure is most directly impacted by demographic change, which forms the main part of this discussion. The increased use 

of technology, although it shows promise for better utilising social assets, is expected to become only gradually more integrated over 

time in the central scenario – causing relatively minor overall impacts. 

                                                           
2  Each scenario has an associated set of projections of future infrastructure demand. The NIU has not produced any new models or 

forecasts in this regard. Rather, we rely upon existing sector data and forecasts where applicable and relevant. 
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Education 

Demand for education infrastructure is influenced by fertility rates, migration levels and retention rates. In this analysis, we rely upon 

Ministry of Education school roll forecasts for primary and secondary schools (National School Roll Projections: 2011 Update). The 

medium scenario in the school roll projections aligns with the medium population growth assumed in our central scenario. 

Figure 1: Primary school roll projections to 2030  Figure 2: Secondary school roll projections to 2030 

  

Source: Ministry of Education (2011) 

In the central scenario, the total school roll is projected to peak in 2024 at approximately 810,000 full-time equivalents (from 755,000 in 

2012). After 2024, the school roll is expected to diminish which is consistent with the general trend of an ageing population. 

However, considering the school roll projections at a national level masks the substantial variation that is expected to occur at a 

regional and local level. For example, based on Stats NZ medium projections from 2011 to 2031, the population aged 0 to 14 in the 

Ruapehu district will decline by 36% while in the Selwyn district it will increase by 30%. Overall, 50 of 67 territorial authorities will have 

fewer children in 2031 than they had in 2011. These changes will have direct implications as to whether new schools are required and 

whether existing schools need to be upgraded or rationalised. 

 

Justice 

As with education infrastructure, assets in the justice system are closely linked to population. The Ministry of Justice reports that the 

most influential factors affecting justice forecasts are (Justice Sector Forecasts 2012-2022): 

 Number entering the courts system (the single most significant variable) 

 Proportion of people remanded in custody 

 Average time spent on custodial remand, and 

 Proportion of imposed sentence served in custody (excluding remand). 
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These variables are not explicitly included in our central scenario assumptions. However, the Ministry of Justice forecast is based on 

the Stats NZ medium population projection, which is consistent with the central scenario we have developed. Graphs from the Ministry 

of Justice study are reproduced below: 

Figure 3: Prison population forecast to 2022            Figure 4: Total remand population to 2022 
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Source: Ministry of Justice (2012) 

In general, the national trend is for decreased demand in our justice system. However, this is likely to vary by region. Although the 

trend may be downward overall, no further analysis has been conducted for this exercise and it is possible that urban areas 

experiencing high growth will see an increase in demand for justice-related infrastructure – against the national trend.  

 

Health 

Demand in the health sector is related to demographics (population growth, age cohorts), income effects and health sector productivity. 

The central scenario assumes a business as usual trend with respect to income and productivity, with the most tangible link to health 

infrastructure demand being demographic change. 

As with all social infrastructure, future demand will be subject to significant regional variation in the central scenario with urban centres 

(especially Auckland) experiencing high population growth which will place pressure on health infrastructure. Similarly, our maturing 

population will place high demand on aged care facilities and assessment, treatment and rehabilitation (AT&R) services. 

 

Implications for social infrastructure in the upside and downside scenarios 

Social infrastructure is primarily impacted by higher or lower levels of population growth (and the location in which these changes 

occur). 

In the education sector, the combined primary and secondary school roll is projected to reach between 700,000 and 900,000 students 

by 2030. Although Ministry of Education projections do not specifically note where these students will be located, the associated Stats 

NZ population projections show the most substantial variation in the upper North Island (and to a lesser extent, other major urban 

centres). 

Similarly, the prison population is expected to range between 7,000 people in the downside scenario to 9,000 people in the upside 

scenario. Again, the spatial distribution of the impact is unknown but is expected to be primarily urban in line with population 

projections. 

Finally, in the upside scenario, the ageing of our population is slower than expected with high inward migration and high fertility rates. 

When compared to the central scenario, this is expected to increase the burden on maternity services and early childhood care – but 

will reduce the burden (in relative terms) on aged care facilities. In the downside scenario, the situation is reversed –decreasing the 

burden on maternity services and early childhood care, but increasing the burden on aged care facilities. 
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