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Briefing  
 

Competitive Infrastructure Fund – Detailed Design Features 
For: Hon Dr Megan Woods, Minister of Housing 

Date: 22 April 2021 Security level: In Confidence 

Priority: High Report number: BRF20/21040912 

Purpose 
1. This briefing provides the detailed design features for the competitive component of the 

Infrastructure Fund.  

Recommended actions 
2. It is recommended that you: 

1. Note you previously agreed to a number of high level settings for the 
competitive component of the Infrastructure Fund (the Fund): 

1.1 Objectives for the Fund; 

1.2 That a contestable process was the right approach for the Fund; 

1.3 That Territorial Authorities were the right entity to lead proposals in 
most cases; 

1.4 That the Fund operate with a two-path structure: 

1.4.1 A ‘Programme Path’ for places with more complex infrastructure 
investment and housing issues; 

1.4.2 A streamlined ‘Project path’ for places with less complex 
infrastructure issues;  

1.5 that we plan on funding with multiple funding rounds, with the 
appropriated funds planned to be allocated over two to five years; Noted 

2. Note that advice on the Fund supporting Māori housing outcomes 
remains subject to further Ministerial decisions. Some of the settings 
recommended in this paper (such as minimum scale and eligible costs) 
may need to be adjusted with respect to projects supporting Māori 
housing outcomes depending on the outcome of those decisions; Noted 

3. Note that advice on the settings below does not apply to the Infrastructure 
Fund support for Kāinga Ora large scale projects which have different 
requirements and are not currently expected to operate through a 
contestable process; Noted 

Eligibility and evaluation criteria  
4. Agree that the scope of eligible projects be limited to: 

4.1 new or upgraded trunk infrastructure in the form of transport 
(including local roading, state highways, public transport Agree / Disagree 
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infrastructure, footpaths and cycleways) and three waters (water 
supply, wastewater and stormwater); and 

4.2 which are wholly or primarily for the purpose of enabling the building 
of new or additional dwellings in the short to medium term;  

5. Note officials also propose a minimum scale for projects (defined in terms 
of number of dwellings enabled, with some geographic variation on the 
minimum). The precise minimums are still to be determined; Noted 

6. Agree to the following unweighted decision making criteria (described in 
more detail in paragraph 19): 

6.1 Housing outcomes; 

6.2 Impact of funding; 

6.3 Cost and co-funding; 

6.4 Capability and readiness; Agree / Disagree 

Territorial Authorities within each path and role for priority places 

7. Note we previously recommended the Fund have two paths:  

7.1 Programme path: Territorial Authorities where the scale and 
complexity of housing infrastructure investment requires more 
intensive engagement and alignment for the development and 
negotiation of proposals; 

7.2 Project path: Territorial Authorities with a lower expected scale and 
complexity of housing infrastructure investment where a streamlined 
approach focused on individual projects will be the most efficient and 
pragmatic approach; Noted 

8. We now see the distinction between the two paths as purely one of likely 
complexity involved in preparing proposals, and later negotiation, rather 
than the extent to which they are ‘priorities’ or not; Noted 

9. Agree that the following groups of Territorial Authorities be required to 
apply through the Programme Path to access the Fund (applying as a 
group through a single proposal): 

9.1 Auckland Council (including its council controlled organisations); 

9.2 ‘Smart Growth’: Tauranga City Council and Western Bay of Plenty 
District Council;  

9.3 ‘Future Proof’:  Waipa District Council, Waikato District 
Council, and Hamilton City Council;  

9.4 Wellington Regional Growth Framework: Wellington City Council, 
Upper Hutt City Council, Hutt City Council, Porirua City 
Council, Kāpiti Coast District Council, Horowhenua District Council, 
South Wairarapa District Council, Carterton District Council, and 
Masterton District Council; 

9.5 Greater Christchurch Partnership: Christchurch City Council, Selwyn 
District Council and Waimakariri District Council; Agree / Disagree 
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10. Note that we have not included Queenstown in the Programme Path. 
Although Queenstown is within a developing Urban Growth Partnership, 
the lower need to interact with other Territorial Authorities and that it is a 
tier two (rather than one) urban area suggests the Project Path is more 
appropriate; Noted 

