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Thank you for your email of 3 August 2026 requesting information as follows:

“ Under the Official Information Act 1982, | am requesting all communications between your
agency and the Labour Party Leaders' Office, from 3 February 2025 to today's date.

This should include, but not be limited to:

- Emails

- Text messages

- Meeting invitations

Where information is withheld, | request you provide the title and date of the
communication/document withheld, the reason for refusal and the grounds in support of that
reason as required by section 19(a)(i) and (i) of the Official Information Act.”

| have considered your request under the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA). Please find my
decision on your request set out below.

Response

Emails identified in scope of this request with my decision on release are listed in the table
below and are attached to this letter.

Item Date Description / “Subject” Decision
1 19/5/25to  Email chain — “Response to your OIA request”. Release with some
20/5/25 Response letter is publicly available on the Te information withheld
Waihanga website here: response-letter-and- under s9(2)(a) and refused
documents-copies-of-3-infracom-papers-16- under s18(d) as publicly
june.pdf available.
2 19/5/25to  Email chain — “Contact details". Release with some
25/5/25 information withheld
under s9(2)(a)
3.1 3/7/25 Email — “OIA25-TW14 Official Information Release with some
Request — (Name withheld)". information withheld
under s9(2)(a)
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3.2 15/7/25to  Email - "OlA25-TW14 Response”. Release with some
21/7/25 Response letter is publicly available on the Te information withheld
Waihanga website here: under s9(2)(a) and refused

https://media.umbraco.io/te-waihanga-30-year-  under s18(d) as publicly
strategy/hsxbgh4m/request-for-papers-on-rma- available.
reform-31-july-2025.pdf

4 19/8/25 to Email chain — "RE: Information releases — Release with some
26/8/25 infrastructure weekly updates” information withheld
under s9(2)(a)

A search of our records revealed there were neither texts nor meeting invites identified in
scope of this request. However, | note there was a meeting held on 19 June 2025 between the
Chief Executive of Te Waihanga, Geoff Cooper and Members of Parliament Kieran McAnulty
and Barbara Edmonds to discuss the draft National Infrastructure Plan prior to its publication
at which Thomas Raethel from the Labour Leader’s Office was noted as an attendee.

In making my decision on the release of information, the public interest considerations set out
in section 9(1) of the OIA were considered. It is necessary to continue to withhold some
information as no public interest was identified that would outweigh the reason for
withholding under the following section(s) of the OIA:

e 59(2)(a) — comprising Official Information Act requester names and staff direct contact
details which are withheld to protect the privacy of individuals

| trust this response addresses the information you requested. You have the right to ask the
Ombudsman to investigate and review my response.

Please note that this letter (with your personal details removed) may be published on the
Commission’s website.

Yours sincerely

M_/

Peter Nunns
General Manager, Strategy

Attachment: OIA26-TW18 Attachment Items 1 to 4
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Item 1

From: Ministerial Services

To: LabourResearch@parliament.govt.nz
Cc: Ministerial Services

Subject: Response to your OIA Request
Date: Monday, 16 June 2025 5:03:00 pm

Attachments: Response letter and documents - OIA25-TW09_ (Labour Leader’s Office) Copies of 3

Infracom papers.pdf
image001.ipg

Kia ora-

Please find attached a response to your recent OIA request.
Nga mihi

Ministerial Services
New Zealand Infrastructure Commission, Te Waihanga

Visit us online at https://tewaihanga.govt.nz/

From: Ministerial Services

Sent: Tuesday, 20 May 2025 12:42 pm
To: LabourResearch@parliament.govt.nz
Subject: Acknowledgement: OIA Request

Kia ora-

Thank you for your OlA request which we received on 19 May (copied below). This email
confirms receipt and advises that we will respond to you as soon as possible and by 17

June at the latest.
Nga mihi
Ministerial Services

New Zealand Infrastructure Commission, Te Waihanga
Visit us online at https://tewaihanga.govt.nz/



mailto:MinisterialServices@tewaihanga.govt.nz
mailto:LabourResearch@parliament.govt.nz
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https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ftewaihanga.govt.nz%2F&data=05%7C02%7CTracy.Norfleet%40tewaihanga.govt.nz%7Ce6b165a5d4c04c08a84508dca602cad3%7Cd5ee9c2608994a3dac3bf985cacfecf2%7C0%7C0%7C638567778126966557%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=s%2BwUtMdGmQ%2FL72kdkRkGiQ%2FrimDbaryhstBbzJY5j08%3D&reserved=0
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16 June 2025

Meg Stewart Ward
Labour Leader’'s Office

Via email: LabourResearch@parliament.govt.nz

Dear Meg

Thank you for your Official Information Act (OIA) request, received on 19 May 2025. You
requested copies of the following Infrastructure Commission documents:

1 | Infrastructure For Minister Penk: Background Information and Speaking | 1-May-25
Commission Notes for Public Sector Infrastructure Leaders Network
appearance on 7 May

2 | Infrastructure | Aide memoire - Background information and speech for 2-May-25
Commission Apopo Congress on 14 May
3 | New Zealand | Infrastructure weekly update for the week starting 21 April | 16-Apr-25
Infrastructure 2025
Commission

You also asked:

“Where a document that falls under scope of this request cannot be released, please
supply a summary of that document’s contents. Where any document falls under the
scope of this request, please release it in full, including sections which might otherwise be
considered out of scope.”

Information being released

Please find enclosed copies of papers 1 and 2 as set out in the table below. Some information
has been withheld under section 9(2)(a) of the OIA to protect individuals' privacy.

Level 7, 95 Customhouse Quay DX SX33303 | Wellington tewaihanga.govt.nz
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Paper Date Document Description Decision Sectl-on of the OIA
applied
1 30 Background information and Release in part s9(2)(a)
April  speaking notes for Public Sector
2025 Infrastructure Leaders Network on
7 May (Hon Penk) [TW-2025-568]
2. 2 May Background information and Release in part s9(2)(a)

2025  speech for the Apopo Congress on
14 May [TW-2025-564]

Appendix A of paper 2 provides speech notes for the Minister to support his address to the
Apdpod Congress. We note the final speech is also publicly available on the Beehive website
here: https://www.beehive.govt.nz/speech/speech-ap%C5%8Dp%C5%8D-congress-
addressing-new-zealand%E2%80%99s-infrastructure-asset-management-challenge.

Information publicly available

For paper 3, we periodically publish proactive information releases on our website here:
https://tewaihanga.govt.nz/about-us/corporate-documents-official-information/information-
releases. This is where you can find our infrastructure weekly updates. Accordingly, your
request for paper 3 is refused under section 18(d) of the OIA as this information is publicly
available.

Paper Date Document Description Decision
3. 17 April Infrastructure weekly update for the  Refused s18(d) - it is publicly
2025 week starting 21 April 2025 [TW- available on our website:
2025-560] https://tewaihanga.govt.nz/abo
ut-us/corporate-documents-
official-
information/information-
releases
Level 7, 95 Customhouse Quay DX SX33303 | Wellington tewaihanga.govt.nz
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In making my decision, | have considered the public interest considerations in section 9(1) of
the Official Information Act.

Please note that this letter (with your personal details removed) and the enclosed documents
may be published on the Commission’s website.

This reply addresses the information you requested. You have the right to ask the
Ombudsman to investigate and review my decision.

Yours sincerely

Andy Hagan
General Manager, Investment

Level 7, 95 Customhouse Quay DX SX33303 | Wellington tewaihanga.govt.nz
Wellington 6011 NEW ZEALAND
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Background information and speaking notes for Public

Sector Infrastructure Leaders Network on 7 May

Date: 30 April 2025
Report No: TW-2025-568

To Action sought Deadline

Hon Chris Penk, Minister for Note this paper and proposed talking 7 May 2025
Building and Construction points ahead of your attendance at the

Infrastructure Leaders Network

meeting on 7 May in Wellington

Hon Chris Bishop, Minister for ~ Note this paper provided to support 7 May 2025
Infrastructure Minister Penk'’s attendance at the

Infrastructure Leaders Network

meeting on 7 May in Wellington

Attachments

Appendix A: Talking points
Appendix B: Agenda and attendees
Appendix C: Registrations as of 28 April 2025

Contact details

Name Role Phone
Nicola Richardson Director, Leadership s9(2)(a)
Andy Hagan General Manager, Infrastructure Delivery s9(2)(@)

TW-2025-568 - Background information and speaking notes for Public Sector Infrastructure
Leaders Network on 7 May
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Purpose

1. You have agreed to speak at the public sector Infrastructure Leaders Network (ILN) meeting
on 7 May in Wellington. This paper provides background information on the ILN meeting
and suggested talking points for your speaking slot at 2.15 pm. You are welcome to attend
as much of the event as your schedule allows.

Background information

2. The ILN is part of work by the New Zealand Infrastructure Commission/Te Waihanga to build
the quality of major project leadership capabilities across the public sector, with the aim of
supporting infrastructure delivery outcomes.

3. The ILN brings together project delivery leaders into a community of practice to connect,
support and learn from each other. The other ILN initiatives include an online platform to
share best practices, online seminars, and skill-building workshops.

4. Minister Chris Bishop and Under Secretary Simon Court have attended and presented to this
group at prior ILN events, and these talks have been very well received. Participants have
valued hearing about key government priorities and having the opportunity to ask questions
in a free and frank environment.

ILN event on 7 May

5. The upcoming ILN meeting is the fifth of the quarterly networking events. This event is
scheduled to run from 12.00 to 4.30pm, and the theme is Building Trust in Infrastructure
Delivery. This will include:

a. aworkshop titled Building better infrastructure by building trust from Dr Kerry
Bobbins from the Institution of Civil Engineers, UK

b. your speech and a Q&A session (suggested talking points are in Appendix A)

c. a panel discussion with three public sector project directors about How trust is built,
sustained, and, when needed, repaired in complex projects, and

d. networking time.

6. The event has been structured as a relatively informal afternoon, with a two-way approach to
all sessions. The full agenda is provided in Appendix B.

7. Currently, 50 attendees are registered from a range of public sector agencies. The
attendance list is provided in Appendix C. We anticipate that approximately 45 people will
attend on the day.

Your speech and Q&A

8. Time has been set aside from 2.15pm to 3pm for you to make your comments to the group
and for questions and answers. In general, we suggest you take the opportunity to reinforce
the importance of infrastructure leadership to help achieve your Government’s objectives

TW-2025-568 - Background information and speaking notes for Public Sector Infrastructure . I ,c,gm?;g%gw“
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and talk about your priorities, linking them to building trust in infrastructure delivery as
relevant.

9. Suggested talking points are attached to support your planning, but we encourage you to
speak on topics of your preference. We suggest the time is divided roughly into 10-15
minutes of prepared remarks and then 25 minutes for questions and answers.

10. You will all be seated lounge-chair style at the front of the room. The session will not be
recorded, and no media will be present.

TW-2025-568 - Background information and speaking notes for Public Sector Infrastructure . I e 2T RS TURE
COMMISSION
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Appendix A: Talking points

Importance of how good leadership is required to achieve the Government's infrastructure
objectives.

You may wish to start the session with an acknowledgement of the importance of efficient and
effective delivery of public infrastructure and the key role that Public Sector leaders play in
achieving this.

Suggested points:

e Addressing New Zealand's infrastructure deficit is a key priority of this Government.

e The deficit is broad-based, but central government infrastructure contributes
significantly to the gap.

e Our construction, infrastructure and asset management sectors need to improve to
support economic growth and deliver the level of services New Zealanders expect and
deserve.

¢ | want to acknowledge the critical role you collectively play in meeting this challenge.

e As leaders tasked with the delivery of some of our most important projects, my work
aims to support you in your roles. | will talk about some of my priorities to achieve this in
a minute.

e Butyou also have a collective responsibility to help improve outcomes. In part, you can
do this by building your collective capabilities through initiatives such as this Leaders
Network.

e It's great to see you here, and | encourage you to engage, learn from each other and
encourage your colleagues to support the network.

¢ | encourage you to engage with each other, the agencies tasked with these initiatives
(including the Commission) and with me and my colleagues.

