
   

The Treasury 
Submissions on a New Independent Infrastructure Body  

Information Release 

February 2019 

This document has been proactively released by the Treasury on the Treasury website at  

https://treasury.govt.nz/publications/information-release/independent-infrastructure-body-submissions 

 
Information Withheld 

Some parts of this information release would not be appropriate to release and, if requested, would be 
withheld under the Official Information Act 1982 (the Act). 

Where this is the case, the relevant sections of the Act that would apply have been identified.   

Where information has been withheld, no public interest has been identified that would outweigh the reasons 
for withholding it. 

Key to sections of the Act under which information has been withheld: 

[1] 9(2)(a) - to protect the privacy of natural persons, including deceased people; 

Where information has been withheld, a numbered reference to the applicable section of the Act has been 
made, as listed above. For example, a [1] appearing where information has been withheld in a release 
document refers to section 9(2)(a). 

 
Copyright and Licensing 

Cabinet material and advice to Ministers from the Treasury and other public service departments are  
© Crown copyright but are licensed for re-use under Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International  
(CC BY 4.0) [https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/]. 

For material created by other parties, copyright is held by them and they must be consulted on the licensing 
terms that they apply to their material. 



 

 

SUBMISSION  
 
 
Dr Haydn Read 
 
A New Independent Infrastructure Body 
 
New Zealand Treasury 
 
 
October 2018 





 

A New Independent Infrastructure Body – Submission Template   |   1 

A New Independent Infrastructure Body 

Your responses 
Please write your responses into the template following this introductory page. 

Please note: 

 You do not need to answer all sections – just the ones for which you have information or 
comments you would like to contribute. 

 Please submit your response to infrastructure@treasury.govt.nz by 5pm on Friday 
26 October 2018.   

The information provided in submissions will be used to inform the Treasury’s policy 
development process, and will inform advice to Ministers in relation to this matter. We may 
contact submitters directly if we require clarification of any matters in submissions. 

Thank you for your time and effort on making your submission. 

For further information 
Website: https://infrastructure.govt.nz (redirects to the Treasury’s Infrastructure pages) 

Email: infrastructure@treasury.govt.nz 

Submissions and the Official Information Act 1982 
Submissions received by the Treasury are subject to the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA).  
Please set out clearly with your submission if you have any objection to any information in 
the submission being released under the OIA.  In particular, clearly state which part(s) you 
consider we should withhold, and the reason(s) for doing so. 

The OIA sets out reasons for withholding information. Reasons could include that the 
information is commercially sensitive or that you wish us to withhold personal information, 
such as names or contact details. An automatic confidentiality disclaimer from your IT system 
is not a reason to withhold information. 

We will consider your objections when responding to requests under the OIA. 

Private Information and inclusion of names with published 
submissions 
We will use any personal information you supply while making a submission only for matters 
covered by this document. Please clearly indicate in your submission if you do not want 
your name included in any submission or summary of submissions that we may 
publish. 
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Your contact details 
For individuals 

Your name: Dr Haydn Read 

 Indicate here if you do not wish your name to be included 
in any summary of submissions that we may publish. 

 

Email address: 

Phone number: 
 

For organisations 

Organisation name:  

Nature of your business:  

 Indicate here if you do not wish your name to be included 
in any summary of submissions that we may publish. 

 

Contact person name:  

Position:  

Phone number:  

Email address:  
 

 

  

[1]

[1]
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Questions for Submitters  

1 What do you think are essential features of the new 
independent infrastructure body, so it can deliver on its 
core purpose to strengthen infrastructure strategy, 
planning, investment and delivery (note functions are 
discussed below)? 

Response: 
 

I generally agree to the functions noted, and I would like for Treasury to consider the 
following additional information with regards to these; 

 gather and publish evidence on the state of infrastructure assets and networks  

Asset Data and Asset Metadata Standards 

Recent research reveals a significant deficit exists in the data and information that is 
required for an evidence-based investment decision (National Infrastructure Unit 2015 - 
30 Year Infrastructure Plan, New Zealand Asset Metadata Standards, Auckland Plan, 
Wellington City Council 2015 LTP and numerous development projects across NZ) 

Less understood is the requirement to be able to create, collect, store, analyse and 
visualise infrastructure (asset) data in a normalised and standardised way across the 
sectors and asset disciplines – an NZ Inc. approach. 

