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Submission from Waikato Regional Council staff on the Draft National Infrastructure Plan

Introduction

1. Waikato Regional Council (WRC) staff appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft

National Infrastructure Plan (the Plan). The feedback reflects staff experience in providing regional

infrastructure, and aims to support the development of the Plan. 

2. Our feedback is structured around the key priority areas in the draft Plan. We have focused on areas

most relevant to WRC’s functions and expertise to aid with the direction of the final Plan. 

3. We acknowledge the government’s commitment to addressing infrastructure challenges in New

Zealand and shaping its future development. We broadly support the direction of the draft Plan, while

noting that it remains high-level at this stage and lacks detail in key areas.

4. The key priority areas are generally supported and reflect the same challenges experienced by local

authorities, in particular key priority areas one and three. Ageing infrastructure, managing the effects

of climate change, natural hazards and demographic change, maintenance of our infrastructure, and

driving decarbonisation are key challenges recognised and experienced by WRC. 

5. We consider that greater emphasis should be placed on flood protection and drainage management

in the Plan, given their critical role in climate resilience and safeguarding communities. 

6. We agree that early and ongoing engagement with Māori, respect for mātauranga Māori, and trust-

based relationships are vital, and we support increasing Māori participation across the infrastructure

sector. 

7. We note that the recommendations are high-level and require further refinement and identification

of implementation pathways. It was difficult to comment on some of the recommendations without

this detail. 

8. A summary of our feedback on the recommendations is as follows: 

 Recommendation 3: we support forward guidance and agree with the key drivers of infrastructure

investment, while noting that climate change should also be included alongside resilience to

natural hazards. We recommend that the Plan is strengthened to address ageing infrastructure,

and should have regard to community long-term adaptation planning. 

 Recommendations 5 and 6: we agree that transport system reform is required; however, we do

not support a simplistic user-pays approach, which doesn’t work for all infrastructure, especially

where there are equity considerations. 

 Recommendation 13: we agree that multi-year budget funding should be available so

infrastructure projects can effectively navigate government changes. This will particularly assist

transport where the main uncertainty is the fluctuating availability of funding. 

 Recommendation 7: we support proposals to strengthen spatial planning and recommend the

Plan recognises that spatial plans must be linked to relevant instruments, include social

infrastructure, and identify high-risk areas for development. 

 Recommendation 8: we have concerns with the wording used in the Plan – ‘by as many people as

possible’ – and what this means in practice. This needs to be considered alongside managing

interactions with surrounding land uses and negative impacts on the natural environment at the

local level. 

 Recommendation 9: we disagree with Recommendation 9, ‘an enabling environment’, and

recommend amendments to achieve an appropriate balance when enabling infrastructure to align

with section 5 of the RMA. 
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 Recommendations 12 and 19: we agree that central government should be held to the same

standards as local authorities in relation to asset management and investment planning. 

9. We look forward to any future consultation processes on the draft National Infrastructure Plan and

would welcome the opportunity to comment on any issues explored during its development. 

Submitter details
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flood protection infrastructure is facing more severe events as a result of climate change and in some cases, no longer meets the required level of

service. This should be the first step in any infrastructure needs analysis to provide the evidence base/justification for new infrastructure investment. 

Decarbonising our economy: this is a key driver that will require significant planning and investment if we’re to meet the Government’s Emissions

Reduction Plan. We consider that there is a great opportunity to better manage our transport emissions. Transport is the second biggest source of

emissions nationally; 90% of transport emissions are due to land transport. We recommended more broad thinking and considering transport

options to reduce emissions such as electrified rail, public transport, walking and cycling. We also consider that the government should use all policy

levers to incentivise investments for decarbonising our infrastructure. A commitment to sustainable funding and decarbonisation is required. For

example, in the Waikato region, funding for public transport initiatives and other active modes has significantly decreased through the latest

planning/funding cycle (NLTF). This has adversely affected agreed regional policy outcomes to fund the transformative shift that is required to

support our metro-spatial area and emissions reductions.  

WRC recognises the importance of this driver and the need for immediate action. This commitment is reflected in WRC’s strategic direction to

transition to a low-emissions economy, and in WRC’s Climate Action Roadmap. To further support this transition, WRC is currently reviewing its

Regional Energy Strategy, which will identify key opportunities and barriers, and set out the actions required to enable a sh ift to a low-emissions

future. 

Demographic change: this will have major implications for the provision of transport infrastructure. The way in which people access essential

services and activities will change and infrastructure providers will need to provide for better public transport and urban development that supports

walking. An ageing population will require innovative and sustainably funded public transport solutions. 

We note that the Plan’s recognition of changing Māori demographics provides a strong basis for targeting investment to areas of growing demand,

particularly in education, health, and essential services. This targeted approach can help address historical disparities and enhance economic and

social outcomes in the regions.

Recommendation 5 -

Transport system reform:

The land transport funding

gap is closed by requiring

user charges to fully fund

planned investment. 

Disagree with Recommendation 5. 