Your priorities and perspectives
As the theme of the event is Building Trust, you may wish to reflect on and talk to the following:

¢ Your key priorities right now in the building and construction space including:
o Your work to reform the Public Works Act
o Work on 3D mapping to improve planning, land management and risk modelling
o Changes to the certification scheme for building works and building inspection
targets.
e How you see trust playing a role in delivering major infrastructure projects — across
government, industry, and communities.
e From your perspective, how to build strong trust between agencies and Ministers. What
you look for in trusted advisers and project leaders.

Building trust

COMMISSION

Te Waihanga
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Based on your recent speeches Making it easier to build (23 March) and Accelerating building
projects with self-certification and inspection targets (28 April), some suggested talking points
are:

1. Trust is the foundation of delivery

¢ Trust underpins every successful infrastructure project: trust between government
agencies, with industry partners, and—most importantly—with the public we serve.

e When that trust is strong, we move faster, innovate more, and deliver better. When it
breaks down, we see cost blowouts, delays, and finger-pointing.

2. Lifting performance through trusted people and systems

e We are focused on reforming the building and construction system to back those who
earn trust through performance.
o That's why we're introducing self-certification for proven professionals—because
when you've built a track record, you should be trusted to get on with the job.
o We're also publishing consent and compliance timeframes because transparency
builds trust and drives improvement.

3. Consistency and clarity: Building trust between agencies and industry

¢ One of the biggest frustrations | hear is inconsistency between councils, regulators, and
project owners.

e We need to create an environment where the rules are clear, expectations are shared,
and professionals on both sides of the fence are aligned.

e As we reform Building Consent Authorities, we're aiming for a system that public and
private leaders can trust to be predictable, fair, and focused on outcomes.

4. Government must also earn trust

¢ It's not just the sector that must prove itself—government must earn and keep the trust
of those it works with.

o That means listening to feedback, acting on what we hear, and not over-regulating for
the sake of it.

e Our approach is light-touch but firm on accountability—we want to remove barriers, not
lower standards.

5. Working together to build a trusted system

* We won't restore trust through rules alone—it takes people. That's why | value the role
of leaders like you.

o Trusted leadership isn't just technical—it's relational. It's about doing what you say,
being transparent when things go wrong, and backing your people.

e My commitment is to work with you to build a system that trusts capable leaders to lead
and gives them the tools and backing they need to succeed.

TW-2025-568 - Background information and speaking notes for Public Sector Infrastructure
Leaders Network on 7 May
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Closing

TW-2025-568 - Background information and speaking notes for Public Sector Infrastructure

Leade

Let’s build a system where trust is earned, shared, and repaid through delivery.
You have my respect, my thanks, and my commitment to be a partner in making that
happen.

rs Network on 7 May d
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Appendix B: Agenda and attendees

Agenda
Time

12:00 PM

12:30 PM

1:15PM

2:15PM

3:00 PM

3:20 PM

4:00 PM

4:30 pm

TW-2025-568 - Background information and speaking notes for Public Sector Infrastructure

Session

Light Lunch and Networking

Speaker

Welcome and Introductions
Connect with peers

Nicola Richardson
Director of Leadership, NZ Infrastructure
Commission/Te Waihanga

Update on the National
Infrastructure Plan

Andy Hagan
General Manager Investment, NZ
Infrastructure Commission/Te Waihanga

Building Better Infrastructure by
Building Trust

Dr Kerry Bobbins
Institution of Civil Engineers, UK

Speech/Q&A with the Minister

Hon. Chris Penk
Minister for Building and Construction

Afternoon Tea

Project Director Panel

How trust is built, sustained, and—
when needed—repaired in complex
projects.

Jenny Chetwynd
Chief Infrastructure Officer
Wellington City Council

Vicky Linley
Practice Lead, Wellington & Upper South
Island, New Zealand Transport Authority

Kym Hillard
Senior Project Manager
Crown Infrastructure Delivery

Connect, Share, Learn

Connect with peers, share
experiences and perspectives, learn
new ways of working

Nicola Richardson

Closing

Andy Hagan

Meet Up Ends

Leaders Network on 7 May
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Appendix C: Registrations as of 28 April 2025

Organisation

Crown Infrastructure Delivery
Limited

Crown Infrastructure Delivery
Limited

Crown Infrastructure Delivery
Limited

Department of Corrections

Department of Corrections

Department of Internal Affairs

Health New Zealand

Health NZ

Health NZ

Health NZ

Health NZ

Health NZ

Kainga Ora

Kainga Ora

Ministry for Primary Industries

Ministry of Education

Ministry of Education

Ministry of Education

Ministry of Education

TW-2025-568 - Background information and speaking notes for Public Sector Infrastructure ]I
Leaders Network on 7 May l
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Ministry of Education

Ministry of Education

New Zealand Defence Force

New Zealand Defence Force

New Zealand Defence Force

New Zealand Transport Authority

New Zealand Transport Authority

New Zealand Transport Authority

New Zealand Transport Authority

New Zealand Transport Authority

Orion NZ Ltd

Porirua city Council

Porirua City Council

Transpower

Wellington City Council NZ
Infrastructure Commission/Te
Waihanga

Wellington City Council

Wellington Water

Wellington Water

TW-2025-568 - Background information and speaking notes for Public Sector Infrastructure _JI INERASTRUC T URE
COMMISSION
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New Zealand Government

Background information and speech for the Apop6

Congress on 14 May

Date: 2 May 2025
Report No: TW-2025-564

To Action sought
Hon Chris Bishop, Minister for Note the contents of this
Infrastructure aide memoire and the

attached draft speech
Attachments

1. Appendix A: Draft speaking notes and Q&A

Contact details

Name Role

Ryan McGowan Senior Adviser

Andy Hagan General Manager, Investment
Purpose

Deadline
14 May 2025

Phone
s9(2)(a)

s9(2)(a)

1. This aide memoire provides background information and draft speaking notes and Q&A to
support your attendance and speech at the Apopo Congress on 14 May 2025 from 11:30am

to noon.

Apopo Congress event

2. Apopo is the membership association for infrastructure asset management professionals.

This year's Apopo Congress takes place in Christchurch under the theme of ‘delivering

infrastructure value'.

3. You are scheduled to speak about the Government’s work on asset management at 11.30am
on 14 May, which is the first full day of the Congress. You have been asked to deliver a 15-20
minute speech, followed by a 10-minute audience Q&A facilitated by the Congress MC, Pio

Terei. We understand your speech is to be centred around the asset management Cabinet
paper and work programme that is to be considered by Cabinet ahead of the Congress.

Draft speaking notes and Q&A are attached in Appendix A.

TW-2025-564 - Background information and speech for the Apopo Congress on Lh ics.gmgggi‘wne

14 May
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4. On 15 May, Peter Nunns (GM Strategy) is confirmed to present on the development of the
National Infrastructure Plan and some of our work on asset and investment management
settings and system improvements. His speech will refer to the Infrastructure Commission’s
work on asset management but will focus on fiscal strategy and planning.

5. Also on 15 May, three Commission representatives (Geoff Cooper, CE; Peter Nunns, GM
Strategy; and Sina Cotter Tait, Board member) will debate three Apopo Life Members on the
motion ‘the next generation of New Zealanders will enjoy better infrastructure value than the
last’. The Commission will argue in favour; the Apopd members will argue against.

Our ongoing work with Apopo
6. Through the Commission’s Leadership and Capability work programme, we have been
progressing initiatives to build capability of asset managers, as set out here:

a. The Commission has partnered with Apopo to pilot the use of digital badges —
short, self-paced online learning modules — with members of our Infrastructure
Leaders Network, including Senior Responsible Owners and Project Directors. A total
of 20 senior leaders enrolled in the pilot, completing over 40 badges across a range
of topics, including asset management fundamentals, leadership, and governance.
The pilot ran from December 2024 and concluded in March 2025, and we are
currently evaluating its impact to inform future rollout.

b. In parallel, the Commission and Apop6 have also established a Public Sector Asset
Management Community of Practice. This forum is open to asset management
professionals across both central and local government and provides a space for
learning, collaboration, and knowledge-sharing. The first session was held in March,
with the next one scheduled for June. We expect to host three events annually.

7. On 31 January 2025, Apopo wrote to you about infrastructure asset management in New
Zealand. Your reply of 27 February 2025 advised Apopo of the work that we are doing to
examine asset management policies and practices in central government and to consider
what further work may be needed to lift system performance.

8. Commission officials subsequently met with Apopaé’s Chief Executive, Murray Pugh, on
16 April 2025. During the meeting, Murray said that Apopo is keen to establish an
organisational accreditation programme for asset management practices and sought
Government funding for this initiative.

9. We advised Murray that we could not currently commit to funding Apop6’s accreditation
scheme but that we would continue to work with them to host Community of Practice events
to upskill officials in asset management.

10. The National Infrastructure Plan may make recommendations focused on further improving
leadership and capability for infrastructure. We are still working through these details, but
this could include the need for accreditation pathways for infrastructure professions.
Consequently, there may be opportunities for Apopa in this space in the future.

TW-2025-564 - Background information and speech for the Apopo Congress on LI ggmgg%%wu
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The final speech is publicly available on the Beehive website here:
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/speech/speech-ap%C5%8Dp%C5%8D-congress-addressing-new-zealand%E2%80%99s-infrastructure-asset-management-challenge

Appendix A: Draft speaking notes and Q&A

Introductory remarks

¢ Infrastructure is incredibly important, in ways we often take for granted. When you press
the power button to switch on your heat pump, you probably never think about the
incredibly complex electricity system that's working to keep you warm. And nobody
listening to me speak right now is anxiously wondering if they will still have a water
supply when they get home.

e Take away infrastructure, and life gets hard, fast. So we all need infrastructure we can
depend upon. We depend on it for our social wellbeing. And we depend on it for our
economic prosperity.

e But New Zealand faces a major infrastructure challenge. This includes the need for new
infrastructure, but more importantly it also includes looking after what we already have
and building resilience into our networks. We do not have the financial or physical
capacity to just build our way out of this.

e As the New Zealand Infrastructure Commission has reported, New Zealand spends an
average of 5.8% of GDP on public and private infrastructure. This is higher than Australia
and the median OECD country. However, in terms of the efficiency of spend that we get
from this, New Zealand ranks near the bottom 10% of these countries.

e That means addressing the challenge before us isn’t about spending more. It is about
smarter investment — getting every dollar of public and private capital to its highest
value use, lowering the cost of infrastructure, and cutting through the red tape that is
holding us back.

e Delivering and maintaining infrastructure has more in common with running a marathon
than it does with running a sprint. For that reason, we need to work more closely
together on what our priorities are and how we're going to invest — not just over the
next couple of years, but over decades.

How well are we doing at asset management?
¢ Today | want to focus on central government. And here the picture is not good.

e Too often we see the result of a lack of care in managing the infrastructure assets
entrusted to agencies. | can rattle off too many examples of things going wrong:

o Half of justice buildings reported to be in “poor” or “very poor” condition
o Schools in Auckland with leaking roofs and rotting buildings;’

o Military homes in Waiouru infested with black mould?

1 Rotting classrooms as Govt hits pause on school rebuilds
2 Mouldy military housing needs fixing, but money is short, government says | RNZ News

3 TW-2025-564 - Background information and speech for the Apopo Congress on LI ggmgg%%wu
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o A police custody suite in Hawke's Bay with so many leaks that the roof had to be
covered with plastic tarpaulin®

o And a hospital in Whangarei where the roof leaked when it rained, the surgical
wing was on a lean, raw sewage was found seeping into the walls, and — to top it
all off — those walls were riddled with asbestos*

¢ It would be comforting to pretend that these are merely isolated examples of poor
outcomes. And it would be too easy to say that all we need is a bit more funding for
emergency repairs, here and there, to plug some leaks and patch up some roofs. But this
would miss the root causes of these failures. And, before long, we would find ourselves
back where we started. The pattern repeats too often for this to be anything other than a
systematic issue.

e You don't need to take my word for it. There is a growing analytical evidence base of
unacceptable asset management practice across the public sector:

o New Zealand ranks fourth to last for asset management in the OECD’s
infrastructure survey.

o The Infrastructure Commission’s Asset Management State of Play report found
significant and growing maintenance backlogs, with many sectors failing to invest
in asset management professionals, disciplines, policies and practices.

o And the Treasury’s ongoing monitoring of the Investment Management System
has identified poor practices and capabilities across a number of agencies.

e Furthermore, the contrast between the performance of central government and that of
the private sector, regulated utilities, and even local government is stark. Let's take the
ratio of annual spending on renewals and maintenance, relative to the depreciation of
assets, as a proxy for asset management. The private/regulated sectors and local
government have ratios of approximately [1] and [0.75] respectively. For central
government agencies, this is often impossible to measure, because it isn't even being
recorded and reported. And where the data does exist, the results are significantly worse.