Similarly, this research has identified that without a clear understanding of the current 
state, any proposed investment is unlikely to be able to be analysed at the level of 
competency expected with an informed or ‘evidence-based investment’. There are 11 
critical success factors for a decision of the nature and type being considered here (as 
outlined in the New Zealand Asset Metadata Standards (2017); 

1. Condition,  
2. Repairs & Maintenance 
3. Utilisation 
4. Demand 
5. Vulnerability 
6. Criticality 
7. Risk 
8. Resilience 
9. Design Performance 
10. Financial Performance 
11. Service Performance 
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The standards include, all the significant public infrastructure assets (Potable Water, 
Wastewater, Stormwater, Residential Housing, Light Commercial Buildings and Roading). 
These are the one of the key foundation blocks for harmonised investment planning. As 
such, they ought to be considered as mandatory (with some consideration to what is fit 
for purpose), for all public investment. The data required infrastructure assets needs to be 
addressed at a national level. There are some who are advocating the value is such that 
it also ought to be considered a ‘balance sheet item’ – something to consider in the 
future. 
 
Agreed core data sets are critical to any analytical derivations. A number of datasets (e.g. 
population demand) ought to be specified by the Ministry of Infrastructure (for example, in 
collaboration with Stats NZ) to affect an even ‘playing field’ in the assumptions which 
underpin much of the information to support thing like, but limited to, business cases etc. 
 
Asset Optimisation and Collaboration Tools 
 
Tools are also currently available to capture significant data sets, analyse them in 
preparation for an investment discussion / decision. These tools should be explored. It 
follows, an opportunity exist, for the first time to consolidate the suite of public asset 
information into one data repository to analyse and inform investment priorities across NZ 
– chronologically and spatially. 
 
A ‘one version of the truth’ data repository for all public assets – in the vein of the thinking 
being explored by ‘The Auckland Policy Office’ – MBIE 
 
And, an analytical capability that all agencies might turn to for investment advice / support 
for their investment endeavours – something akin to an Asset Investment Infrastructure 
capability along the lines of the IDI (Individual Data Infrastructure with Stats NZ) and the 
SDI (Spatial Data Infrastructure) with LINZ. These three world views enable the 
interoperability interrogations necessary for the kind of investments proposed in the 
capital intentions plans of the central government agencies, currently and in the future. 
 
Planning and Development 
 
There is a significant challenge ahead for developments across New Zealand (in 
particular Auckland) – the current state is simply not working. And, planning decisions are 
being made independently of the current infrastructure stock when further planning 
provisions are being considered – the Auckland Unitary Plan is a case in point. 
 
Until government takes a strong leadership role in this space, the development 
community will invariably be hamstrung by the very processes that ought to enable 
growth, development and prosperity. If the decisions to simultaneously create entities that 
support investment (the Provincial Development Fund) and entities that appear to be 
wrestling away regulation and development from Councils (e.g. the Urban Housing and 
Development Authority, HNZC), then the support for these entities by the infrastructure 
body will be paramount.  
 
The notes here reflect some of the opportunities that NZ has with this new infrastructure 
body to reshape a forty plus year old paradigm that needs a complete rethink – it’s simply 
a different place now and the instruments put together (both locally and nationally) need a 
significant shift to utilise the technologies (analytical and investment instruments now 
available), the capabilities of its people, the investment potential both locally and 
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internationally, that are already well entrenched in the private sector (here and abroad) 
that ought to be embraced in the work going forward. 
 
Long-term Vision 
 
Nationally, infrastructure assets are more and more being consolidated into and managed 
from one or a few places – there are very strong arguments for the benefits being 
achieved with scale – particularly with infrastructure investment. If this is the case, then 
some consideration needs to be given to what the implications are for the infrastructure 
body is if similar approaches are being considered (and if adopted) for other infrastructure 
circumstances (e.g. water) – in the same way as other infrastructure providers do (e.g. as 
roads are currently being administered by NZTA and local government on a day to day 
basis) – and how does this fit into the new planning and development initiatives that will 
be administered by the Urban Housing and Development Authority that are being 
introduced alongside these considerations – this long-term relationship needs to be given 
some thought no less. 
 
With this in mind, the elephant in the room is if there is a strong desire to have the 
infrastructure body influence ‘peak infrastructure bodies’ in the two sectors noted here 
consolidated in their own way (i.e. water and roads), it does beg the question that the 
only other ‘asset class’ left in a federated model is the social infrastructure that support 
the public sector infrastructure (e.g. schools, hospitals, government administration 
‘campuses’ and the like).  
 
