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HOUSING  INFRASTRUCTURE  FUND  TO  SUPPORT  HOUSING
DEVELOPMENT IN HIGH-GROWTH URBAN AREAS

Proposal

1. This paper seeks approval for the creation of a one-off housing infrastructure fund to which
councils in high-growth urban areas could apply to for short-medium term financing to bring
forward infrastructure for housing development with repayment being made over time or as
development occurs.

Executive Summary

2. The urban planning and development systems in our high growth areas are struggling to
keep up with demand. The Productivity Commission in its report, Using Land for Housing,
pointed to the lack  of  responsiveness  in  the planning  and infrastructure  system and the
incentives of the local political system as key contributors.

3. The Government is taking a number of measures in response. This includes the National
Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity which requires that local authorities seek
to enable land markets to operate competitively.  While primarily focused on outcomes from
the Resource Management Act, this also changes expectations for infrastructure. In short,
Councils need to ensure competitive tension between land owners and developers.  This will
require some local authorities to bring forward investment in infrastructure.

4. In the medium to longer term councils need to find new ways to fund the increasing demands
for infrastructure through existing funding tools and potentially new ones. But in the short to
medium term some face constraints on their ability to finance infrastructure assets that may
be  entirely  self-funding.   The  Productivity  Commission  queried  whether  some  of  these
constraints were appropriate for high growth councils and we may in the medium term need
to test this.  In the short term however, some Councils have limited financing flexibility.

5. To overcome these short-medium term constraints we propose the Government establish a
Housing Infrastructure Fund that councils in high-growth areas can apply to for assistance to
finance the core infrastructure needed to unlock residential development.  The proposal is to
finance up to $1 billion worth of projects on a one-off basis.  This is a short-term advance to
enable acceleration of new housing development in high-growth areas and is not an on-going
subsidy to councils. Councils will need to repay the advance over time or as development
occurs. Applications will be prioritised by the quantum and timing of housing development
enabled and the level of confidence that development will occur.

6. To ensure  this  works  for  councils  the  Crown  will  need  to  directly  finance  or  own  the
infrastructure assets until such time as councils have revenue available for repayment. We
have  used  mechanisms  like  this  before,  such  as  the  Auckland  Accelerated  Programme
through  the  National  Land  Transport  Fund  and  through  our  investment  in  Crown  Fibre
Holdings.  
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7. Exactly how the fund mechanism is structured and administered depends in large part on the
nature  of  the  applications  we  receive.  So  we propose  that  only  high  level  features  are
announced.    Rather  than set  a  deadline  for  councils  to  make applications  we propose
officials  discuss  arrangements  with  relevant  councils  given  potential  disruption  from
upcoming local body elections.

Background

8. A number of urban areas around New Zealand are experiencing a growth surge. The high-
growth urban areas identified in the draft National Policy Statement on Urban Development
Capacity are projected to experience double digit population growth between 2013 and 2023.
This shows they are attractive, vibrant cities in which people want to live.

Table 1: Projected population growth in high growth urban areas
High Growth Urban Area Projected population growth 2013-2023
Auckland 18.1%
Tauranga 15.1%
Hamilton 14.8%
Queenstown 14.0%
Christchurch 11.1%
Source: Draft National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity

9. While such growth is welcome, it brings with it some challenges. One of those challenges is
ensuring there is sufficient housing to meet the needs of the growing population. 

10. Increasing the supply of housing in these regions is not just about creating places for people
to live, it also affects the national economy. The Government bears the fiscal costs of the
additional rental subsidies needed when housing costs rise. We also know that house prices
and the amount of debt that households take on are a key element in the financial stability
concerns that drive the Reserve Bank. 

11. The Government has taken numerous measures to improve housing responsiveness. These
include enacting the Housing Accords and Special Housing Areas Act; amendments to the
Resource  Management  Act,  the  Building  Act,  the  Construction  Contracts  Act  and  Local
Government  Act;  and Budget  2014 legislation  to remove anti-dumping duties  and import
tariffs  on building  materials.   In  addition,  we  have established  a  programme to  develop
vacant or underutilised Crown land for housing; and we are exploring how best to redevelop
large volumes of Housing New Zealand land.