¢ And if we don't sort this out, our problems are only going to get bigger:

o First, the amount New Zealand will need to spend on asset management will
continue to increase as the assets built during the post-war investment boom of
the 1950s to 1990s wear out.

o Second, asset management needs will increase in some sectors as demographic
changes drive changes in demand.

o Third, the risks we face from natural hazards and climate change will continue to
become more acute. New Zealand already ranks second in the OECD in expected
annual losses from natural hazards. Asset owners can't make informed trade-offs

3 Decrepit police buildings in the spotlight as Budget 2025 looms | The Post
4 Sewage leaking into Whangarei Hospital medical wing's walls | RNZ News
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between insurance, relocation, and resilience if they don’'t have a strong base of
asset management practice to build from.

¢ To repurpose an old cliché - if you think good asset management is expensive, just wait
until you see the cost of poor asset management. All of which is to say that we can't
hang around — we've really got to raise our game, now.

¢ Despite this poor picture, there are some infrastructure sectors are performing better.
We know that asset management outcomes tend to be better in sectors where revenue
streams are directly derived from assets, where there are strong regulatory regimes, and
where there are strong transparency, oversight and audit requirements. The energy
sector is a good example of one where we see a combination of economic incentives and
regulatory requirements driving robust asset management practices.

e Regulated utilities, local government and central government all have different
enforcement mechanisms that impact outcomes. The private sector is characterised by
oversight through market discipline or economic regulation. Local government has
strong legislative requirements for transparent planning and asset management,
supported by audit requirements. This points to some of the solutions we are thinking
about for central government.

The role of asset management

¢ | see good asset management as encompassing the whole infrastructure lifecycle. Asset
management is about how we acquire, maintain, renew, enhance and dispose of assets
to ensure we are delivering the right level of service, in the right places, at an affordable
level. It's not just maintenance.

¢ We don't have assets simply for the sake of having them. Assets exist to provide services
for New Zealanders. Our asset management performance matters, because it's how we're
able to deliver the services that New Zealanders expect.

e Effective asset management can improve infrastructure outcomes, better deliver services
to meet customer and stakeholder needs, support robust evidence-based investment
decision making, improve risk management and resilience, improve financial
performance and operational efficiency and effectiveness.

¢ Asset management has long term consequences. Water pipes can last for many decades.
The Manapaouri hydro station first generated power in 1969.°> The Mount Vic tunnel in
Wellington first opened in 1931.6 My point is that infrastructure can last a long time — if
it's looked after. On the other hand, if you build the wrong assets in the wrong place, you
may be stuck with them for a very long time too. So it really pays to get this right.

5 Manapouri hydro power station | Meridian Eneragy
6 Mount Victoria Tunnel (N.Z) | Iltems | National Library of New Zealand | National Library of New
Zealand
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e Indeed, the Infrastructure Commission has said that most of the infrastructure we will
need tomorrow already exists today. We don't need to build an entire hospital system
from the ground up, because we already have one. We aren't going to build the
equivalent of the entire state highway network all over again. Nor do we need to build
New Zealand's prisons, courts, schools, and so on from scratch. By and large, we already
have most of what we need.

¢ Nothing is more certain than the need to maintain and renew what we already have. The
Commission estimates that 60 cents in every dollar spent should go towards
maintenance and renewals.

Why is this happening?

e This is a very complex system to fix. There is no one single factor that fully accounts for
why central government is struggling so much to manage its assets effectively.

e To be clear, it's not that we don’t have hard-working asset management professionals in
central government. Because | know we have some brilliant asset managers doing
fantastic work. But too many of you are frustrated by a system that simply isn't set up to
empower you to do what they need to do.

¢ Our asset management performance is the result of a complex mix of related issues.

¢ First, central government does not treat asset management as a fundamental
component of service delivery. Top-down fiscal constraints, changing service
expectations and stakeholder pressures mean that asset management is often de-
prioritised in favour of new investment or new operating spending.

e Second, there is too little transparency, especially around performance
information. Effective asset management depends on understanding what assets you
own, where they are, what condition they're in, and what hazards they're exposed to.
And you need to assess your risks — to identify critical areas, vulnerabilities and
consequences.

e Good asset data drives good investment decisions. But central government agencies
simply don't have good enough information on their assets. Last year, 6 of the 8 capital-
intensive entities reported that they do not have asset registers that comply with
requirements set out in the Cabinet Office Circular on asset management. And 5 of the 8
admitted that they do not have asset management plans that comply with Cabinet
standards either.

e Decision-makers — including agency officials, and Ministers like myself — lack the
information we need to make informed decisions, to monitor performance, and to be
held accountable for the decisions we are making.

e Third, governance and accountability are weak. Compared to regulated utilities and
local government, our rules and systems for ensuring that asset management is being
carried out properly are simply not strong enough. It is difficult for Government to hold
itself and its agencies to account.
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¢ Fourth, we need to strengthen asset management leadership. Nobody in the
audience will be shocked to hear me say that awareness, visibility, and support for asset
management is often lacking at senior levels. The Infrastructure Commission’s recent
Asset Management State of Play report found that the asset management practices and
performance of New Zealand's infrastructure providers is variable. We simply don't invest
enough in our people. This is true in some parts of the private sector and local
government, but it is particularly true in central government.

The Government’s work programme

e Improving asset management requires setting our system up for success, setting
expectations and monitoring that these expectations are being delivered over time and
providing the right tools and support to the agencies tasked with stewarding our
infrastructure.

e My objective is to strengthen the infrastructure system through improvements to asset
management processes and practices that will:

o lift asset performance and service outcomes for New Zealanders;

o ensure there is adequate investment in planned asset maintenance and renewal
activities;

o ensure new investment decisions can be made within the overall context of
agencies’ asset management plans; and,

o improve accountability, capability, and oversight of our infrastructure.

¢ To make this happen, the Cabinet has recently agreed a comprehensive programme of
work on asset management, taking place across two phases. Phase 1 will roll out this
year, delivering quick wins to help drive real improvements. But that is just the start. Next
year, we will get started on phase 2, delivering more fundamental changes to how we

look after our assets.

Phase 1

e Phase 1 is already underway. This year, we will provide clarity on what good looks like
and the expectations on agencies and we will ensure that there are better tools and
support to help agencies excel.

e First up the Infrastructure Commission is assessing investment and asset management
settings in central government, using the ‘Public Investment Management Assessment’
(PIMA) international best-practice framework developed by the International Monetary
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Fund (IMF) in 2015. The Commission will release a PIMA ‘self-assessment’ report
alongside the Plan later this year.

¢ The PIMA report will be an invaluable source of evidence. And it will directly inform the
Commission’s recommendations on system reforms to improve central government asset
management. | will say more about that in a moment.

e Later this year, we will publish performance indicator requirements and guidance for
long-term planning and asset management that agencies will need to follow.

¢ At the moment, the Cabinet Office Circular sets high level expectations for asset
management practices. Over and above Cabinet setting clear rules for asset
management it is critically important that we help agencies understand Government's
expectations about how they meet their obligations. Currently, there is limited detailed
guidance showing agencies what good looks like.

¢ More detailed guidance on expected asset management and long-term planning
practice, including which indicators will provide Ministers, stakeholders and the public
with confidence that agencies are delivering value for money from their planning and
investment activities.

¢ Third, we are continuing to build the Asset Management Community of Practice and
broader leadership capability. The Infrastructure Commission is partnering with Apopé to
build a ‘community of practice’ through collaborative events for public service asset
management professionals. The Government will continue to support this work.

Phase 2

¢ In Phase 2, the government will consider more fundamental changes to system settings
to ensure that we see real and sustained improvements in asset management across
central government.

e This work will kick-off with the release of the final National Infrastructure Plan, due at the
very end of this year. The Plan will aim to develop a shared understanding of our long-
term infrastructure needs for the country. This will help build greater certainty about
what is important to us and where we should be choosing to invest.

e Because effective central government infrastructure planning, delivery and management
is a fundamental precursor to better long term infrastructure outcomes, the Plan will
contain the Infrastructure Commission’s recommendations on how we can improve asset
management in central government.

e The Commission are thinking about issues such as:

o Strengthening the Public Finance Act to require agencies to periodically develop
long-term investment plans (including asset management) and strengthening
reporting requirements to increase transparency on spending on maintenance
and renewals (and other types of capital investment)
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o Strengthening non-legislative reporting requirements to improve transparency
over asset management outcomes

o Establishing oversight and review requirements for asset management planning

o Explicitly incorporating assessments of bottom-up infrastructure needs, including
spending on asset management and renewals, into fiscal strategies

o Strengthening incentives for better asset management practice by, for example,
linking investment decision making to agency asset management capability or
ringfencing depreciation funding

o Opportunities to strengthen the investment decision making artefacts within the
Investment Management System such as stronger assurance over business cases.

e Taking account of the Commission’s advice, the Government will explore options around
long term capital planning, asset management plans, mandatory reporting on
standardised metrics, upskilling opportunities, accountability for poor performance,
minimum standards, and stronger regulatory scrutiny and monitoring.

e We are crystal clear about the need to improve asset management. All options are on
the table. If necessary, | am open to considering changes the law to ensure that asset
management is given the priority it needs.

e As part of that work, Cabinet will reset its expectations (implemented through a Circular)
to give effect to the necessary changes across the Investment Management System. |
have asked officials to consider the findings of the National Infrastructure Plan when
updating the Circular.

Concluding remarks

¢ Getting asset management right means sticking to the disciplines and maintaining those
disciplines over time. It means taking a long-term perspective. It means understanding
what you have and understanding what you need. It means putting in place processes to
ensure that decisions are based on rigorous asset management needs.

e It won't be a quick fix. The challenges are deep-rooted and systemic. But they are not
insurmountable, if we are ambitious enough to take them on. That work starts now.

e Thank you.
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Q&A

Questions about central government, local, and private sector

1. Why are you focusing on improving asset management processes and practices?

New Zealand is not doing this well — as | pointed out earlier, we rank in the bottom 10%
of OECD countries for efficiency of public spend on infrastructure.

Asset management is the key to ensuring our current and future infrastructure can be
relied on to provide essential public services at an effective cost.

We need to achieve better value for money, more reliable infrastructure and assurance
that we can continue to deliver high quality public services for future generations.

Poor asset management can often result in unnecessary new investments, and unmet
needs.

2. Why has it come to this?

For a number of reasons. The big ones are a lack of visibility of agencies’ asset
management plans and the state of assets; a lack of monitoring and accountability; and a
lack of incentives to do better.

Questions about central government, local, and private sector

3. Why are you focusing on central government?

Central government accounts for half of New Zealand's infrastructure assets, and a
similar share of total infrastructure investment. It's the biggest player in many of the vital
sectors that New Zealanders rely on every day — health, transport, education, corrections,
and more.

And all the evidence we have is telling us, very clearly, that central government is
performing significantly worse than local government and the regulated sectors. Most of
the capital-intensive agencies in central government don’t have robust asset
management plans or asset registers. Very, very few bids for Budget funding explicitly
relate to asset management needs. And in some sectors, we are seeing worrying
evidence of maintenance and renewals backlogs.

This isn't just a central government problem - but central government is the biggest and
most urgent problem. This is the biggest opportunity for us to get better value for
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money and better outcomes. It's not going to be an easy fix, but | am determined to sort
this out.