I have always struggled at the ‘point solutions’ that the built infrastructure that supports 
the wider requirements of MSD, HNZC, OT, TPK, and the myriad of other facilities 
(buildings of one type or another) that support similar but different endeavours with 
entities such as the MoH, MoE, DoC etc. and local government. By having social 
infrastructure being managed in a decentralised (localised) manner, the value leakage is 
significant. Assets of this nature need to be managed centrally / spatially (e.g. regionally) 
and collaboratively as an ‘asset’ / ‘portfolio’ by asset / facility / portfolio management 
enterprise. While there are recent examples that show collaborative developments for 
multiple parties can and does add substantial benefit (Christchurch, Whenuapai), we 
have only scratched the surface of what might be possible. And we are missing a trick. 
 
I do have a sense that, until the asset portfolios of health (is not administered by the 
medical fraternity), education (is not administered by the education fraternity et al.), 
Justice, Police, MSD etc. etc. is not being administered by a consolidated centre of asset 
management excellence – the country will continue to leak value. Moreover, until the 
portfolio has visibility for all providers, it follows shared service opportunities will be 
missed. Without transparency, it’s very difficult / impossible to meet the local demands of 
many institutional entities at one place at one time with what might be one investments 
decision. 
 
I see an Infrastructure Ministry (body) in the future with significantly more responsibility for 
the infrastructure that provides services (core / economic and social), focussing on these 
portfolios, so the expert practitioners in health and education (for example) focus on the 
core business – making people well and teaching – by way of an example. Many 
conveyed over the time how distracted they are from their core duties. 
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But if that’s for down the track (as it likely is) – consider how it might influence the way in 
which the infrastructure body gets structured with an eye on the future, not just the 
important current burning patform. 
 
If it sounds a bit like a ‘Ministry of Works’, maybe it is…. But with all the new capability 
and technologies that now exist to optimise, rationalise, systemise its endeavours at a 
level of competency that was historically out of the reach of the country at that time, 
maybe it’s time to rethink the longer term state now. 
 
 assist the Minister for Infrastructure in developing a long-term vision for infrastructure 
planning and delivery 

Attention to Renewals Plans (and coupling with Augmentation Plans) 

NZ is about to embark on its first full replacement cycle of infrastructure assets (demand 
driven by investments post-WWII and the ‘baby boomer’ generation that followed in the 
1960s and 1970s). There is ‘an elephant in the room’ that requires significant attention in 
any plan – the replacement (renewal) of these assets and what this means for NZ’s 
current investment plans – renewals / refurbishments are likely to be 80%+ of the total 
future capital intentions plan. And, how this is optimised against a known forward liability 
in infrastructure renewals as defined in numerous local government and central 
government 10-year plans. 

There is a tool that can assist the infrastructure body to get optics on this significant 
issue. By way of an example, it’s possible to put all the growth in Auckland and 
Wellington in their respective brownfield development envelopes – put another way, there 
is enough capacity in the water networks to meet the demand being generated by 
population growth. The trick is what to invest in, where and when. 

� provide advice to the Minister for Infrastructure on New Zealand’s highest priority 
infrastructure investment needs 

Data / Information (for informed investment decisions – then, water, water, water…. then 
something else 

In the first instance, there needs to be a national view of public infrastructure – and a 
number of first principle understandings in order that the infrastructure body can make 
informed investment decisions. Without this, there will always be sub-optimal decisions. 

Secondly, experience has led me to believe ‘water’ has the greatest urgency. Significant 
attention should be placed on this sector. Not withstanding its obvious core function, it is 
an enabler for all infrastructure investment (alongside roading / energy and 
telecommunications – the last two not being the responsibility of the public sector). Care 
should be taken to ensure it not only meets the expectations of the current generations, 
but those that will follow – in an integrated way. Both IPWEA and Water NZ are currently 
underutilised and could provide a useful vehicle to support the Ministry in the future.  
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 publicly identify and socialise regulatory and market barriers to better infrastructure 
outcomes 

Alternate development instruments – its time to be bold…. 

Comments – This raises questions about the role an Urban Housing and Development 
Authority has and its relationship it has with the infrastructure body, and how it might help 
to enable this entity. If certain instruments were created within this entity, it is likely the 
infrastructure body could act as a governance board across this and other central 
government initiatives (e.g. Housing / Heath / Education etc.). 