12. In its  report  Using  Land for  Housing,  the Productivity  Commission  highlighted  three key
issues that restrict the supply of residential development:

 A slow and prescriptive planning process that neglects important priorities and is not
responsive to household demand and price signals.

 A strong focus on local interests and the welfare of existing homeowners and a weaker
focus on the national interests and interests of non-homeowners and future residents.

 Infrastructure provision that is unresponsive to growth demands.

13. In response to these issues, the Government is using a number of measures to encourage
acceleration in the pace of development in high-growth areas. The Government’s proposed
Resource Management Legislation Amendment Bill should enable the planning processes to
be more flexible  and responsive.  The National  Policy  Statement  on Urban Development
Capacity (NPS) is the Government’s way of making clear its requirements and interests in
residential development as a way of counteracting the vocal local interests. This proposal
seeks to address the third issue identified  by enabling  infrastructure to respond to when
growth pressures arise. 
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14. The central  requirement  of  the NPS is  that  local  authorities  to seek to enable  land and
development markets to operate competitively.  To achieve this, Councils will need to ensure
there is enough development capacity to create competitive tension between land owners
and  developers  to  keep  land  prices  in  check.  In  practice,  this  means  ensuring  there  is
sufficient comparable development sites in an area so that any one land owner cannot act as
a monopolist.  To achieve this outcome, the Productivity Commission felt a circuit-breaker
was needed to fundamentally change the current expectations of land-owners. 

15. While the NPS is primarily aimed at improving outcomes from the Resource Management
Act, it changes expectations for infrastructure investment too.  In addition to ensuring plans
provide sufficient  commercially  viable development capacity, adequate infrastructure must
also be in place, or will be in place, to support the development of that land.  The draft NPS
defines sufficiency as the level of development capacity needed to meet short and medium
term demand plus 20%, and long term demand plus 15%.  The “just in time” approach to
providing infrastructure identified by the Productivity Commission will be insufficient.  

16. These expectations mean councils will need to bring forward planned infrastructure projects
to provide enough development ready land to meet the “sufficiency” test under the NPS. This
may present both short to medium term and more medium to long term challenges for some
councils in high-growth urban areas.

Challenges faced by councils in high-growth urban areas

17. Councils in high-growth urban areas need to think about whether their systems are fit-for-
purpose  given  the  scale  of  growth  expected.  The  National  Policy  Statement  on  Urban
Development Capacity requires councils to ensure there is sufficient residential and business
development capacity to enable urban development that meets demand. This will  involve
reconsideration of whether planning and consenting processes are calibrated correctly for
the growth expected. It also raises questions about financing, funding and prioritisation of
spending to support growth.

18. In the short-term one of the challenges for councils in meeting this requirement is likely to be
financing as  some  councils  are  closing  in  on  their  debt  limits.  For  example  Auckland,
Hamilton and Tauranga are about to pass 200% debt-to-annual-revenue, against a cap of
250% agreed through the Local Government Funding Authority (LGFA) debt process. This
constraint may prevent them from undertaking projects that will be self-funding over time.

19. Another challenge for councils is that bringing forward more spending on infrastructure to
create competitive tension in development markets could  increase costs for infrastructure
providers.  These  large,  lumpy  infrastructure  assets  involve  significant  upfront  costs  and
revenue is only received over time. Investing in additional capacity to allow more developers
to bring land to market means the gap between local authorities incurring the upfront cost
and when the revenue is received widens. Financing can help in the short-term but in the
long term additional revenue, whether from existing or new funding tools, is needed to cover
these costs. 

20. In the medium-long term, councils need to think about how to fund both the higher capital
and  operating  expenditure  associated  with  the  higher  infrastructure  capacity  needed  to
ensure  competitive  tension  in  the  development  market.   The  Government  too  needs  to
consider the legislative and policy environment within which infrastructure is funded.  The
Productivity Commission’s report, Better urban planning, due in November 2016, is likely to
provide a basis for developing longer-term, more fundamental policy.  