4. What about local government?

We know that local government has also tended to kick renewals down the road to keep
a lid on rates. However, based on the available data, renewals spending relative to
depreciation appears much lower in central government. So, the problem appears to be
even greater in central government. Honestly, there is so little data available in central
government that it's hard even to say definitively how bad the situation is. That alone
should worry us — we can't see it.

It's also worth noting that some of our other policy work, for example Local Water Done
Well, will improve asset management capability in the local (water) sector.

5. What about the private / regulated sectors?

The regulated sectors perform much better than central government. We have seen
significant improvements in asset management practices in the electricity distribution
and transmission sectors since the introduction of economic regulation 20 years ago.

The regulated sectors may not be perfect, but they've come a long way, and | want to
see how we can learn from them to lift asset management performance in central
government.

6. Why can’t you just make government agencies subject to economic regulation?

| am open to exploring what central government can learn from economic regulation.
But there would be major challenges with implementing a comprehensive economic
regulation framework across central government.

In the energy sector, price-quality pathways regulate the prices can be charged for
delivering investments and services. We do this is to make sure that infrastructure
providers can't abuse their market power to over-price their services or under-invest
their revenues. We don't have that kind of pricing or revenue system for hospitals or
schools, let alone prisons or defence.

Central government investments are typically agreed by elected Ministers and authorised
by Parliament via appropriations. It's difficult to see how government could regulate
itself in a way that’s both effective and enduring.

That said, | think some elements of economic regulation — e.g., information disclosure
requirements — could work well in central government. | am interested in adapting what
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has worked well in other sectors. This is something | know the Commission is looking
into.

Questions about how you will improve asset management

7. You said you would consider changing legislation / changing the Cabinet Office
Circular. Can you say more about the changes you are considering?

It's too soon for me to announce any specific reforms, but everything is on the table.

We will be looking at options to achieve transformational change in the second phase of
our work programme, kicking off next year.

This is to give us time to consider the Infrastructure Commission’s advice and
recommendations on asset management, which are due to be finalised at the end of the
year.

The Commission’s recommendations will help us to determine the kinds of changes we
want to take forward next year.

The Commission has informed me they are looking at options to strengthen long-term
asset management planning, multi-year budgeting, transparency, and accountability.
That might include requiring agencies to develop and publish multi-year investment
plans; independent review of asset management plans; and reporting against standard
asset management indicators.

8. Are you going to reintroduce Long-Term Investment Plans (LTIPs) and Investor
Confidence Ratings (ICR)?

It's too soon for me to commit to any specific policy changes, but | would note our
government has supported agencies’ long-term planning and | think that is a positive
feature of an effective system. As | say, we will be looking to make transformational
changes in phase 2, after we've had a chance to consider the Infrastructure Commission’s
advice on asset management settings.
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9. What are the top 3 things you think should be done to improve performance?

First, data. You can't manage assets if you don't know what they are, where they are
or what sort of condition they are in. And yet many of our central government
agencies do not have complete, up to date and accurate asset registers. If you don't
have good data, you can’'t make good decisions.

Secondly, transparency. If we require disclosure of information, that can drive
decision-making and over time can encourage better practice and outcomes.

Third, stronger requirements and accountability. We need to strengthen our
oversight and review of asset management and investment plans.

Questions about asset management professionals

10. What are you going to do about training, learning, development, capability?

11.

| agree that asset management capabilities are one of the keys to driving better asset
management practices in central government. | am still open-minded about the most
efficient and effective ways to tackle this. Part of the problem with capability is driven by
the weak incentives to conduct effective asset management in the first place.

The Infrastructure Commission is thinking asset management capabilities as it develops
the National Infrastructure Plan.

| will be looking more closely at what we might want to do about this in phase 2, next
year.

Do we have enough asset management specialists in New Zealand?

| am open to hearing evidence on this. What | know for sure is that we don’t have
enough asset management specialists, or champions, in senior leadership positions - or
enough senior leaders trained in asset management fundamentals. The Infrastructure
Commission and Apopo are working on this — for example by piloting digital badges
with project directors.

| think a key problem is that many of the asset management professionals we already
have aren’t being empowered to do what they need to do. If we can create better
visibility and accountability for asset management planning and performance, this
should incentivise chief executives and senior leaders to sit up and take a closer look at
asset management.

COMMISSION
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12. Will you support Apopo’s accreditation scheme?
I'm not in a position to make any funding commitments today.

But | agree that asset management capabilities are a really important issue. | am still
open-minded about the most efficient and effective ways to tackle this. | will be looking
more closely at what we might want to do about this in phase 2, next year.

The Infrastructure Commission will be making recommendations on asset management
needs in central government through the National Infrastructure Plan, due to be released
at the end of the year. This could include advice on how we can upskill asset
management capabilities in government, although the Commission is still working
through what the Plan will say.
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From: LabourResearch <LabourResearch@parliament.govt.nz>
Sent: Monday, 19 May 2025 2:58 pm

To: Information <info@tewaihanga.govt.nz>

Subject: OIA Request

Kia ora,

Under the Official Information Act 1982, | request copies of:

Infrastructure For Minister Penk: 1-May-25
Commission Background
Information and
Speaking Notes for
Public Sector
Infrastructure Leaders
Network appearance

on 7 May
Infrastructure Aide memoire - 2-May-25
Commission Background

information and
speech for Apopo
Congress on 14 May

New Zealand Infrastructure weekly 16-Apr-25
Infrastructure update for the week
Commission starting 21 April 2025

Where a document that falls under scope of this request cannot be released, please supply a
summary of that document’s contents. Where any document falls under the scope of this
request, please release it in full, including sections which might otherwise be considered out
of scope.

Kind regards,

Labour Leader’s Office

Authorised by Chris Hipkins MP, Parliament Buildings, Wellington


mailto:LabourResearch@parliament.govt.nz
mailto:info@tewaihanga.govt.nz

Item 2

From: Jason Batchelor
To: Jon Butler
Subject: RE: Contact details
Date: Monday, 26 May 2025 9:21:37 am
Attachments: image001.ipg
image002.jpg
Hey Jon

It’s been a bit of a week with Budget, but this week should be good for a coffee.

I am no longer responsible for the infrastructure portfolio, since Barbara is no longer the
spokesperson, but | still have broad oversight because Finance always has oversight of it.

This week is reasonably quiet, so how about Wednesday?
Cheers,

Jason Batchelor | Senior Economic Advisor

From: Jon eutlc- [

Sent: Monday, 19 May 2025 8:50 PM

Tot Jason Batchelor I

Subject: Re: Contact details

HiJason

How are you getting on? Are you working on the infra portfolio?

Let me know if you’d have time to catch up for a coffee at some point.
Appreciate this week will be busy prepping for Budget.

Cheers

Jon

Jon Butler


mailto:Jason.Batchelor@parliament.govt.nz
mailto:Jon.Butler@tewaihanga.govt.nz
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Item 3.1

From: Shane Egan

Cc: OIA

Subject: OIA25-TW14 Official Information Request-
Date: Friday, 25 July 2025 2:26:03 pm

Attachments: image001.png

Kia ora-

We are writing to confirm that on 22 July, the Infrastructure Commission accepted a
partial transfer of your original Official information request addressed to Hon Chris
Bishop dated 15 July 2025.

We will be responding to you in respect of the part of your request for the three reports
listed in WPQ 32214 (2025) that were originated by us.

Nga mihi

Manager, Ministerial Services
New Zealand Infrastructure Commission, Te Waihanga

Visit us online at https://tewaihanga.govt.nz/


mailto:Shane.Egan@tewaihanga.govt.nz
mailto:oia@tewaihanga.govt.nz
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ftewaihanga.govt.nz%2F&data=05%7C02%7Coia%40tewaihanga.govt.nz%7Cd9c192dfcef846899cc108ddcb22989f%7Cd5ee9c2608994a3dac3bf985cacfecf2%7C0%7C0%7C638890071631458444%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=fB%2BCj4W%2Fnl84626KZqjWbA%2FbEOBQPu2m3rd2ytMvBMk%3D&reserved=0
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From: Shane Egan

Cc: OIA

Subject: OIA25-TW14 Response

Date: Thursday, 31 July 2025 4:52:38 pm
Attachments: image001.png

OIA25 TW14 Response letter.pdf
OIA25 TW14 Response Attachments.pdf

Kia ora-
Please find attached response to the part of your original request below that was

transferred to the Infrastructure Commission.
Nga mihi

Manager, Ministerial Services
New Zealand Infrastructure Commission, Te Waihanga
Visit us online at https://tewaihanga.govt.nz/
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31 July 2025 Ref: OIA25-TW14

Matt Swann
Senior Advisor
Labour Leader’'s Office

Via email: matthew.swann@parliament.govt.nz

Dear Matt,

On 22 July 2025 the Infrastructure Commission (the Commission) accepted a partial transfer of
your Official Information Act (OIA) request dated 15 July 2025 to Hon Chris Bishop under
section 14 of the Official Information Act on the grounds that some of the information you
requested was more closely connected with the functions of the Commission.

The part of your request transferred to the Commission was for:-

“.... coplies of all documents listed in your response to written question 32214 (2025)".
Information being released

Three Commission documents listed in the response to written question 32214 (2025) have
been identified to be in scope of your request and are itemised in the table below.

Documents in scope of this request

Document Reference and Decision Section of the

Mz [Pk Description OIA applied

1. 19 December  TW-2023-322 Infrastructure and Release in part  s9(2)(a)
2023 The Resource Management and
Planning System — Early matters
for consideration

2. 19 March TW-2024-373 Targeted Release in part  s9(2)(a)
2024 Amendments for RMA
Amendment Bill #2 to support
infrastructure provision

Level 7, 95 Customhouse Quay DX SX33303 | Wellington tewaihanga.govt.nz
Wellington 6011 NEW ZEALAND





3. 16May2024 TW-2024-407 Priority Resource  Release in part  s9(2)(a)
Management Reforms for

Infrastructure in Phase 2 and
links to Phase 3

| have decided to release the documents listed above, subject to some information being
withheld under section 9(2)(a) of the OIA to protect individuals’ privacy.

We note that due to the passage of time, some of the commentary in our advice may no
longer be current, but this advice did reflect our best understanding of the proposal at the
time.

In making my decision, | have considered the public interest considerations in section 9(1) of
the Official Information Act.

Please note that this letter (with your personal details removed) and the enclosed document
may be published on the Commission’s website.

This reply addresses the information you requested. You have the right to ask the
Ombudsman to investigate and review my decision.

Yours sincerely

Peter Nunns
General Manager - Strategy

Level 7, 95 Customhouse Quay DX SX33303 | Wellington tewaihanga.govt.nz
Wellington 6011 NEW ZEALAND
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Infrastructure and the Resource Management and
Planning System — Early matters for consideration

Date: 19 December 2023
Report No: TW-2023-322

To

To Hon Chris Bishop, Minister for
Infrastructure

CC Simon Court MP, Parliamentary Under-
Secretary to the Minister for Infrastructure

Contact details

Name

Georgia Kahan
Paul Alexander
Barbara Tebbs

Action sought Deadline
Christmas reading and 23 January 2024
consideration for decisions

in early 2024 on resource

management system reforms

Role Phone
Policy’Advisor

Director, Policy s9(2)@) |
General Manager, Policy s9(2)(@a) |

Actions for the Minister’s office staff

Forward this report.to-the Parliamentary Under-Secretary to the Minister for
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Recommendations

We recommend that you:
1. Agree to forward this briefing to the Parliamentary Under-Secretary to the Minister for
Infrastructure

Agree / disagree

2. Note that this briefing provides advice, to support your infrastructure portfolio, outlining
considerations for your second phase of RMA reform, and that the Infrastructure
Commission will work with the lead agency, the Ministry for the Environment (MfE), on
more comprehensive advice in early 2024.

3. Agree to discuss this briefing with Infrastructure Commission officials in early 2024
Agree / disagree

4. Direct the Commission to work directly with MfE and other relevant agencies to provide
advice in early 2024 on an overall approach to national direction that supports more
effective and efficient provision of infrastructure including options, timing and resourcing

implications.