And, if the infrastructure body is the vehicle for future funding (with which I sense the 
infrastructure body will no doubt be a toothless tiger – and we will come to this), that 
streamlines the programme as opposed to projects, it’s likely significant shared service 
development opportunities will surface.  

� coordinate and publish capital intentions plans and pipeline information 

Spatial awareness (and chronologically coherent) in capital intention pipelines 

Comments – I would suggest additional considerations with the capital intention plans; 

1. Capital intentions plans ought to be ‘spatially aware’ (for example published in a 
GIS format) 

2. Capital Intentions plans ought to be ‘chronologically aware’ (for example published 
in funding ‘tranches’ – and consolidated) 

3. Significant Local Government capital Intention plans should be included 
alongside those of the central government agencies - spatially 

4. Significant Private Sector Capital Intention plans ought to be included alongside 
those of the local government authorities and central government agencies where 
possible 

 
� provide new, expert, central transactional capability to support the delivery of major 
infrastructure projects across central and local government 

Comments – I believe a there is a need for a significant piece or step change in how we 
treat and mange infrastructure data and the role that the infrastructure body plays in the 
governance of the country’s infrastructure data. It follows data governance also needs to 
be included within the responsibilities of the infrastructure body.  

It also follows, that the data and any assumptions and analytical derivations that inform 
any investment proposals ought to be able to be reviewed within the infrastructure body – 
and analysed independently. This leads to a further question – where does the 
infrastructure body draw the line? 

This triggers a series of thoughts about the opportunities that might like to be considered 
by the current government with regard to taking a lead on the standardisation and 
harmonisation of information that is expected to be provided by the state sector as 
evidence for any proposed investment.  

I have a sense that a data and analytical repository that accesses both central 
government and local government data and information to analyse and interpolate this for 
the benefit of NZ Inc. (through things like, but not limited to, NZ metadata standards, 
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national policy statements and regional / district plans) ought to reside in one place – that 
is, ‘one version of the truth’. This is not literally ‘one place’, (e.g. a federated model that 
gives effect to the intent of it being so), but a vehicle that allows for the type of analytical 
interrogations that the infrastructure body et al. might like to perform. 

To this point, it seems there ought to be consideration to the creation of a infrastructure 
investment analytics partner within the infrastructure body, with an as yet to be defined 
but similar role to the social investment agency.  

The thinking here is that the infrastructure body’s role will, without an analytical 
interrogation capability, be reduced to a simple governance and audit model. I have the 
sense if the Minister is seeking significant change, then there is nothing in this solution 
that would suggest a catalyst for this change if such a capability is not enabled. 

To this end, and by way of an example, it is very possible to put all the local government 
water pipe data into one IT ‘box’. And, it is also possible to apply the very best analytical 
interrogations across the country at once – with any local nuance that any local instance 
might exist – the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) business case would have benefited 
from such a capability. 

� act as a first point of contact for the market in relation to upcoming infrastructure 
investment and delivery opportunities, and 

Comments – If this is an intent of the I body, I do wonder what the motivator is that has 
the public sector (or any interested stakeholder) seeking information / advice from the 
infrastructure body and what information the infrastructure body is expected to have in 
order to meet the requirements as something as sophisticated as ‘the first point of 
contact’. 

I also have a sense there needs to be a ‘service delivery catalogue’ of services provided 
and the level of service for any service provided to make it clear what the role and tasks 
are that the infrastructure body will perform. This is unclear beyond the very general 
thematic that is described in the document – and I also have the sense that unless the 
infrastructure body can match the suit of skill-sets within the infrastructure body itself, it is 
unlikely the ‘independence’ that seems to be being sought will likely ever eventuate. 

Moreover, without a clear expectation (or requirement) that any one of the state sector 
partners participates in seeking advice from the infrastructure body, and any intent that 
the body has to ensure the shift in current circumstance is achieved, then there seems to 
be little driver or reason to do so. 

It also begs the question whether the infrastructure body can reconcile these two points 
without mandate and clear and published responsibilities. 

� ensure the body’s mandate is complementary and does not duplicate the mandate of 
other agencies or workflows. 