11. Note all other Territorial Authorities would be eligible to apply under the 
Project Path individually; Noted 

12. Note that the design and effective evaluation of the criteria is expected to 
drive investment toward places of highest need and opportunity;  Noted 

13. Agree to not proactively identify priority places in the context of the Fund, 
but to discuss in the Cabinet Paper how we will work with Priority Places 
across the broader housing package including the Residential 
Development Response Fund and the Kainga Ora Land Programme;  Agree / Disagree 

14. Note analysis of recent relevant infrastructure investment by central 
government is provided as Annex one Noted 

Developers applying directly to the Fund 

15. Agree to the following approach with respect to developers applying 
directly to the Fund: 

15.1 Developers are eligible to apply directly to the Fund through the 
project path, but encouraged to work through TAs where possible; 

15.2 Proposals from developers would need to demonstrate the degree of 
engagement and support from local government (and Waka Kotahi if 
the proposal related to State Highway improvements);  

15.3 Whilst developers can apply directly through the project path, 
proposals located in Territorial Authorities covered by the 
Programme Path will be considered alongside broader investment 
decisions for those Territorial Authorities; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree / Disagree 

16. Note Kainga Ora does not consider allowing developers to apply directly to 
be problematic from an operational perspective; Noted 

Co-funding requirements 

17. Agree the following principles apply to co-funding requirements for 
developers and relevant landowners: 

17.1 Developers and landowners should be paying a similar share of the 
costs of the infrastructure as would be the case if the infrastructure 
project was funded by traditional means through the local authority. 
This is generally the reasonable ‘growth’ portion of the total 
infrastructure cost; 

17.2 In some cases this contribution can be non-financial (e.g. land or 
commitments to sub-market housing), but any such contribution 
should be similar in value to the foregone financial contribution;  Agree / Disagree 

18. Agree that the Fund will provide for infrastructure traditionally paid for by 
local authorities and ultimately funded by rates, without requiring that this Agree / Disagree 
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funding be recovered (although co-investment from Local Authorities will 
be sought in many cases); 

19. Note that this subsidy to local government, in addition to overcoming a 
barrier to those councils unable to fund additional infrastructure 
investment, acts as incentive to pro-actively support unlocking housing 
development; Noted 

Assessment process  

20. Agree that both paths of the Fund operate as a two-stage process (with an 
initial expression of interest, and then invitations to submit full proposals) 
to improve efficiency for applicants and the Government;  Agree / Disagree 

21. Agree to include a fast track process where some first-stage proposals 
can progress quickly to decisions, subject to some additional detail being 
provided. Projects being put through the fast track would be subject to the 
advisory group’s satisfaction that: 

21.1 The quality of the opportunity has already been validated through 
another process; 

21.2 The proposal appears to align very well to the criteria – it is an 
‘exemplar’ project; Agree / Disagree 

22. Note that indicative process maps with detailed timing are attached to this 
briefing as Annex two; 

23. Note that subject to your agreement to recommendations 21 and 22 we 
anticipate that the indicative key dates with respect to the Infrastructure 
Fund (including LSPs) would occur at roughly the timeline below: 
 Noted 

Competitive 
Fund  –
Project Path 

Fund launched 
(Expression of interest 
released): Late June 
2021 

First fast-tracked 
decision announced:      
Nov-Dec 2021 

Other funding 
decisions begin to 
be announced: 
June 2022 

Competitive 
Fund – 
Programme 
Path 

Fund launched 
(Expression of interest 
released): 
Late June 2021  

First fast-tracked 
decision announced:       
Nov – Dec 2021 

Other funding 
decisions begin to 
be announced: 
October 2022 

 
 
 
 
Decision making and advisory roles 

 
24. Note that despite clear criteria and assessment, final decisions on 

investments will require significant judgement and in many cases 
negotiation; Noted 

s 9(2)(j)
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25. Agree that final decisions on investments and key conditions associated 
those investments rest with Ministers on the advice of an advisory group 
(see recommendation 28), with decisions made outside of Cabinet; Agree / Disagree 

26. Note the following options for groups decision making Ministers: 

26.1 The Minister of Housing and the Minister of Finance;  

26.2 A group of the following Ministers: The Minister of Finance (and 
Infrastructure), the Minister of Housing, the Minister of Local 
Government, and the Minister of Transport; 