Agree / disagree

N

Barbara Tebbs
GM Policy

Hon Chris Bishop
Minister for Infrastructure

* NEW ZEA !
E INFRASTRUCTURE
L COMMISSION

Te Woithonga





Infrastructure and the Resource Management and
Planning System - Early matters for consideration

Purpose of this Report

1. The purpose of this briefing is to provide an overview of the resource management and
planning system, focussing on:

e national direction under the RMA
e key areas that could form part of the second phase of RMA legislative amendments.

2. This advice is provided ahead of, and complementary to, wider advice on changes to the
RMA system that the Ministry for the Environment (MfE) is leading. It focuses specifically
on matters impacting the delivery of infrastructure, to support your objectives for the
infrastructure portfolio and to inform your wider considerations of changes to the
resource management and planning system.

3. This briefing is initial advice from the Infrastructure Commission | Te Waihanga (the
Commission). We can provide more detailed advice on any of these matters and advice
on the third phase of wider system reform options, including separate environment and
planning legislation, as needed. We understand the MfE will be leading work on a
Cabinet Paper early next year providing an overview of RM reform over this term, to
which we will contribute.

Summary of Key Points

4. If done well, targeted resource management reforms could greatly improve
infrastructure provision, unlock housing and renewable energy, and help build better
resilience to weather events.

5. National direction is currently incoherent. Most national direction under the RMA is
framed as environmental effects to manage, whereas other jurisdictions focus on
activities and sectors. In reviewing the system, the aim should be for greater coherence
and a consolidated approach that addresses inconsistencies and duplication across
existing and any new national direction.

6. There are short to medium term options to develop direction for infrastructure activities:

e The infrastructure chapter developed for the National Planning Framework can be
readily adapted into an initial National Policy Statement (NPS) on infrastructure
under the RMA.

e The Commission developed a first set of infrastructure standards for the National
Planning Framework that can be adapted as an Infrastructure National
Environmental Standard (NES), which could reduce the complexity of consenting

processes.
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e Consider a ‘one stop shop’ approach to provisions and pathways for infrastructure

across all national direction.

7. Infrastructure provision is highly impacted by the approach to national direction
instruments. We can provide further advice on the interactions with freshwater
management, indigenous biodiversity and the NZ Coastal Policy Statement. Cabinet will
need to consider early advice on National Policy Statements in relation to Renewable
Energy Generation, Highly Productive Land, and Natural Hazards, which are highly
relevant for infrastructure providers.

8. In addition, there are other planning tools and approaches to consenting and re-
consenting infrastructure:

e The 2019 Planning Standards provide an opportunity to drive more consistent
approaches to district and regional plans, and could be extended to include zones
for activities such as ports, and lifting baselines for permitted activity.

e Long-lived and essential infrastructure faces upcoming significant and time-
consuming re-consenting processes that could be re-examined to test the
value/resource trade-offs.

9. The Commission supports consideration of the following areas, which would improve the
planning and consenting of infrastructure, for inclusion in a package of RMA
Amendments in 2024:

e Spatial Planning - particularly identifying national networks such as road, rail,
transmission and telecommunications

e Expanding the criteria for requiring authorities in line with the Natural and Built
Environment Act (NBA)

e Amendments to designations to better support advanced land and corridor
protection for infrastructure

e Improvements to plan-making provisions.

Problem déefinition

New Zealahd faces urgent infrastructure challenges and the planning system needs

improying

10. Treasury has estimated New Zealand has an infrastructure deficit of $210 billion.
Nationally, we require a resource management system that enables the efficient delivery
of new infrastructure and ongoing maintenance and renewals of existing infrastructure.

11. Specifically, New Zealand requires a faster and more enabling consenting system to
address the infrastructure deficit and meet climate goals.! The costs of consenting are

T Research commissioned by the Infrastructure Commission found that Aotearoa New Zealand is
projected to miss between 11-34 per cent of the emission reductions required by 2050 due to
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unacceptably high compared to international benchmarks; current consenting processes
cost infrastructure projects $1.3 billion every year, with costs escalating by 70% over the

last seven years.?

12. Amending the RMA will improve some aspects of infrastructure provision but there is a
range of other related matters that also need to be improved over time. For example,
planning is poorly integrated with other aspects of infrastructure delivery, such as design
and business case processes; and aspects of the business case can be relitigated through
consenting decisions despite being tested and with funding agreements in place. An
effective planning system would better recognise the public benefits of infrastructure,
alongside other desired outcomes such as improving housing affordability, providing
social infrastructure, protecting our biodiversity, and meeting climate goals.

13. There are many factors and players which influence the overall functioning of the

planning system:

e The legislative and regulatory architecture set by central government — which is
primarily through the RMA and policy and regulatory instruments made under it
(‘national direction’)

e Regulatory land-use plans (such as district, regional and unitary plans) — developed
by local authorities (councils)

¢ Consenting processes — primarily by councils or, on occasion, by expert panels

e Capacity and capability of the system —including funding, resourcing, training,
monitoring, enforcement, and access to good data

e A large ‘planning industry’ with significant influence.

Clarifying National Direction to improve infrastructure provision

14. Under the RMA, district and regional plans must give effect to national policy statements
and national environmental standards, with councils making decisions locally about how
to manage the conflicts between different pieces of national direction. These bespoke
approaches are expensive for councils to implement and result in inconsistencies of
approach, meaning increased cost and complexity for infrastructure providers.

15. Different national direction instruments have been developed at different times, leading
to a legacy of incoherence. There are significant benefits that could accrue from a
fundamental review that considers an overall architecture to guide the design,
application and review of national direction, as part of the overall approach to RM
reform.

consenting delays, where investments in the energy and transport sectors will be critical. Infrastructure
Consenting for Climate Targets. January 2023. Sapere report commissioned by Te Waihanga available
here.

2 The Cost of Consenting Infrastructure Projects in New Zealand. July 2021. Sapere report
commissioned by Te Waihanga available here.
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16. Clearer and coherent national direction and greater use of national standards, including
planning standards, would drive efficiency and consistency in district and regional
planning processes, benefitting all involved in the planning system, including
infrastructure providers.

17. The original intent of the integrated National Planning Framework (NPF) was to provide
this clarity and coherence. However, carrying forward all existing national direction in the
NPF, while layering more on top, created more inconsistencies. A pragmatic approach
from the current position is to ensure a clear and coherent set of national direction.

National direction that supports infrastructure provision

18. Current national direction instruments require infrastructure providers to navigate
different effects management frameworks, gateway tests, and definitions. The five pieces
of national direction that have the largest tensions with infrastructure provision are NPSs
on freshwater, indigenous biodiversity, highly productive land, natural hazard decision-
making, and the NZ Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS). For example, the strong
avoidance policies of the NZCPS conflict with and prevail over the more enabling policies
in other pieces of national direction, such as for renewable energy generation (NPS-REG).

19. At the same time there is no specific, comprehensive national direction on infrastructure.
One solution to the complexity of navigating conflicting national direction is to establish
infrastructure-specific national direction that resolves the conflicts and clearly articulates
the parameters for infrastructure provision. The Commission recently drafted
infrastructure content for the transitional National Planning Framework. As a first step
towards comprehensive infrastructure national direction, we recommend adapting
this existing content to form the basis for infrastructure national direction.

20. We are working closely with MfE on immediate options for infrastructure national
direction, while ensuring the sustainable management of resources and conformance
with high environmental standards.

Early prioritisation decisions on existing national direction

21. There are also some early decisions about prioritising immediate changes to national
direction ahead of a broader consolidation process. Ministers will be receiving briefings
from the relevant lead agencies.

22. Enabling an increase in renewable electricity generation (REG) requires immediate
decisions on the NPS-REG and the NPS on Electricity Transmission (NPS-ET). Increasing
REG also requires a review of the provisions in the NZCPS and a consenting pathway for
renewable energy (see TW-2023-319 on fast track consenting for infrastructure). Related
to these NPSs there is an immediate need for updated national direction on
telecommunications facilities, and policy and standards for electricity generation and
distribution, where considerable investment is needed to meet growing electricity
demand.
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23. The NPS-Highly Productive Land needs technical amendment to enable the
development of new specified infrastructure, such as solar farms, but with its span across
15% of land — including land close to urban centres — has wider implications for
infrastructure and housing development.

24. A draft NPS on Natural Hazards Decision Making (NPS-NHDM) was developed as part of
an urgent response to the North Island weather events, with initial consultation
completed in November 2023. The focus of the NPS-NHDM is avoiding new
development in areas with high natural hazard risk but it is not suited to the regulation
of linear infrastructure. The NPS-NHDM needs further review to clarify scope and to
integrate it into planning processes and the DPMC-led work on the regulatory system to
strengthen the resilience of New Zealand’s critical infrastructure.

More effective process for reviewing national direction

25. Most national direction under the RMA is framed as environmental effects to manage
rather than being scoped from the perspective of the activities or sectors that deliver the
social and economic outcomes sought for New Zealand. This focus on environmental
effects, without resolving conflicts between instruments (e.g. freshwater, coastal
environment, biodiversity) contributes to incoherence and inconsistency when these
instruments are applied to a sector or activity (e.g. farming, quarrying, linear

infrastructure building, forestry).

26. Other jurisdictions, such as the United Kingdom, organise national direction by activities
and sectors, ensuring a more consistent and clear approach setting out the parameters
for the operations of that sector. In reviewing the system of national direction under
the RMA, we recommend consideration of how different instruments apply to
sectors and activities, starting with national direction on the provision of
infrastructure.

27. We agree with MfE and other agencies that it will be resource-intensive to continue
developing individual national direction as has been done in the past. We support a
consolidated approach, addressing inconsistencies and duplication across existing
and any new national direction. Such a consolidated approach is not a ‘quick fix" but
will, over time, achieve coherent and consistent national direction under the RMA.

28. Practical options for consolidating national direction for infrastructure include:

e = tasking an independent body, such as a Board of Inquiry or similar process, to both
develop new direction, and also address inconsistencies between national direction

instruments

e focussed amendments to infrastructure provisions in specific national direction
instruments

e a ‘one stop shop’ approach that consolidates provisions and pathways for
infrastructure in a specific infrastructure-focussed national direction instrument (e.g.
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it could include both a National Policy Statement and a National Environmental
Standard for infrastructure)

e more comprehensive change leading to an integrated infrastructure planning
framework.

Immediate steps to reduce consenting burden
Infrastructure standards

29. There is considerable dead-weight cost across consenting of infrastructure resulting
from different consenting standards throughout the country. Consistent national
standards (e.g. for earthworks, vegetation trimming) would reduce the need for bespoke
consent conditions so reducing the cost burden of consenting. The Commission has
recently developed a first set of infrastructure standards covering common activities and
finalised a set of network utility rules. There are another 40 potential infrastructure
standards that would speed up and improve infrastructure provision, which could be
developed. We recommend promulgating these national standards for common
infrastructure activities under the RMA to reduce consenting burden, and a
programme to develop further cost saving standards.

30. There are some system resourcing issues to consider regarding infrastructure national
direction and standards. The Commission’s resources, and an appropriation from MfE,
funded previous work. MfE and the Commission can advise on options, such as an ‘NES-
Infrastructure’ or guidance, and the resource implications of these options. Another
option to consider could be some industry co-funding of initial standards development
(e.g. by network utility providers) before work is advanced through a normal policy
process.

Planning Standards, permitted activities and extending existing consents

31. There is an opportunity to be more directive through the 2019 Planning Standards to
support more consistent approaches to plans and definitions and directly influence
District Plans. These could be extended to include zones for particular infrastructure-
focussed activity such as ports, airports or quarries. Zones could be used to lift the
permitted activity baselines, supported by infrastructure national direction.

32. Another option to reduce reconsenting burden is to consider extending permits for
established and significant infrastructure such as ports and hydro projects. There is
currently significant reconsenting of large projects on the horizon, which risks
consuming significant planning resources for limited value.