Comments – I have a sense this is not quite as cut and dry as is being suggested here. It 
is reasonable and possible that the infrastructure body may need to replicate certain 
tasks to meet the demands and responsibilities it has for a different purpose – with the 
same data / information sets to look at wider strategic opportunities. We ought not 
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preclude the infrastructure body having the technical competency to undertake such 
work.  

Moreover, it is also possible the infrastructure body ought to be in a position to validate 
any evidence provided for any single proposed investment. It therefore follows the 
infrastructure body ought to be able to interrogate the future potential implications on 
other potential demands that any new proposed investment might generate.  

Put another way, the infrastructure body ought to be able to audit an individual 
investment proposal, analyse that or any proposal against all other proposals and the 
physical infrastructure environment that the proposal is being considered in, and then 
interpolate future opportunities within that environment and what that might mean for 
rationalisation and optimisation of capital with regards to any investment proposal across 
all infrastructure providers. 

 

2 What relationship should the independent infrastructure 
body have with the government? 

Response: 
 

Comment - The answer to this question lies somewhere in the decisions that determine 
the outcomes that are being sought by the creation of the infrastructure body and the 
requirement to govern those that are tasked with delivering the investment proposal that 
seeks the advice for that investment But herein lies a problem….. 

By way of an example, some recent experience has highlighted there are quite specific 
strategic challenges when matching the data from different agencies, the information and 
priorities that inform things like but not limited to capital intention plans, and an agencies 
Statement of Intent with other state sector partner priorities quite reasonably and 
rationally outlined in their statement of intent. 

Moreover, without a clear understanding and optics of the strategic intent of each of the 
major infrastructure providers, any infrastructure body will be subject to a number of 
constraints that will reasonably require attention to maximise the investment potential 
across the state sector. Put another way, without an understanding of the environment 
(supply side) that any investment might create (demand side), investments will not be 
aware of the whole of life costs for any consequential demands on other infrastructure 
providers (e.g. a new hospital on potable water, wastewater and transportation networks). 
Currently the investments are targeted and often siloed in their approach. And they are 
woven together in such a way that defies the simplicity of any one of them individually. 

To this end, the relationship to government needs to be ‘loosely coupled’, both in the folk 
that will govern the endeavours of those that are tasked with making significant 
improvements into what is currently an environment bound up with process; murky optics 
on what’s happening in any given town or city; and the implications and conflicts of any 
one of the proposed infrastructure investments invariably create. Notwithstanding the 
best intentions of all parties when making decisions of this nature. 
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Put another way, representation from key players, central government, local government, 
private sector and ideally regionally constructed to meet the demand nuances the regions 
have. 

Cabinet has also noted that: 

� the infrastructure body will be empowered to make recommendations to ministers but 
decision-making rights and direction setting will remain with ministers and departmental 
chief executives as at present 

Comment – while this may be reasonable and rationale in each of the silo’s (with the lens 
of that silo), I would caution approaching the infrastructure investment decision-making 
environment like this. What’s clear from recent experience and research is that a strong 
spatial and temporal lens ought to be considered where the complexity of the 
infrastructure investments can be made in the context of those environments they will be 
made in – Christchurch is the obvious example, with Auckland a more recent one. That’s 
is within the current infrastructure environment that currently exists and the implications of 
that investment upon implementation. 

Decisions in infrastructure requires the connection of investments to the cities, and the 
nature of infrastructure highlights how important that decisions are connected to other 
decisions (supply [of hospitals] and demand implications [for potable water and 
wastewater] when a, for example, Health investment decision in a hospital facility is being 
made). 

� the infrastructure body will be complementary to and will not duplicate other ongoing 
work streams 

I have a sense for the kind of sea-change being sought, the infrastructure body ought not 
to replicate the works streams but must be in a position to test and assess the quality of 
information that supports each stream and be able to combine any workstream with 
another to assess the implication on the current state – spatially. This implicitly means not 
in an anecdotal sense, but in a practice sense. Therefore, replication at some level of 
agreed granularity is required to achieve this. This is especially so when interoperability 
analytics (for an aligned but different purpose) is required when the wider impact of any 
significant investment demand is considered. 

� the infrastructure body will not have direct funding or project delivery powers 

Expanding on my earlier place-holder, this could well be a fatal flaw….. (and generally 
understood to be a challenge internationally – NIC [UK], IFSD [Canada]). And, it is 
counterintuitive to a successful nation-building period here in NZ post WWII and in the 
previously mentioned ‘baby booming generation’ that followed. 