26.3 The Urban Development Ministers; Noted 

27. Note any of the above groups could also include the Prime Minister; Noted 

28. Agree to one of the following options for who is responsible for 
recommending projects for funding to Ministers: 

28.1 A cross-government senior officials group; 

OR 

28.2  An independent advisory group (possibly including agency 
representation) with independent members appointed by the Cabinet 
Appointment and Honours Committee;  

OR 

28.3 A committee of the Kainga Ora Board 

Agree / Disagree 

 

 

Agree / Disagree 

 

 

Agree / Disagree 

29. Note There is scope to have some degree of hybrid models between those 
presented in recommendation 29. For example, an independent advisory 
group can include senior official members, and a committee of the Board 
of Kainga Ora could include independent representation as well; Noted 

30. Note that, to help ensure balanced assessments and advice on 
recommended projects, the Treasury recommends an advisory board is 
appointed by Ministers with departmental representation and an 
independent chair, similar to the approach taken with ‘shovel-ready’ 
Infrastructure Reference Group, with a technical advisory group serving it; Noted 

31. Note that under all options under recommendation 29, significant 
preparatory analysis and triaging will be done be Kainga Ora officials 
supported by the officials from key infrastructure and housing agencies 
including the Ministry of Housing and Urban Development, Waka Kotahi, 
the Department of Internal Affairs, Crown Infrastructure Partners and the 
Infrastructure Commission; Noted 

Alignment with other infrastructure processes 
 
32. Note the following steps we have identified to support alignment between 

this Fund and other central government infrastructure funding processes 

32.1 Requiring proposals to identify: 
32.1.1 where central government funding has previously been sought 

or received in relation to the project; 
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Background 
3. You have been invited by Cabinet to report back on the design of the Infrastructure Fund, 

including the competitive and Large Scale Project components [CAB-21-Min-0061 refers]. 
You have directed officials to work toward delivering this report back to DEV on 19 May 2021, 
with Cabinet on 24 May 2021.  

4. On 8 April we provided you with the briefing, Infrastructure Fund - High Level Design of 
competitive (non-LSP) component [BRF20/21040911]. That briefing proposed a number of 
high-level settings for the Fund, which you agreed to and provided comments on. These 
included: 

a. Objectives for the Fund 
b. That a contestable process was the right approach for the Fund 
c. That Territorial Authorities were the right entity to lead proposals in most cases 
d. That the Fund operate with a two-path structure: 

i. A ‘Programme Path’ for places with more complex infrastructure investment and 
housing issues 

ii. A streamlined ‘Project path’ for places with less complex infrastructure issues  
e. that we plan on funding with multiple funding rounds, with the appropriated funds 

planned to be allocated over two to five years. 
5. The Minister of Finance has also reviewed the briefing and is broadly supportive of the 

direction.  
6. This briefing provides advice on most of the remaining issues necessary for your 19 May 

report back to DEV with the respect to the competitive component. This includes: 
a. Eligible projects and expenditure; 
b. Criteria and evaluation approach; 
c. Territorial Authorities and groupings for each pathway; 
d. Advice on developers applying directly to the Fund; 
e. Co-funding approach;  
f. Proposal for a two-stage process; 
g. Decision making and advisory roles; 
h. Alignment with other central government infrastructure funding processes; and 
i. Approach to supporting Maori Housing outcomes. 

7. Subject to your decisions on this briefing, we remain on track to provide you with a draft 
Cabinet paper on 29 April working toward DEV on 19 May and Cabinet on 24 May.  

Analysis of recent funding 
8. You requested a geographic breakdown of recent relevant infrastructure funding through the 

Shovel Ready process, New Zealand Upgrade Programme and the Three Waters Reform 
incentives. This is attached as Annex A. 

9. Although there is a broad spread to the funding, the bulk has gone to main metro areas 
where growth and demand for infrastructure is concentrated.  
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Key Fund settings  
Eligible projects and expenditure 
10. In considering what projects should be eligible for funding we have focused on infrastructure 

that is genuinely critical for enabling housing development and addresses the critical local 
government funding gap.  

11. On that basis we propose that projects be limited to: 
a. new or upgraded trunk infrastructure in the form of transport (including local roading, 

state highways, public transport infrastructure, footpaths and cycleways) and three 
waters (water supply, wastewater and stormwater); and 

b. which are wholly or primarily for the purpose of enabling the building of new or additional 
dwellings in the short to medium term.  