33. Similarly, some activities that are currently prescribed under the RMA could be classed as
permitted for some national providers, such as the New Zealand Transport Agency and
KiwiRail, reducing the associated consenting burden. This permitting could be modelled
on the Fast Track COVID-19 Act, but with changes to address some of the
implementation hurdles.
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Early RMA Amendments to consider in addition to Fast Track
Legislation

34. The following points summarise the key areas for consideration for early RMA
amendments that will support infrastructure provision. They build on our advice relating
to the repeal process for the Natural and Built Environment Act (NBA) and the Spatial
Planning Act (SPA) [TW-2023-310 refers].

35. If directed, we will work directly with MfE to address these points:
e Spatial planning
e Expanding the criteria for requiring authorities
e Better supporting advanced land and corridor protection for infrastructure
e Improving plan-making processes.

Mandatory and directive Spatial Planning

36. We support the briefing provided by the Spatial Planning Policy Office (BRF-3968) and
the ongoing process of advice led by them. Effective spatial planning takes time and
resources but is essential to getting the settings right for infrastructure, housing growth
and other development opportunities such as renewable energy. These points outline

important considerations regarding spatial planning:

e Legislation is more effective than national direction to implement spatial planning
because legislation can better align different planning and investment frameworks
and require implementation agreements.

e Spatial plans should link to regulatory land use plans (under the RMA), local
government funding plans (under the Local Government Act), and regional land
transport plans (under the Land Transport Management Act). The Auckland Plan
2050, by comparison, didn't have any legislative links with transport and council
plans, and only a moderate link with regulatory land use plans. As noted in our earlier
advice to you (TW-2023-310 refers), there are opportunities for spatial plans to be
more directive than was provided for in the SPA, and for processes to be further
simplified.

e The urban growth partnerships provide a good basis from which to build further
spatial planning. A recent stocktake by the Spatial Planning Policy Office highlights
the challenge of multiple formats and data incompatibilities, making a strong case for
at least some co-ordination role to build a national picture of infrastructure and other
trans-regional issues. This fits with your considerations about ‘one source of truth’ for
data, and open standards.

e The long-term horizons of spatial plans mean there will always be some need for
flexibility. As much as possible, spatial plans should be designed to succeed under a

range of possible futures to avoid falling into time consuming cycles of reviews. For
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example, spatial plans could specify what would need to happen under different
growth scenarios or different climate change projections.

e We will work with other agencies and provide further advice in early 2024 on how
spatial planning can complement the development of a 30-year infrastructure plan,
infrastructure priority list, and city and regional deals, and how identification through
regional spatial plans can be reflected in subsequent designation and consenting
processes.

Expanding the criteria for requiring authorities in line with the NBA

37. We support further changes following the repeal legislation to give a broader range of
infrastructure providers the ability to use designation powers, by widening the eligibility
of 'requiring authorities’, for example by including port operators and electricity
generators. This would better recognise the wider range of infrastructure providers (such
as those in the private sector) that provide infrastructure with a strong public benefit.

Changes to designation provisions to support advance land pratection for

infrastructure

38. Your Cabinet paper on ‘Fixing the Housing Crisis’ outlines the Government's intention to
investigate land protection options to lower infrastructure costs. One of the ways to
lower costs is through improvements to the designations regime under the RMA.
Designations allow some types of infrastructure works to proceed without the need for a
land use consent. They also prohibit any activity within a designated site that would
prevent or hinder a project or work to which the designation relates, effectively
protecting that piece of land for use in the future.

39. Over time, designations have become more complex and unwieldy. Historically, the
durability and flexibility of designations has supported the long-lived nature of public
good infrastructure. Nowadays, the legal tests and high volumes of information sought
from applicants have become increasingly unworkable and costly. It is very difficult to
use designations to protect infrastructure corridors at a point in time before detailed
construction design is complete but the need to protect the corridor is clear.

40. Changing the default designation lapse period from 5 to (at least) 10 years would be
easy to achieve through amendments to the RMA. This would better recognise the long-
time frames required to plan and design infrastructure. Longer designation periods
would contribute to ensuring land is suitably serviced by infrastructure but allowing
some flexibility over when the infrastructure is built, to maximise cost-efficiency.

41. We acknowledge that decisions on designations need to be balanced against the
imposition on private land rights, restrictions on land-use (such as housing) and the
uncertainty that a longer lapse time can bring, so there is always a judgement call. Some
of the difficulties with compensation and public acquisition of land, through
amendments to the Public Works Act, could help mitigate concerns about property
rights.
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42. One option to consider is a dedicated fund (or further investigation of the financing
challenges of land protection) for central government to publicly acquire the land for
infrastructure protection, while trying to minimise the uncertainty posed by corridor
protection.?

43. Improvements to the designations regime would support better corridor protection but
there are also changes needed to the Public Works Act 1981 (PWA). We support
including the PWA in the fast-track infrastructure consenting pathway, though
acknowledge it will be one of the more complex additions. Further legislative
amendments could also be considered to allow significant infrastructure projects to
secure land in advance of when it is needed for the project.

44. We will continue to work with the Ministry of Housing and Urban Development and
other agencies such as Land Information New Zealand and MfE to progress proposals for
advanced land protection, such as through changes to the designation regime and PWA.

Plan making processes

45. Changes to RMA plan making processes could be introduced to the RMA e.g. the
provisions from the NBA restricting rights of appeal could be brought across into the
RMA. We also support greater use of independent hearings panels, as used during the
development of the Auckland Unitary Plan. These panels provide rigour to the plan-
making process and are an independent check and balance for local government
decision-makers.

* Recommendation 16c¢ of the New Zealand Infrastructure Strategy
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Targeted Amendments for RMA Amendment Bill #2 to

support infrastructure provision
Date: 19 March 2024
Report No:  TW-2024-373

To Hon Chris Bishop Action sought
Hon Chris Bishop, Minister for Note that the Commission
Infrastructure intends to seek targeted

feedback from infrastructure
stakeholders.

Consider this advice prior to
RM Ministers’ meeting on
RMA Amendment Bill #2
Priorities in April.

Attachments

Deadline

27 March 2024,
alongside advice you

will be receiving from
MIE.

e Appendix A: Recommended amendments.to Part 5 (Subpart 1) National Direction
e Appendix B: Other potential amendments to test further with agencies and stakeholders

Contact details

Name Role

Paul Alexander Director Infrastructure
Planning

Tanya Perrott Principal Advisor, Policy

Barbara Tebbs GM Policy

Purpose

to your Ministerial colleagues.

IN-CONFIDENCE

Phone

of infrastructure priorities prior to your final decisions on Bill content.

[y

infrastructure provision

TW-2024-373 - Targeted Amendments for RMA Amendment Bill #2 to support

1. The purpose of this aide memoire is to provide you with the Infrastructure Commission’s
suggested priorities for targeted amendments for inclusion in the Resource Management
Act (RMA) Amendment Bill #2. This is in response to the process you commenced by writing

2. We also outline our proposal to test some of the ideas with infrastructure stakeholders
(on an informal basis) during the next three weeks, so that we have a greater understanding
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Context

3. Our recommended targeted RMA amendments would better enable infrastructure while
managing environmental impacts, during the period before replacement legislation can be
fully implemented. These amendments would complement the Fast-Track Approvals
legislation, and make new national direction for infrastructure more effective and timely.

4. We have assessed proposals based on the criteria agreed with the Ministry for the
Environment (MfE) relating to your stated priorities; urgency; impact; and ease of drafting
and implementing. We have prioritised changes that would result in more balanced
treatment of infrastructure vis a vis environmental matters; impact across a wide range of
infrastructure sectors; and reduce unnecessary burdens and implementation costs for
applicants and system actors such as local government.

5. We understand that this year's amendments to the RMA should be consistent with the likely
direction of fundamental RM reform, but also consider that fundamental reform may take
some time to take full effect. In line with this we assume there will also be a comprehensive
programme of national direction developed over the next two years.

6. We have tested some of the proposals with other relevant agencies, but not yet with a wider
range of external infrastructure stakeholders. We have provided MfE with further detail on
each proposal to support collective advice you will receive in the coming weeks.

Infrastructure Priorities
Adding Infrastructure to Part 2 (Section'6) of the RMA

7. Part 2 —Sections 5 (purpose), 6 (matters of national importance) and 7 (other matters) —
plays a significant role in guiding decision-making processes under the RMA, framing
national direction which flows through into plans and then consenting decisions. The
current lack of specific recognition of the role infrastructure plays to support the well-
being of present and future generations in Part 2 means this is constantly debated
through planning and consenting decisions despite the national and regional benefits of
infrastructure. The debate and uncertainty slows the delivery of infrastructure projects and
creates unnecessary costs for all parties. Other matters in both sections 6 and 7 are often
given greater weighting (including amenity, see below).

8. We consider it important and urgent to address this issue, given the current application of
case law, the cascading effect across decision-making in the system, and its impact on the
content of new national direction on infrastructure. Technical Advisory Groups dating back
to 2010 have highlighted this issue, and the Natural and Built Environment Act (NBEA)
included infrastructure as an outcome supported by policy work.

TW-2024-373 - Targeted Amendments for RMA Amendment Bill #2 to support . l g.gmgg%ims
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9. If this is of interest, there are drafting solutions to work from in the final NBEA" or exposure
draft that also incorporate renewable energy. Our preference is that both are included in
section 6 as matters of national importance.

Amending the approach to amenity in Part 2 (Section 7)

10. The RMA has been criticised for a status quo bias, with its emphasis on avoiding and
remedying adverse effects of activities and not fully recognising dynamic change such as
urban formation, the development of renewable energy, and adapting to climate change.

11. Section 7c¢ ‘the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values” has often been used to
reinforce a status quo bias, constraining both infrastructure and housing development. This
section could be amended to make it clear that amenity doesn't have to be maintained, that
amenity can be ‘maintained’ while also being changed, and that changes in amenity are not
necessarily an adverse effect. For example, it could be replaced with words from the
National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD): “amenity values that develop
and change over time in response to the diverse and changing needs of people, communities,
and future generations”. This would cover amenity in both urban and rural environments. We
are aware that the Ministry of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) would support such
an amendment, and have also identified other NBEA changes that could also be used in an
RMA context so that decision-makers cannot consider certain effects which lead to status
quo bias.

12. Decisions on amenity are related to your decision on infrastructure and other changes to
Section 6. The use of ‘amenity’ to reinforce the status quo would have less impact if there
were stronger direction in section 6 that gave the benefits of infrastructure some priority
over amenity.

Enabling more timely and effective National Direction

13. We recommend amendments to Part 5 Subpart 1 (National Direction) in the RMA, to support
the development of more timely and effective national direction on infrastructure (and
national direction in general). MfE, HUD, and the Ministry of Business, Innovation and
Employment (MBIE) have indicated broad support for such amendments.

14. You have agreed that new national direction for infrastructure should be developed, with an
initial approach being to adapt the infrastructure chapter in the draft National Planning
Framework (our briefing TW-2023-322 refers). Under-Secretary Simon Court is charged with
responsibility for overseeing the development of the direction and we have briefed him
about work undertaken so far. The Infrastructure Commission and MfE look forward to

T NBEA drafting — 'Infrastructure is provided in a timely and ongoing manner to promote the well-being of both
present and future generations.” Or NBA Exposure draft ‘The ongoing provision of infrastructure services to support
the well-being of people and communities, including by supporting— (i) the use of land for economic, social, and
cultural activities: (ii) an increase in the generation, storage, transmission, and use of renewable energy’
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discussing deliverables and timeframes with you for the delivery of this work after Cabinet
consideration of the overall RM reform work programme.

15. We recommend amending the RMA provisions for the purpose, contents and effect of
national policy statements and national environmental standards, and the process to
develop them (see Appendix A). These changes would:

a) Enable government to develop and amend national direction more quickly and
cost effectively. Changes would particularly make it easier to develop and amend
multiple related pieces of national direction, and to make technical amendments to
standards. The new infrastructure direction would greatly benefit from both of these
things.

b) Provide a pragmatic, low-cost and timely way to deal with inconsistencies and
conflicts between different national direction instruments. This is particularly an
issue for cross-cutting activities such as infrastructure.

c) Enable national direction to have more immediate and certain impact on
consenting decisions.

d) Reduce costs for councils in implementing national direction.