I accept this may not be palatable politically (or by the executive of many of the sectors), 
but this entity needs a significant funding stream to enable the kind of shift being sought 
by the current government. Significant might mean as much as $3b-$5b p.a. for the next 
10 – 30 years…. And, simply because its going to take this quantum of investment to met 
the future demand so of Auckland and NZ Inc. more generally. 

I would also set criteria like, but not limited to match funding of 50% / 50% (therefore $6b 
- $10b p.a.) with any central government investment (by way of an example – this could 
come from either local government or the private sector – or both). Experience suggests 
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that a committed pipeline of funding (and the confidence that this creates) is the only way 
to deal with the pace and scale of development that the country requires – right now – 
arguably the most recent ‘nation-building’ period since WWII. 

This leads to what this might mean for how to structure the political force to enable this…. 

To this end, and attempting to throw something out there as one possible approach 
(which has already been suggested in other jurisdictions / and enabled). 

I would suggest something akin to an ‘infrastructure fund’ be set up and administered by 
a ‘cabinet secretariat’ for infrastructure that had the Minister of Infrastructure as Chair and 
the key Ministers (with significant asset portfolios) convening and supporting an 
integrated investment approach – this would include the Minister of Local Government 
where a significant portion of community funding can be leveraged when building the 
towns and cities we know already have these pressures – in an integrated way.  

� the infrastructure body will provide staff to agencies to support them to undertake 
specialised infrastructure functions related to project delivery, while ownership and 
responsibility for the asset remains with the procuring body, and 

Comment – its very unclear what these functions are. Per previous, I would suggest a 
combination of analysis, diligence and implementation capabilities. 

� the Minister for Infrastructure will have clear accountability mechanisms over the 
infrastructure body in relation to its strategy and planning functions, including the ability 
for the Minister for Infrastructure to work with ministerial colleagues across relevant 
portfolios in order to reflect the Government’s infrastructure agenda. 

Comment – see thoughts of a cabinet secretariat….. with the Minister of Infrastructure as 
Chair and key asset Ministers as stakeholders in the cabinet. 

The Cabinet would therefore, collectively agree on the programme, the priorities within 
that programme, the funding support for that programme (with its development partners) 
and governance over that programme. The infrastructure body would administer (with the 
key stakeholders and funding partners) the delivery of that plan. 

Any number of appropriate advisory agencies, for example IPWEA, Water NZ (including 
the more obvious government agencies [e.g. NZTA, AT, HNZC etc.) be available to 
support the infrastructure body in its endeavours (the stakeholders and partners). 

 

i In particular, what level and form of independence does the body need to be 
credible and influential from your perspective? 

Response: 
 

Optics is everything – something akin to this… (seen to be independent / but also 
informed) 
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Independent external Chair (Commercial) – with casting vote Total (11) 
Central Govt / Local Govt CEs (x5) 
Independent Banker / Finance specialist 
Independent Lawyer / Procurement specialist 
Independent Planner / Regulator specialist 
Independent Environmental / Cultural specialist 
Independent Infrastructure / Asset specialist 
 

ii Should the level and form of independence vary according to each different 
function? If yes, please elaborate 

Response: 
 

No – this is a myth; the investment is agnostic to function – the principles are the 
principles. Each member on the ‘Board’ needs a broad understanding of infrastructure 
across the sectors and the nuances of any investment in that space. Put another way, the 
investments likely to surface are part of a wider infrastructure investment environment – 
consistency will be paramount to credibility. Otherwise, I suspect the Board will only be 
being set up to fail. 

If there is a question of investment scale – I’s suggest to using the NZ Treasury triggers 
for a business case ($25m whole of life). 

 

 

3 Thinking about the possible functions proposed in this 
document (listed below), how important is each function 
on a scale of 1 (not very important) to 5 (essential)? 