We agree that transport system reform is required to close the transport funding gap. However, while a user-pays system can work well from an

efficiency perspective and for certain types of transport infrastructure, it is too simplistic and doesn’t work well for all infrastructure, particularly public

transport where there are equity considerations.  

Please see further comments below under Recommendation 6. 

Recommendation 6 -

Funding pathways: Funding

tools are matched to asset

type (user-pays for network

infrastructure, commercial

self-funding for economic-

development assets, and tax

funding for social

Disagree with Recommendation 6. 

Aligning funding tools to asset type as suggested is too simplistic and is not always the best solution, particularly in the context of providing public

transport infrastructure. While user pays principles for network infrastructure such as roading networks may make sense, the approach becomes

problematic when applied to providing equitable public transport infrastructure and services. The Waikato region has isolated, small, rural and ageing

populations, as well as rural areas with populations, who cannot afford to fully self-pay for essential infrastructure. We have a duty under the Land

Transport Management Act 2003 to provide for the needs of the transport disadvantaged. 
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infrastructure) to keep the

overall capital envelope

affordable. User-pricing

principles are applied across

all network sectors so user

charges fully fund

investment, guide efficient

use of networks and

distribute the benefits of

network provision. 

In recent submissions to the government on related policy matters, we have outlined (along with Transport Special Interest Group colleagues from the

regional sector) that public transport should be viewed as social infrastructure. Funding from taxes/rates will be necessary to ensure public transport

outcomes are equitable for our communities. Accessibility, equity and safety are all important considerations. We suggest explicit recognition of public

transport in the definition of social infrastructure in the same way other essential facilities will be included in the scope (such as schools and hospitals),

in the final Plan.

In terms of WRC’s flood protection and drainage services, changing circumstances mean that the current approach to investment, and the necessary

funding, are potentially creating challenges, particularly for some targeted ratepayers, who are responsible for funding the bulk of expenditure in this

area. The majority of the councils’ assets are ageing and with regulatory, climatic, morphology and land use changes, many of the assets do not meet

current requirements. Paying for solutions can add undue financial pressures to our ratepayers and communities, meaning schemes may become

unaffordable or changes to levels of service are required. 

Recommendation 11 -

Needs based government

investment: Fiscal strategy

is informed by infrastructure

investment and asset

management planning and

the NZ Infrastructure

Commission’s independent

view of long-term needs. 

Agree with Recommendation 11. 

Infrastructure planning is tied to annual budget cycles, which can constrain long-term decision making. As a result, infrastructure projects may prioritise

short-term affordability over long-term resilience and capacity. This approach can lead to the selection of lower cost solutions that meet the immediate

budget requirements but fail to account for growth, evolving community needs, or the full design life of the infrastructure. 

Such short-term planning can result in infrastructure that becomes outdated or insufficient more quickly, requiring costly upgrades, retrofits, or

replacements. In contrast, investing in future-proofed infrastructure from the outset, designed to accommodate projected demand, climate resilience,

and technological change, can deliver greater value over time. Although the upfront costs may be higher, this approach reduces the risk of repeated

capital expenditure, service disruptions, and missed opportunities for integrated, sustainable development. 

Recommendation 13 -

Stable central government

funding: Multi-year budget

funding is available for

central government

agencies with strong

planning, delivery and asset

management practices. 

Agree with Recommendation 13. 

A consistent and predictable policy, regulatory and legislative environment is critical to enabling timely infrastructure investment.

Changes in the political cycle create uncertainty in the operating environment, with changes to parties’ philosophies leading  to changes in policy

direction, which creates uncertainty for investment. Regardless of political preferences, the government should agree on a path to bring certainty for

operators and investors and this should be supported through cross-party agreements. 

In terms of transport, the main uncertainty is the fluctuating availability of funding. Successive governments tend to have different priorities, and this

is reflected in the Government Policy Statement on land transport, and the National Land Transport Programme. Local government finds it difficult to

plan beyond the 3-year cycles when there is no guarantee of central government funding being obtained. Multi-year budgets and cross-party

agreements would assist with this, so infrastructure projects can continue through government changes.  

There is currently a disjoint between regions’ long-term Regional Land Transport Plans which outline strategic objectives and priorities for land

transport, funding provided or not provided due to fluctuating and short-term government policy and funding cycles.





Doc # 32745718  Page 9

Recommendation 4 -

Consumer protection: All

infrastructure providers,

regardless of sector have

clear and well-understood

transparency and

accountability mechanisms

that ensure that consumer

interests are protected. 

Agree with Recommendation 4. 

We agree that all infrastructure providers should have transparency and accountability mechanisms. 

We recommend adopting standard performance metrics to support transparency and accountability. Care should be taken to ensure these metrics do

not inadvertently create perverse incentives, drive unanticipated behaviours, or lead to unintended consequences.

Recommendation 7 -

Spatial planning: Under the

new resource management

system, spatial planning

informs and is informed by

infrastructure investment

and asset management

planning and the NZ

Infrastructure Commission’s

independent view of long-

term needs. 