16. You and your colleagues have also indicated you wish to use the RM Amendment Bill #2 to
progress the National Policy Statements on Renewable Energy and Electricity Transmission,
and to make targeted changes to the content of other existing national direction (the New
Zealand Coastal Policy Statement and National Policy Statements for Freshwater
Management, Indigenous Biodiversity and Highly Productive Land). We intend to input to
the work on these instruments, particularly where there are opportunities to address
problematic provisions and improve pathways for infrastructure.

17. Subject to Ministerial decisions on priority and agency resourcing, policy work could take
place this year on new infrastructure national direction (objectives, policies and standards)
building on a large body of existing policy work and drafting, enabling early progress after
passing RMA amendments to streamline national direction processes.

Changes to Designation Provisions to support advance land protection

18. The 'Fixing the Housing Crisis’ Cabinet Paper outlines the intention to investigate land
protection options to lower infrastructure costs, and one way to do this is through changes
to the designations regime. We support the following amendments:

¢ A two-stage designation process with a first stage requiring less detailed
information, to identify and protect the infrastructure footprint early, with further
detail closer to the commencement of physical works

e Extend the default designation lapse time from 5 to at least 10 years as this also
supports route protection, and better recognises the time to plan and design
infrastructure.
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e  We support other changes being proposed by other agencies, such as mode-agnostic
designations (e.g. for state highway/railway infrastructure) and making information
requirements more proportionate to their impacts, such as reducing onerous
assessments of alternative proposals.

19. These changes are supported by the Ministry of Transport (MoT), MBIE, and MfE for some
amendments. In many cases, policy work and drafting was done for the NBEA, which
requires some improvements but provides a basis for RMA amendments.

Other potential amendments to test further with agencies and stakeholders

20. We have identified further potential changes, where our initial analysis suggests they may be
of lower immediate impact and priority, but we would like to test their merits with
stakeholders. These potential changes are set out in Appendix B.

Other important but non-urgent RMA reforms

21. As previously indicated, we support mandatory and directive spatial planning in support
of long-term infrastructure planning, and see the need to improve plan making processes,
and also support building a stronger data-driven system to support both environmental
and development outcomes. These are likely to be addressed more thoroughly by the
fundamental reform process, though we raise these points in case there are opportunities
identified through agency and stakeholder feedback that suggest quick wins can be made

through this Bill.

Te Waihanga
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Appendix A:

Recommended amendments to Part 5 (Subpart 1) National Direction

Proposed amendment

Benefit

Clarify that a single process for
developing or amending a
national direction instrument can
be used for consequential
amendments to other pieces of
national direction.

This would reduce the costs and timeframes for developing
the new infrastructure national direction which will cut across
and require amendment to multiple instruments. For-an NPS
on infrastructure to be most effective, this is expected to
require consequential amendments to the NZ Coastal Policy
Statement, NPS-Freshwater Management, NPS-Indigenous
Biodiversity and NPS-Highly Productive Land.

Streamline the process for
making technical amendments or
updates to standards.

We anticipate the infrastructure national direction requiring
much more use of standards for assessing effects and in
consenting activities and setting conditions. It needs to be
much easier to make technical updates to these standards,
which may not be appropriate to notify for submission (and
which may not ‘need" Ministerial decision).

Enable a national direction
instrument to specify that other
instruments do not apply to a
particular activity or resource.

This would, for example, allow the infrastructure national
direction to be the single or primary source of direction for
managing the effects of different infrastructure activities on
different environments (or a ‘one-stop-shop’). It would be a
pragmatic way to deal with inconsistencies in the way that
NZCPS, NPS-FM, NPS-IB and NPS-HPL treat infrastructure
(and to ensure infrastructure is sufficiently enabled) and avoid
the need for infrastructure providers to navigate multiple,
inconsistent instruments. It would reduce costs for councils
that currently must interpret and decide how to deal with
these multiple sources of direction, and it would provide
more certain outcomes.

Make it clearer that all types of
NPS provisions can be directly
inserted into plans; and require
the removal of plan provisions
that conflict with NPSs, without
going through a Schedule 1
process.

This would reduce the need for public plan change processes
and the associated costs and delays for NPS direction to
having effect on the ground.

Enable NPS policies to more
effectively direct consenting
decisions, and allow for a
combined NPS-NES.

This would reduce the costs of developing separate national
direction instruments and complement the changes in 4. to
allow for national direction to have immediate effect on
consenting decisions. It could also make it clear that NPS
provisions must be given effect to in consenting decisions
rather than had regard to.

TW-2024-373 - Targeted Amendments for RMA Amendment Bill #2 to support
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Appendix B:

Other potential amendments to test further with agencies and
stakeholders

22. The changes below require further targeted testing with infrastructure stakeholders to
determine their priority for inclusion in RMA Amendment Bill #2. Our initial analysis suggests
they may be of lower immediate impact or lower priority when considering their impact
across multiple infrastructure sectors.

Expand the criteria for Requiring Authorities to make it easier to apply and obtain
designation powers

23. Some infrastructure providers (ports (including inland ports), renewable energy generators
and emergency services) may benefit from the proposed NBEA changes to expand the
criteria for Requiring Authorities to make it easier to apply and obtain designation
powers. This may help with acquiring land, though there may be other alternatives to
consider?, and it would be helpful to test with infrastructure providers the merit and urgency
of these options. MoT support this for ports to provide longer term certainty for funding
and investment purposes, and HUD consider this may support community housing and
Kainga Ora.

Consistent approaches to the duration of cansent for long lived infrastructure
assets

24. You are considering extending the duration of consents for aquaculture, and extending
the duration of port coastal permits through RMA Amendment Bill #1. There is also other
nationally significant infrastructure limited to 35-year consents in the coastal marine area,
and there are upcoming re-consenting processes for major hydro-electric schemes, e.g.
Waitaki and Manapouri.

25. The RMA limits a consent duration to 35 years. It is appropriate that activities that cause
effects require a process to update and improve conditions (e.g. such as water discharge
quality), and a need for council and community involvement.

26. However, there are some long-lived assets where re-consenting is an expensive and
unnecessary process, such as bridges or port wharves where responsible agencies have
legislated mandates around safety to manage them. In other cases, there is an argument in
support of considering long-lived assets as ‘controlled activities’ with controlled activity
rules, removing the uncertainty for asset owners as to whether they can continue operating
and instead focusing on the conditions needed to ensure the adverse effects of the activity
are appropriately managed. While some plans include a controlled activity status to

2 Another approach is that the operators could be added as Requiring Authorities via regulations (s166(i)).
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reconsent this infrastructure, we are aware of this being challenged by local authorities and
third parties creating significant costs for all parties.

27. We support a wider consideration of consent durations and re-consenting processes. This
could include some focussed work and testing prior to Bill introduction to assess what is
achievable (and supports consistency of approach) for RMA Amendment #2 or best left for
more fundamental reform.

Amending Non-Complying Activity Status to remove restrictive provisions in

Operative Plans

28. Section 104D of the RMA addresses ‘non-complying activities’ and includes two gateway
tests — that the application must either have minor adverse effects (which infrastructure
projects often fail to meet, given their size and design constraints) or not be contrary to the
objectives and policies of both the operative and proposed RMA plan. If the application fails
the gateway test it must be declined. In practice, given case law, any restrictive or dis-
enabling provisions in operative plans can stall development and infrastructure
projects until a proposed plan (including a proposed plan that implements new national
direction) is decided and all appeals resolved, which can take several years.

29. A recent example is a wastewater infrastructure project which would be supported by a
recent plan change, but fails the gateway test because of the more restrictive (but out-
dated) operative plan.

30. We consider there are potential drafting solutions to address this issue effectively without
fundamentally changing the intent of gateway tests for non-complying activities®. For
completeness, consistency with operative plan provisions would still be a relevant
consideration at the substantive decision-making stage, but the change suggested would
make the consideration less rigid.

31. The current RMA drafting also presents a barrier if new NPS provisions conflict with
provisions in an operative plan, and would frustrate the ability of an NPS to have immediate
impact on consenting decisions for non-complying activities where there is this conflict. We
also consider there are drafting solutions to address this.

32. Another option going further would be to remove non-complying status, but it is in place for
a reason, existing plans have been drafted on this basis, and there would be wider
consequences if it were removed.

Updating the definition of infrastructure

33. We are considering with MfE whether and how to update the definition of infrastructure.
This could provide more consistency across different pieces of legislation and reduce the
development of bespoke definitions in national direction and plans. We intend to scope the
amendments and their merits with MfE. For example, the RMA could include an umbrella

? For example subsection 104D(1)(b)(ii) to read “the relevant proposed plan, if there is a proposed plan
but-ne-relevantplen in respect of the activity.~e+#’, and delete subsection (1)(b)(iii).
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broader definition of infrastructure that includes social and green infrastructure, and it could
also include definitions of ‘critical infrastructure” prioritised for consenting, and ‘Regionally
Significant infrastructure’ that regional councils may add to or make more specific.
Alternatively, these definitions could be addressed through the national direction work
programme.

Limitations on consent conditions

34. We are aware of concerns regarding onerous conditions applied to consents and
designations. This is also being raised by transport operators, including conditions that are
costly, lengthy and do not relate directly to the environmental effects of the project®. We
consider this requires further work, and may also be addressed as part of a national direction
workstream.

Streamline processes for technical and minor amendments to existing resource
consents

35. Current RMA provisions mean that infrastructure providers who want to make a minor
change in consent have to apply for a new consent, with consequent costs and uncertainty.
Some of these changes may be minor and with no or minimal environmental effects, such as
a change in diameter of a telecommunications dish. We support assessing options with MfE
such as notifying changes to council instead of a consent, or if a consent for minor changes
is still required then providing direction to process it quickly and as non-notified, and only
consider changes in effects.
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4 Section 108 of the RMA could be altered to impose limits to types and duration of condition, and the
link to environmental effects.
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nfrastructure in Phase 2 and links to Phase 3

Date: 16 May 2024
Report No: TW-2024-407

To Hon Chris Bishop Action sought Deadline
Hon Chris Bishop, Minister for Read before the Resource 21 May 2024
Infrastructure / Minister Responsible for Management Ministers

RMA Reform meeting on 22 May.

Forward to Under-Secretary
Court.
Attachments

Appendix A: Stephen Selwood'’s Submission to the Inquiry on the Natural and Built Environment
Act

Appendix B: Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment’'s Submission on The Natural and
Built Environment Bill and the Spatial Planning Bill (Extract — Appendix 1)

Contact details

Name Role Phone
Paul Alexander Director, Infrastructure Planning -
Barbara Tebbs GM, Policy -

Purpose and Background

1

In preparation for the RM Ministers Group meeting on 22 May, we draw your attention to

what we consider to be the high priority RM reforms for infrastructure provision. At the time

of submitting this, we have not seen the final papers for the meeting on 22 May.

Our advice on what to do on phase 2 is highly impacted by choices on phase 3 of reforms. In

the meantime, we are working constructively with the Ministry for the Environment (MfE) on
National Direction and proposed RMA Amendments. We support the direction of phase 3

reforms, but are hearing feedback from stakeholders around the uncertainty of larger reform
and a preference for immediate significant improvements to the RMA and national direction.
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Infrastructure National Direction and designations changes should progress as
part of Phase 2 regardless of decisions on Phase 3

3. Regardless of your decisions on phase 3 reform, key infrastructure priorities for phase 2
include:

a. Changes to improve designations, and extending requiring authority status for
entities such as ports and emergency services. You have previously signalled support.
We are working with MfE on feasible options, eg, on designations, we consider there
are manageable ways to reduce excessive information requirements that will improve
early route and corridor protection.

b. A National Policy Statement (NPS - Infrastructure). There is strong consensus
across the infrastructure sector for this. We consider an NPS-Infrastructure has to be
integrated and phased alongside other national direction changes (eg, coastal,
freshwater, biodiversity, renewable energy etc) because the intersection of
infrastructure with these environments is as important as the NPS-Infrastructure
direction itself. Similarly, there needs to be a coherent architecture, across all national
direction, of the matters that apply to infrastructure.

c National Environmental Standards for Infrastructure. We are working with MfE
and currently consulting infrastructure sectors, and will shortly report back to you and
Under-Secretary Court on programme options. There are some easier wins (such as
updating existing standards). There are also multiple options to consider for a
comprehensive rolling programme, and setting up such a programme for the longer
term involves some of the institutional strengthening referred to in this note.