Functions to consider and comment on: 

 Assess the condition of New Zealand’s infrastructure assets 

Not very important Essential 
1  2  3  4  5 

        X 
 

 

 Develop a shared understanding of New Zealand’s long-term infrastructure strategy 

Not very important Essential 
1  2  3  4  5 

        X 
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 Identify New Zealand’s highest priority infrastructure needs 

Not very important Essential 
1  2  3  4  5 

      X   
 

 

 Identify and comment on the barriers to delivering good infrastructure outcomes 

Not very important Essential 
1  2  3  4  5 

        X 
 

 

 Publish long-term capital intentions 

Not very important Essential 
1  2  3  4  5 

      X   
 

 

 Act as a ‘shop front’ for the market including publish a pipeline of infrastructure projects 

Not very important Essential 
1  2  3  4  5 

      X   
 

 

 Provide project procurement and delivery support 

Not very important Essential 
1  2  3  4  5 

    X     
 

 

 Provide best practice guidance on project procurement and delivery 

Not very important Essential 
1  2  3  4  5 

    X     
 

 
 

There is a natural order to these elements listed here (and others not noted). This needs 
some further discussion.  
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4 Are there any other functions, in addition to the proposed 
list above, which you think the independent infrastructure 
body should carry out? 
If so, please rate the importance of each additional function on a scale of  
1 (not very important) to 5 (essential). 

Response: 
 

1. Create a function / capability that collects, stores, analyses and visualises data 
(spatially / chronologically) – An analytics capability that is feed by the public 
sector for NZ Inc. view of the infrastructure circumstance as is required in the 
current aging asset base we are thinking through. And, this information may be 
not for the relevant investment per se, but what the implications might be on other 
public sector providers that would otherwise be unaware of the investment 
potential (e.g. shared investment opportunities etc.). (5) 

2. The connectivity / functional relationships with a number of other non-
infrastructure stakeholders (Stats NZ, DIA, MfE et al.) that will also require 
addendum information that in some cases is already being collated for a specific 
purpose. (4) 

3. Regional collaboration instruments that include ‘practitioners’ who are can provide 
practice’ advice in the circumstance that investments are being considered for any 
proposed application. This is a significant shift that is being explored with variable 
success by, for example, the regional (4) 

4. A Cabinet Secretariat (political) with Infrastructure Minister as Chair (with 
significant finding (debate about new vs. old money to be had – politically).  

Infrastructure Board Chair reports to the Secretariat 

Board as described above 

Technical support as described above 
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5 Thinking about each possible function individually 
(including any additional functions you have listed above) 
how could the new independent infrastructure body best 
achieve each function? 

Functions to consider and comment on 

 Assess the condition of New Zealand’s infrastructure assets 

Response: 
 
If we don’t understand the condition of our balance sheet we will never succeed. Put 
another way – the first step. 

 Develop a shared understanding of New Zealand’s long-term infrastructure strategy 

Response: 
 

Yes, with the following considerations. 

An infrastructure Strategy requires it’s ‘sister strategy’ – it requires a long-term funding 
strategy (along the lines that Local Government approach these important matters. 

This underpins any capital investment programme (consolidated) for giving optics on the 
future investment decisions NZ Inc. will require to meet the demands of the future. 

 

 Identify New Zealand’s highest priority infrastructure needs 

Response: 
 

Water, Transport (as enablers) then Housing…. 

followed closely by Health, Education, Justice, Environment etc. 

Any other order makes little sense as water, transport and housing provide enormous 
positive social outcomes (we are just not mature enough to measure them yet. This is the 
pipeline argument. 

This doesn’t mean no Health, Education, Justice and Environment investment before 
Water, Transport and Housing – these are and ought to be complimentary investments. 

We have very current, for example, health investment challenges – but we need to 
recognise investments in social housing, for example, has significant long-term Health, 
Education, Justice and Environment outcomes…. 
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 Identify and comment on the barriers to delivering good infrastructure outcomes 

Response: 
 

Data, Systems, People….. and People 

 Publish long-term capital intentions 

Response: 
 

Yes, absolutely, otherwise no optics on intentions. 

And, folk can’t think about what that might mean. 

And, with some order of cost – this will have folk (decision-makers etc.) think outside the 
box’ to share services (e.g. shared facilities etc.) 

 Act as a ‘shop front’ for the market including publish a pipeline of infrastructure projects 

Response: 
 

Yes – lots to discuss about at what level of granularity and how – per previous notes 
above. 

 Provide project procurement and delivery support 

Response: 
 

Yes, but funding only, there are established instruments for this.  

My only concern is about the mechanics to date (capability capture by the consulting 
sector – the should be a strong focus on building capability within the public sector) – Put 
another way, there ought to be some rethinking about, for example, how NZ Treasury’s 
Better Business Case Model has been adopted and implemented – significantly more 
capability is required in and across the entities that are undertaking these processes. 