Agree with Recommendation 7, with the following recommendation: 

The Plan recognises that to be effective, spatial plans must:

o Be linked to relevant instruments e.g. Government Policy Statement on Land Transport, and spatial planning processes under the

Land Transport Management Act 2003

o Include social infrastructure as an integral component

o Identify high-risk areas for development

We support proposals to strengthen spatial planning and ensure it both informs and is informed by infrastructure investment and asset management

planning. This includes alignment with instruments such as the Government Policy Statement on Land Transport, regional land transport plans, and

local authority long-term plans and infrastructure strategies.

It is essential that spatial planning provisions are explicitly linked with the spatial planning processes under the Land Transport Management Act 2003—

particularly through the development of regional land transport plans, and long-term funding and financing plans. We have consistently requested

this alignment in our feedback on the national direction consultation, including the National Policy Statement for Infrastructure2 and Going for Housing

Growth3.

We support the draft Plan’s recognition that effective spatial planning requires alignment across statutes, institutions, goa ls, incentives, funding, and

delivery capability. We also agree with the Plan’s recognition that spatial planning done well can help identify where transport (as lead infrastructure)

is required to support urban growth and regional development. It is also important for maximising the benefits of investment in transport

infrastructure. 

Regional experience and lessons

In the Waikato region, we have taken a sub-regional approach to spatial planning with the Future Proof Strategy, which is a 30-year growth

management and implementation plan for the Hamilton, Matamata-Piako, Waipā, and Waikato sub-region. Despite being in place since 2007, we

continue to observe a disconnect between the work of the partnership and the actions of individual partners. We believe the new resource

management system presents an opportunity to address this fragmentation.

                                                          
2 National Direction Packages 1 and 2 Submission
3 National Direction Package 4 Submission https://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/assets/WRC/Submission-National-Direction-Package-4-Going-for-Housing-Growth-Discussion-document.pdf

https://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/assets/WRC/Submission-National-Direction-Packages-1-and-2-Infrastructure-and-development-and-primary-se.pdf
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We have also seen communities grow ahead of essential social infrastructure, which has been developed at a later stage as an ‘after thought’. Social

infrastructure is integral to successful and thriving communities and should be central to spatial planning. 

Risk-awareness and unplanned development

Spatial plans must guide infrastructure investment to avoid development in unsuitable or high-risk areas, such as peat soils and flood-prone land. We

are currently seeing high infrastructure costs associated with development on such land, which could be avoided through better spatial planning.

Spatial plans should identify the infrastructure requirements for identified growth cells. In doing so, infrastructure requirements will already be in

place for any unplanned or out of sequence development, such as through the Fast Track process, in these locations. Currently, developments are

considered reactively, and costs are often determined through ad-hoc private developer agreements. Costing triggers should be identified in the

spatial plan or a relevant local authority infrastructure strategy that sits alongside the spatial plan. 

Recommendation 8 -

Maximising use: Land-use

policies enable new and

existing infrastructure to be

used by as many people as

possible.  

We have concerns with Recommendation 8.  

We understand the intent of Recommendation 8 but have some concerns with its implementation. Land use policies that enable new and existing

infrastructure to be used by as many people as possible is a complex and possibly problematic approach which needs more guidance on what weight

or credence is meant by ‘used by as many people as possible’. 

We support the new resource management system to include infrastructure-specific tools and pathways to enable infrastructure with national and

regional benefits but this needs to be considered along with managing interactions with surrounding land uses and negative impacts on the natural

environment at the local level.

This recommendation appears to put priority on wider benefits of infrastructure being used ‘by as many people as possible’ against, or “relative to”

any localised adverse effects on the environment. We do not consider this to be appropriate, as localised adverse effects can include irreversible

effects on threatened species and sensitive or significant environment types, habitats, or values. 

Recommendation 9 - An

enabling environment: The

resource management

system enables

infrastructure with national

and regional benefits, while

managing interactions with

surrounding land uses and

negative impacts on the

natural environment. 

Disagree with Recommendation 9. 

We consider that an appropriate balance needs to be achieved when enabling infrastructure, to align with section 5 of the RMA to avoid, remedy or

mitigate adverse effects on the environment. We are concerned that this recommendation is weighted towards the delivery of infrastructure over the

adverse effects on the natural environment. 

We recommend amendments to proposed policies to improve the balance between consideration of national and regional benefits and localised

effects, to recognise that these may include significant and irreversible effects on the natural environment. We also recommend amendments to

policies relating to assessing and managing adverse effects of infrastructure, to align these with section 5 of the RMA and other national direction.

Please note that we have previously commented on the design of the new resource management system in our submission on Package 1: Infrastructure

and Development4 of the national direction consultation.

                                                          
4 National Direction Packages 1 and 2 Submission https://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/assets/WRC/Submission-National-Direction-Packages-1-and-2-Infrastructure-and-development-and-primary-se.pdf