Fundamental Reforms - support the direction, but it's been a 15 year wait and
counting

4. The timing and ambition of phase 3 are material to your phase 2 RMA changes and
integrated National Direction programme. We support the intent of phase 3 reforms that
would better enable infrastructure and urban development/housing, be more permissive,
and rely more on common standards.

5. While it has been possible to reach consensus on failings with the RMA, it has been much
harder to reach consensus on its replacement. The last National-led government spent nine
years never getting to a ‘phase 2’ and after another 6 years, many potential immediate
improvements for infrastructure are still in limbo.

6. Based on experience to date, it is likely that the implementation of new plans under new
legislation could take 5-10 years per region. This would be 5-10 years after the enactment
of new legislation before meaningful change on the ground for infrastructure provision. Our
sense from infrastructure stakeholders is a desire for meaningful changes to the RMA
enabling real step-change improvement now, rather than tweaks and uncertain success of a
proposed phase 3.
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Legislative change alone - without looking at institutions, approach to data and
resources - will not deliver the change needed

7. We strongly advise that any reform programme will need changes to institutional settings.
At the least, successful implementation would require an entity charged with oversight for
developing and maintaining infrastructure and development standards and national
direction alongside the current suite of environmental direction. This function would need
to be complemented by a strengthened environmental agency resourced to ensure data-
driven decisions, and stronger monitoring and enforcement powers as a counterbalance to a
more permissive standards-based system.

8. Stephen Selwood previously mapped out how comprehensive reform could be done’ [see
Appendix A]. We can brief you further on this, but the key points are that legislation change
alone is not sufficient (his options went further into local government and other institutional
changes), and to do reform well is a significant undertaking.

9. If fundamental reform is to be done well it requires consensus in-order to stick, and change
must be adequately resourced. If there is stronger political will focussed on immediate
changes, and insufficient widespread support for fundamental reform, then taking a more
staged approach to RMA reform will provide greater certainty for infrastructure providers
and other development interests. In considering reform approaches, one lens to apply may
be to assess whether the system shift will deliver greater benefit to communities than the
costs of change — for example, there is significant sunk cost in plan-change processes.

10. At present, fundamental reform may risk only including legislative change from the RMA into
two new statutes, without the necessary institutional changes. Assuming phase 3 is
legislative change only, then on balance we consider the best interests of infrastructure
provision would be served by strengthening the approach to institutions and data
management; and shifting the RMA (and national direction) towards being more enabling
within a consensus approach that can be enduring.

If Phase 3 lacks consensus, takes too long, or is only partially progressed, then we
would recommend further changes to the RMA instead

11. Our advice on the ambition for phase 2 is, like others, coloured by the approach to phase 3.
If there is doubt as to the timing and commitment to phase 3, we would argue for stronger
enabling provisions for infrastructure in Part 2 of the RMA.

12. The energy sector is arguing for an addition to Section 6 that embeds renewable energy
within a wider provision for infrastructure?, which we would support. We and others have

1 3f19d45e8ealab419b2e2{8c4261fcac697c0e43 (www.parliament.nz) Submission to the Environment

Select Committee Inquiry on the Natural and Built Environments Bill: Parliamentary Paper
https://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-

NZ/53SCEN EVI 111944 EN3782/3f19d45e8ealab419b2e2{8c4261fcac697c0e43

2 “the securing and enabling of nationally and regionally significant infrastructure”.
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previously provided options to address the RMA approach to amenity. Other important
areas that have missed the cut for inclusion in the RMA Amendment Bills are consent

durations and re-consenting of long-lived infrastructure, and spatial planning. However, if

there is clear commitment for a phase 3, then we would agree such changes could be
deferred.

13. If there is not sufficient consensus on a phase 3, we can provide further advice alongside MfE

and other agencies on changes to make the RMA more enabling for infrastructure, while

preserving a consensus for enduring RM legislation. As the Parliamentary Commissioner for
the Environment (PCE) noted in his submission where he argued the NBEA3? was not fit for

purpose, ‘most if not all of the key changes could be effected through a comprehensive

amendment to the RMA'. This included integrated national direction, spatial planning, and

dealing with the ‘problematic’ aspects of amenity. We consider that there are also
opportunities for better use and mandating of Planning Standards, and improving plan-
making and appeals processes.

14. One approach to reach this point could be, in establishing an expert working group on
reform, to include in their terms of reference an option to make more comprehensive
change to the RMA.

3 https://pce.parliament.nz/media/ffeevijzy/pce-submission-on-nbe-and-sp-bills.pdf Appendix 1 "How
amending the RMA to achieve the same purposes might work”.
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Appendix A

Stephen Selwood’s Submission to the Inquiry on the Natural and Built Environment Act

This is provided more as an illustrative example of all the potential components of fundamental reform that may need consideration, and

the linkages between legislation beyond the RMA, links to funding, institutional and practice changes.

Climate Change Commission

Parliamentary Commissioner
for the Environment

Compliance Monitoring & Enforcement
&

Review by Independent
Hearings Panel with appeal to

Regional and Community
oG .

Environment Act

Protect and enhance the quality of the natural environment to support the wellbeing of
present and future generations and to recognise the concept of Te Mana o te Taiao

Mandatory Set of National Direction v \ )

Sets environmental limits & targets through national direction on the qgg’lﬁy‘afﬂfe natural
environment, carbon emissions, the response to climate change and heritage protection.
Establishes the EPA as the national environmental regulator.

Provides funding for research, environmental enhancement, and cllm‘ile change adaptation

]

Development Act
Enables sustainable development of the built environment within environmental limits and
responds to environment and climate change adaptation targets set under the Environment
Act to support the well being of present and future generations

National Priorities Statement
Sets the government’s priorities 'njtional development and infrastructure investment.

-

8l patial Strategi
30-year spati ;fiﬁles for regional development established in partnership with the
Wuﬂcll, central government, iwi, business and academia.

L

Regional Spatial Plans
gqﬁear integrated regulatory and investrment plan for development of land and
" infrastructure. Required to give effect to the Regional Spatial Strategy.
Investment plans supported by three yearly council budgets.

1

Community Plans
3-year community development plans funded by allocations from the regional council and
Iocal charges set by local communities to support placemaking, sport and recreation and
community initiatives at the local level.

Submission by Stephen Selwood on the Inquiry on the Natural and Built Environments Bill: Parliamentary Paper, 1 Aug 2021

TW-2024-407 — Priority resource management reforms for infrastructure in Phase 2

and links to Phase 3

U

Climate Change Response Act
The CCRA would be integrated into the EA.

Climate Adaptation Act
The proposed CAA powers would be integrated into
the DA with the proposed national fund established
by the EA and administered by the EPA

Local Government Act
Local Government Act integrated into the
Development Act {or could continue to be a separate
statute but directly linked to the DA).

Establishes between S and 14 Regional Councils to
lead and invest in spatial development and the
relevant number of Community Councils to represent
local interests.

Also establishes 1 to 4 publicly owned corporatised
water entities.

Local government funding would shift from a cost-
based rates funding model to pricing for services incl
road pricing, taxes as a % of property value and a
share of economic taxes.

Land Transport Management Act
The LTMA would also be integrated into the DA.

NZTA would be reconstituted as a transport regulator
and funding agency allocating national transport
funding and regulating the performance of regions.

Regions would deliver all transport services including
state highway development and maintenance but
with conformity to national standards and
performance monitored and enforced by NZTA
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Appendix B

Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment’s Submission on The Natural

and Built Environment Bill and the Spatial Planning Bill (Extract - Appendix 1)

How amending the RMA to achieve the same purposes might work

In the course of analysing the improvements the bills propose and the risks entailed in changing
to a new system, | have come to the conclusion that most, if not all, of the key changes could be
effected through a comprehensive amendment to the RMA. Briefly the changes could work like
this:

The National Planning Framework is essentially a meta-level piece of national direction.
There is nothing in the RMA requiring national direction to be given in the piecemeal way it
has been to date. All of the mandatory content proposed for the National Planning
Framework could be made mandatory through the provisions governing RMA national
direction. The RMA’s mandatory requirement for the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement
2010 is a precedent.

Limits are possible under the RMA. The National Policy Statement for Freshwater
Management 2020 and draft National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity both
contain forms of limits. Adding the proposed limits (and significant area protection)
provisions to the primary legislation to ensure they happen should be relatively straight
forward.

Regional spatial plans could be led by regional councils and incorporated as part of existing
regional plans. The concepts are compatible. In preparing the ‘spatial plan’ part of their
regional plans, regional councils could be required to undertake a collaborative planning
process with their constituent territorial local authorities, with some sort of ratification
process for the final product. Links to other Acts (such as the Local Government Act 2002,
Urban Development Act 2020, Land Transport Act 1998 etc.) could easily be added to the
RMA. They do not need a separate Act.

Reducing the number of plans would require some creative thinking. Conceptually, district
plans could become chapters of the regional plan. Regional councils could lead a
collaborative process with their constituent territorial local authorities to identify areas of
commonality that could apply regionally, and those which need to be locally specific. The
current National Planning Standards show how national direction can help in this regard.
There could be some sort of ratification process to ensure local accountability is maintained.

Including outcomes should be treated with great care for the reasons | have given. The
RMA's purpose clause effectively covers off the environmental outcomes that we seek. The
use of targets for both the natural and built environment is one way to promote and achieve
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positive outcomes and could easily be included in the RMA. Providing for desired social and
economic outcomes can also be done in the ‘regional spatial strategy’ part of plans.

» The ‘problematic’ aspects of amenity could be handled by listing specific aspects as ‘matters

than must be disregarded’ in plans and consents, similar to the way in which ‘private views’
are addressed in clauses 108 (b) and 223(8)(c) of the NBEB.

« Updated Te Tiriti o Waitangi provisions could easily replace the existing ones.

« Arange of other, smaller improvements could also be made by changing the relevant
existing RMA provisions or by adding new ones. These include: improvements to compliance
monitoring and enforcement; the ability to curtail consents; giving effect to water
conservation orders; decision making principles (which could include te Oranga o te Taiao
and the Te Mana o te Wai hierarchy); and allocation principles and methods.

These would be major changes. They would not be easy and would require more work. But
whereas past amendments to the RMA have been piecemeal, these would amount to a
comprehensive, whole of Act amendment. This approach would capture the positive work that
has been done over the past five years while reducing the risks associated with introducing a
slew of new legal language that will bring uncertainty and costs in its wake.
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Item 4

From: Information

To: Thomas Raethel; Information

Subject: RE: Information releases - infrastructure weekly updates
Date: Wednesday, 27 August 2025 11:23:00 am

Kia ora Thomas

We have now updated this page with the June weekly reports:
https://tewaihanga.govt.nz/about-us/corporate-documents-official-information/information-

releases
Cheers

Bas van Laanen | Senior Digital and Content Advisor - Kaitohutohu Matihiko
Matapuputu
New Zealand Infrastructure Commission | Te Waihanga

www.tewaihanga.govt.nz

The information in this email is confidential to the New Zealand Infrastructure Commission, Te Waihanga, intended only for the
addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended addressee, please immediately delete this email and
notify the New Zealand Infrastructure Commission, Te Waihanga by return email. Any use, dissemination or copying of this
email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.

From: Thomas Racthel

Sent: Tuesday, 19 August 2025 12:06 pm
To: Information <info@tewaihanga.govt.nz>
Subject: Information releases - infrastructure weekly updates

Kia ora
I would like to know when you intend to upload the infrastructure weekly updates to

your website here: https://tewaihanga.govt.nz/about-us/corporate-documents-official-

information/information-releases

The most recent report that has been published is almost three months old - I’d be
grateful if some newer reports could be uploaded soon.

Kind regards

Thomas Raethel | Senior Researcher
Labour Leader’s Office

o0 - I - - S

Authorised by Chris Hipkins MP, Parliament Buildings, Wellington
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