12. Additionally, we consider that there should be a minimum scale threshold based on dwellings 
expected to enabled. For this initiative to be can be essential to enabling some new 
development, they are funded by utility companies and do not face the same financial 
constraints.  

13. While social infrastructure can be important to providing amenity in areas of development, 
they do not impactful it will need to be enabling projects that are of a meaningful size (relative 
to the area). We will provide further advice on a precise minimum.  

14. For clarity, we propose that the following not be eligible for funding: 
c. Energy transmission infrastructure; 
d. Telecommunications infrastructure; and  
e. ‘Community infrastructure’ such as libraries, parks or recreation facilities. 

15. While transmission and telecommunications infrastructure represent as critical a factor as the 
proposed eligible infrastructure. Additionally, in recent years, the Government has made very 
significant investments in social infrastructure in particular through the Provincial Growth 
Fund and the Shovel Ready Projects.  

Eligible costs 
16. In determining what costs should be eligible for funding, we are seeking to limit these to the 

one-off costs necessary to enable the types of project discussed above, and avoid funding 
on-going activities. On that basis we propose that costs be primarily limited to:  

a. costs of feasibility studies and other early stage development work; 
b. costs of designing, consenting, tendering and acquiring land (where it is wholly required 

for eligible infrastructure projects); and 
c. constructing eligible infrastructure projects. 

17. In addition, we propose that in limited situations, non-capital administrative costs can be 
provided, where they are necessary to establishing complementary financing. In particular, 
we envisage that this could be applied to fund some upfront costs associated with 
establishing a Special Purpose Vehicle under the Infrastructure Funding and Financing (IFF) 
Act that may not be recoverable. We understand that these costs have been seen as a 
barrier to using the IFF framework. Helping unlock IFF deals represents one of the best ways 
the Fund can leverage its impact.  

Criteria and evaluation approach 
18. Informed by the Fund objectives you previously agreed to, and the investment principles you 

noted, we have developed draft evaluation and decision-making criteria. Under each of the 
four broad criteria, we have proposed a set of factors or ‘sub-criteria’ required to be assessed 
under each. We have sought to limit these to factors we are confident can be meaningfully 
assessed for most proposals.  
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d. Expected need and readiness to engage; 
28. We also indicated that, subject to further analysis, the programme path could be used by 

those Territorial Authorities within the Government’s Urban Growth Partnerships (UGP) and 
HUD’s place-based partnerships.    

29. Based on further analysis of Territorial Authorities against Programme Path criteria and the 
key advantages noted in paragraph 26 above, we recommend that the programme path is 
best suited to the main urban areas, in particular those included as Tier 1 urban areas under 
the National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS UD).  All other Territorial 
Authorities should use the faster project path, with the Government identifying those places 
that are a higher priority for investment.  

30. Our thinking on the two paths has evolved somewhat from our 8 April briefing. We now see 
the distinction between the two paths as purely one of likely complexity involved in preparing 
proposals, and later negotiation, rather than the extent to which they are ‘priorities’ or not. We 
would expect to communicate the distinction around alignment with the Urban Growth 
Partnerships approach, rather than suggesting that the Territorial Authorities in the 
Programme Path have any inherent preference or advantage over places in the Project Path.  

31. We consider that that our evaluation criteria are well suited to driving investment towards 
places that are our priorities for infrastructure to support housing development without the 
need to pre-judge in the context of the Fund.  

A programme path for main urban areas with more complex infrastructure needs  
32. The Government’s current and emerging UGPs have been established to develop a long-

term and integrated approach to land use and infrastructure planning.  These partnerships 
respond to strong population growth and are mostly characterised by complex infrastructure 
needs across multiple development areas involving greenfield and brownfield growth.  
Significant transport investment to support increased public and active transport modes is 
also a feature.   

33. A number of UGP councils are reaching debt caps with a number of IFF projects being 
considered. As noted above, coming in alongside an IFF deal is one of the best ways the 
Fund can leverage impact, but likely also one of the more complex. Additionally, even where 
there are not current IFF processes underway, we have an opportunity to use the Fund to 
incentivise them being established. It is largely in these Territorial Authorities where this is a 
realistic possibility.  