Also note, this includes an expectation that the all of government procurement needs a 
rethink – one as an enabler, not a risk mitigator. I have the sense, if the intent of the 
Minister is really going to be met, a mature discussion about government carrying risk 
needs to be had. 

The antithesis is that government continues to fund risk and hamstrings development at 
pace and scale – as it is currently. 
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 Provide best practice guidance on project procurement and delivery 

Response: 
 

Similar to project procurement. 

 Any additional functions you have proposed 

Response: 
 

Analytics 

Visualisation 

Funding 

 

6 How could the new independent infrastructure body best 
work with local government and the market to help them 
plan long-term infrastructure? 

Response: 
 

Simple, plan with them…. 

Engage with them and create combined 3- / 10- and 30-year plans together. 

This goes to my point about spatially aware development plans….. 

And, will catalyse an integrated all of government development plan with spatially 
awareness. 

And, its not Local Government that are immature in this space, it is central government. 
Local government has been doing 3-year and 10/year plans since 2004/06 and 30-year 
infrastructure plans since 2012/15.  

If the new infrastructure body acknowledges this, local government will follow / help in 
any way it can. The conversation has been had. 
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7 How could the new independent infrastructure body best 
engage with the market? 

Response: 

 
Comment - The infrastructure body needs to establish its own current state first – 
otherwise the private sector (or market) will tire quickly of an inefficient body that offers no 
value to enabling that sector to prosper. 

Then, and potentially as part of that, bring the market into the fold to help the 
infrastructure body meet the demands of both its own intent (deliverables) and those of 
the market (as significant partners) who will be no less of an important partner in 
delivering them. 

 

8 What information should a published pipeline of 
infrastructure projects include? 

Response: 
 

This is worth a discussion, and is close to the core of the success of the new 
infrastructure body. 

It will include the obvious optics on what, where, when, how much.  

Without diving into the detail of an answer to this, this is a good example where the 
infrastructure body could publish the obvious in the short term and establish (with its 
public and private sector partners) what they need optics on to improve the current way of 
working. 

Ideally, the government should provide enough information for the public and private 
sectors to be able to consider unsolicited bids with an idea that government does not 
have all the answers and that the NZ Inc. machine will come up with and suggest 
opportunities only they can with the knowledge of their environments – currently a 
mystery to the ‘machinery’ of government. 
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9 What type of support could the new independent 
infrastructure body provide to the market in order to act as 
a ‘shop front’ (Function 6)? 

Response: 
 

In time, the key subject matter expertise that meets the demands of significant public 
investment. 

Introductions 
Political imperatives 
Asset Information and analysis 
Financial Information and analysis 
Procurement & Brokerage 
M&A 
 
 
 

10 How could the new independent infrastructure body best 
assist local government to support and deliver 
infrastructure projects? 

Response: 
 

Joint Funding 

And with that… collaborate 

It’s a simple equation – otherwise – why would anyone ever consider engaging??? 

With this, and while the governance of Local Government has its challenges, the 
technical support for local bodies (particularly in infrastructure etc.) is at least as mature 
as central government – some would suggest 3-5+ years ahead. Local Government has 
much to offer. 

Whatever the final decision, combined regional infrastructure plans (local and central 
government investment) with appropriate private sector partners is the most efficient and 
effective way to approach the infrastructure challenges ahead in NZ Inc. – we just need to 
have the courage to change the way we operate (still a very 1980s model). 

And, leading from this comes international investment. I have an insight with the work I do 
internationally. Until there is a significant improvement in optics and certainty in the 
capital pipeline (and a funding assurance with that pipeline), the international support that 
NZ Inc. undoubtedly needs to meet our current challenges, international participation and 
investment remains a nothing more than an aspiration. 
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11 Are there any other comments you wish to make? 
This could include comments on the form and governance of the new 
independent infrastructure body. 

Response: 
 

Comments - I am happy to discuss any of these points. 

And, would be delighted if there is some way I could help those tasked with thinking 
through the current considerations an opportunity to assist. 

I have access to a number of international bodies (beyond Australia) that have a deep 
understanding of the challenges that setting up an infrastructure body has (e.g. Canada 
and the UK), and would likely add some significant value to the current thinking, having 
been through this in their own environments. There are, from my work and discussions 
abroad, some experiences that are worth considering, and the outcomes that came with 
decisions made in those environments – some expected, some less so. 
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