34. We recommend inviting the main urban centres to participate in the programme path.  This 
would involve a single bid that brings together a number of interdependent infrastructure 
projects, multiple funders, and different potential funding and financing mechanisms, 
including key trade-offs involved.  We recommend the following groups of Territorial 
Authorities are invited to participate in the programme path:  

a. Auckland Council  
b. Smart Growth: Tauranga City Council and Western Bay of Plenty District Council  
c. Future Proof: Waikato Regional Council, Waipa District Council, Waikato District 

Council, and Hamilton City Council  
d. Wellington Regional Growth Framework: Wellington City Council, Upper Hutt City 

Council, Hutt City Council, Porirua City Council, Kāpiti Coast District Council, 
Horowhenua District Council, South Wairarapa District Council, Carterton District 
Council, and Masterton District Council.  

e. Greater Christchurch Partnership: Christchurch City Council, Selwyn District Council and 
Waimakariri District Council.  

35. We do not recommend including Queenstown within the programme path.  Although we are 
entering into an UGP with Queenstown, the infrastructure context is less complex so would 
be better suited to the project path.  Significant investment has already been made through 
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the New Zealand Upgrade Programme and Shovel Ready process (as shown in maps in 
Annex A). There is much less need to align with other Territorial Authorities.  Unlike the other 
urban areas included, Queenstown is not a Tier 1 Council under NPS-UD. 

36. This is not to suggest that Queenstown is not a priority for the Fund or will necessarily 
receive less funding than Territorial Authorities within the programme path.  

A faster project path for other Territorial Authorities  
37. A number of other Territorial Authorities face infrastructure constraints but don’t have the 

same level of complexity as the main centres.  In these locations, the more intensive and 
longer programme path would risk delaying investment.    

38. Excluding places like Rotorua, Hastings, Gisborne and Northland from the programme 
path does not mean these are no longer a priority.  It merely reflects that the infrastructure 
needs are more straight forward in a relative sense, and there is less of a need for complex 
multilateral discussions with multiple territorial authorities and central government 
agencies. The poor development economics in many locations also mean that other parts of 
the Government Housing Package, such as the Kāinga Ora Land Programme and the 
Residential Development Response Fund may be as much, or more, important than 
infrastructure.  These locations remain priorities for the Government regardless of the 
infrastructure path.  

39. In contrast to the programme path, Territorial Authorities that are in close proximity to each 
other would not be required to submit a joint bid though the project path, but may choose to 
do so. This also supports faster negotiation and decision making.  

40. We considered pre-defining priority places within the project path based on HUD priority 
places, public housing plan priorities and other areas with high housing need. However, we 
determined that the list of ‘priorities’ would become problematically long and create risks. The 
few urban centres not on our list (i.e. Dunedin, New Plymouth and Invercargill) would be 
notable by omission. In contrast by identifying so many priorities across the two paths we 
would be setting an expectation that all would receive substantial funding, an expectation 
that we may not be able to meet and, depending on the quality of applications, might not 
wish to. We are better off retaining more flexibility to respond to the quality of proposals. 

41. We anticipate that the draft Cabinet paper will still speak to our approach to priority places 
across the package and how we will be working with places to proactively identify which 
parts of the package might best address their challenges.  

We recommend developers be able to apply directly to the Fund 
42. As previously indicated, we have considered further whether developers should be able to 

apply directly into the Fund.  
43. The primary case for enabling developers to apply directly is that there may be developments 

that could advance that align closely with central government objectives, but where the 
relevant Territorial Authority (TA) has chosen not to prioritise it. Nevertheless, if the TA is 
specifically opposed to a development the likelihood of it advancing at pace is very low.  

44. In general having proposals aligned with the TA and coming through the TA is preferrable, but 
not at the cost of missing out on good opportunities that meet the Government’s objectives. 
We therefore recommend the following approach: 

a. Developers are eligible to apply directly to the Fund through the project path, but 
encouraged to work through TAs where possible; 

b. Proposals from developers would need to demonstrate the degree of engagement and 
support from local government (and Waka Kotahi if proposal related to State Highway 
improvements); 

c. Whilst Developers can apply directly through the project path, proposals located in TAs 
covered by the Programme Path will be considered alongside broader investment 
decisions for those TAs. 
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requests for information in the final proposal. The advantage is that it reduces wasted effort 
from applicants while encouraging a wider range to engage with the process.  

68. We consider that a two-stage process best fits the Fund, for both the project and the 
programme paths. Experience from Shovel Ready Projects and comparable initiatives 
suggest that Kainga Ora may receive a very large number of applications, many of which will 
be low quality and not align well with the objectives of the Fund. Likewise many non-priority 
local authorities may be reluctant to invest in detailed proposals without some indication of 
their chances.  

Fast track 
69. We further propose that both paths in the Fund include a fast track process where some first-

stage proposals can progress quickly to decision, subject to some additional detail being 
provided. These will typically be projects already well-known to some parts of central 
government, such as those involved in an IFF process, and well-validated. The decision to 
put them through the fast track would be subject to the advisory group’s satisfaction that: 

a. The quality of the opportunity has already been validated through another process 
b. The proposal appears to align very well to the criteria – it is an ‘exemplar’ project.   

70. We anticipate there would be few such projects, but some. One possible example identified 
to date is the Tauriko West development in Western Bay of Plenty, for which there is an IFF 
process underway.  

71. This approach fits with the broader approach we’ve taken around the two paths of trying to 
make easier decisions more quickly, and providing more time where it is needed to make 
smart decisions and effectively negotiate.  

72. Attached as Annex B are indicative process and timeline diagrams for the programme and 
project pathways, as well as the fast track process. These are indicative and reflect the initial 
views of Kainga Ora on the operational steps and time required. The diagrams reflect the 
advice in this briefing.  

73. The table below summarises some of the key indicative timeframes for the two components 
of the Infrastructure Fund (subject to your agreement to the recommendations above).   

Competitive Fund  -
Project Path 

Fund launched 
(Expression of 
interest released): 
Late June 2021 

First fast-tracked 
decision 
announced:      
Nov-Dec 2021 

Other funding 
decisions begin to 
be announced: 
June 2022 

Competitive Fund – 
Programme path 

Fund launched 
(Expression of 
interest released): 
Late June 2021  

First fast-tracked 
decision 
announced:       
Nov – Dec 2021 

Other funding 
decisions begin to 
be announced: 
October 2022 

Decision making and alignment  
We recommend sub-Cabinet Ministerial decision making  
74. Cabinet agreed that Kainga Ora would administer the infrastructure fund. However, Cabinet 

did not consider who would be responsible for making investment decisions or providing 
primary advice on those investment decisions. 

75. In light of the scale of investment anticipated, and the ambition to align the Fund with cross-
government objectives and investments, we consider that Ministers should make final 

s 9(2)(j)
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decisions on investments. The proposed minimum scale means there will likely be no very 
small projects for which delegation is appropriate, although we propose to consider this 
further.  

76. We recommend that decisions be made below Cabinet level. Although officials will seek to 
bring as many decisions together at one time as possible, if we wish to make some decisions 
as quickly as practical, there will need to be multiple packages of recommended projects to 
be considered over a period of months. Additionally, in some cases further negotiation may 
be required following feedback from Ministers. This will not suit Cabinet decision making. 

77. We have identified three options for a Ministerial group: 
a. The Minister of Finance and the Minister of Housing; 
b. A bespoke group of Ministers focused around portfolios identified in the previous Cabinet 

Paper as priority for alignment: The Minister of Finance (and Infrastructure), the Minister 
of Housing, the Minister of Local Government, and the Minister of Transport; 

c. The current Urban Development Ministers Group including: The Minister of Finance (and 
Infrastructure), the Minister of Housing, the Minister of Local Government, the Minister 
for Building and Construction, the Minister of Transport and the Associate Minister for the 
Environment (Hon Twyford).  

78. In addition, the Prime Minister could be added to any of the groups above.   
79. We would like to discuss with you which of these three groups is most fit for purpose for the 

decision making in the Fund.   

Advisory 
80. We have identified three options for who could be responsible for advising Ministers on which 

investments to make and under what terms. This group would also be responsible for 
agreeing which proposals advance past the initial expressions of interest process (which 
would not be confirmed with Ministers).  

81. Under any of these options, the primary analysis and assessment would still be undertaken 
by Kainga Ora, supported by cross agency officials.  Additionally, under any options the 
Board of Kainga Ora would have accountability for the quality of administration and the 
analysis by Kainga Ora staff. Any group would be supported by independent technical 
experts when needed.  

82. The three options are: 
d. A Senior Officials Group – primarily tier-two officials from a number of relevant agencies, 

likely chaired by the Chief Executive of Kainga Ora. Cabinet would agree which agencies 
are to be represented on the group and the Chief Executive of each of those agencies 
would appoint a member. Agencies would likely include housing and infrastructure 
provision agencies including Kainga Ora, HUD, DIA, NZTA and could potentially include 
the Infrastructure Commission, the Treasury, Te Puni Kokiri or Crown Infrastructure 
Partners (CIP).  

e. An independent advisory group – an independent panel of 3-6 members appointed by 
you following agreement by the Cabinet Appointments and Honours Committee (APH). 
The group would require expertise in areas including: 

i. Housing development; 
ii. Māori Housing 
iii. Infrastructure delivery 
iv. Local government  
v. Finance and risk management. 

f. The Kāinga Ora Board (or likely a sub-committee thereof). 
83. These options are analysed below, with regard to five considerations: 
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b. As a recipient of the Fund to enable State Highway improvement (as part of an 
application led by a TA or Developer); and 

c. As a developer of related infrastructure projects that relate to proposals.    
98. We are engaging with the Ministry of Transport and Waka Kotahi on their role in the Fund, 

but this requires further consideration. Issues include: 
a. How to align with land transport planning and funding processes (noting that the 2021-

2024 National Land Transport Programme is soon to be finalised) as well as 
Government transport objectives;  

b. The financial treatment when funding flows to NZTA, in particular when this is to enable 
to a planned project to be brought forward significantly. A critical question is where grants 
versus loans are more appropriate; and 

c. How to manage conflicts of interest when NZTA is involved in advising on investments 
under the Fund as we propose.  

Supporting Māori housing through the Fund 
99. To place some additional priority on Maori housing outcomes, the proposed criteria for the 

Fund include the extent to which the proposals supports housing development on land 
owned by Māori and to which mana whenua been involved in developing the proposed 
solutions. 

100. The Programme Path groupings intersect with the UGAs which include iwi, and we would be 
seeking use those forums to bring parties together around those larger programme 
proposals.  

101. We had previously advised that Maori should have a path to apply directly to the Fund, but 
further work was required to define this further. In light of our advice that all developers are 
eligible to apply directly to the Fund, there is no need to define this further, as any land owner 
that has a proposal that meets the terms of the Fund can apply.  

102. Nevertheless, some of the settings proposed, including the eligible costs and the proposed 
minimum scale would not be conducive to some Maori-led investments. The Fund as 
designed is likely not fit-for-purpose for many small Maori-led projects. Whether exceptions 
to these settings, or a different path for Maori-led projects is required, is dependent on further 
Ministerial decisions regarding the use of the Infrastructure Fund to support Maori housing.  
Subject to those decisions, we will advise further on this matter.  

Consultation and market assessment 
103. In the limited time available, we propose to undertake targeted consultation with local 

government, iwi and Te Matapihi. 
104. With local government we will engage with a small group of TAs focused on our priority 

places, including both larger metros and regional TAs. Subject to your feedback on the 
advice in this briefing, we propose to test the following with TAs: 

a. The definition of eligible projects and activities; 
b. The approach to co-funding;  
c. Options for how to structure agreements; and 
d. Process and timelines.  

105. We do not propose to consult on the high-level structure and objectives of the Fund that was 
the focus on our 8 April briefing.  

106. We are waiting to confirm our approach to engaging with iwi until there is greater clarity on 
the broader approach for use of the Infrastructure Fund for Maori-led projects.  

Market assessment  
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Annex A:Recent housing-related infrastructure funding 
Heatmap of IRG (shovel-ready) Housing Projects Funding across New Zealand 

Regions 
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Heatmap of Combined NZ-UP & IRG (shovel-ready) funding (Transport and Housing) 
across New Zealand Regions 
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2020 Three Water’s Incentive Fund allocation across New Zealand Regions  
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Annex B: Indicative Process Maps  
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needs to be seen in context of it being just one 
of a suite of Government interventions that are 
intended to have the supply outcomes). 

 