Options for overcoming financing and funding constraints

21. The debt limits that councils operate under are a mix of soft and hard constraints. The LGFA
debt-to-revenue limit  is  a hard  constraint  that  would  require  the agreement  of  all  of  the
shareholders (including the Crown as 20% shareholder) in the LGFA to agree to lift. It would
potentially affect the interest costs for all  participants if  a higher limit were agreed. In the
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medium-term we should look into whether those covenants are appropriate for councils in
high-growth areas.

22. Given the debt limits that apply and the fact that some councils in high-growth urban areas
are close to those limits, a standard loan may lead to a breach of those debt limits or leave
council’s with insufficient headroom to borrow for contingencies.

23. There  may  be  some  actions  that  local  authorities  can  take  to  reduce  their  financing
constraints such as selling assets or increasing revenue and we need to test them on this.
Independent  reports  commissioned  by  Auckland  Council  indicate  that  limited  headroom
would  be  created  through  these  balance  sheet  recycling  measures.  Specifically,  selling
commercial assets will  generate a lump-sum of capital but it will  also reduce an on-going
revenue stream. The net impact on the amount of debt headroom would be much smaller
than the headline selling price suggests.

24. Increasing revenue either from existing sources or identifying new sources will go some way
to relieving the constraints. The Productivity Commission in its report Using Land for Housing
felt councils could make better use of existing tools and potential new ones.

25. Reducing expenditure in other areas is also challenging. Current budgets are the result of
extensive  community  consultation  and  political  processes.  Existing  services  need  to  be
maintained and operated irrespective of the level of growth and additional infrastructure does
not  just  create  a  one-off  capital  cost;  it  will  also  involve  additional  operating  costs  for
maintenance, etc. and periodic renewals requirements as well. 

26. Councils may be able to make more use of external financing for some infrastructure. Many
councils already use developer agreements which enable a developer and a council to come
to an agreement about what infrastructure is needed and how the costs are allocated. It is
not uncommon for these agreements to include the developer both financing and building the
required  infrastructure  to  the  necessary  standard.  But  offers  by  developers  to  pay  for
infrastructure may not always cover all of the required infrastructure and are only viable for
large developers.

27. The use of third-party financiers for specific infrastructure projects is not common across
local  government.  One of  the main reasons is  that  councils,  like Government,  operate a
corporate approach to finance rather than a project approach. Third party finance for specific
projects  would  only  provide  extra  flexibility  where  there  is  a  dedicated  funding  stream
specifically  associated with a project,  otherwise repayment of the finance for that project
would need to come out of general revenues and so is technically indistinguishable from
traditional borrowing. Such options should be explored with councils in the medium term.

The Housing Infrastructure Fund

28. The immediate challenge is providing certainty of financing to ensure planning for residential
infrastructure can occur. To help in the short-medium term, we propose that the Government
establish an infrastructure fund that councils  in high-growth urban areas can apply to for
assistance to finance core infrastructure needed to unlock residential development. 

29. The Housing Infrastructure Fund is an allocation of up to $1 billion that can be used by
councils in high-growth urban areas that are facing financing constraints to bring forward
infrastructure projects  that  will  enable  large-scale housing developments to occur  sooner
than  they  otherwise  would.  The  Fund  provides  a  one-off  mechanism  for  councils  to
accelerate or provide additional infrastructure and is not a replacement for financing councils’
existing plans. It is not an on-going subsidy to councils but a short-term advance to enable
acceleration of housing development in high-growth areas. The Fund will be for projects to
support new housing, and is not available for replacing assets supporting existing dwellings. 

30. The funding mechanism will  involve the Government paying the upfront capital costs and
possibly  initially  owning  the  assets.  The  Government  will  be  repaid  over  time  or  as
development occurs depending on the details of the mechanism. Having the Government
meet the upfront costs will help address Councils’ short-term financial constraints. 
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31. This won’t provide the long-term circuit-breaker that the Productivity Commission talks about
but  will  create  some momentum and  will  provide  the basis  for  on-going  dialogue  about
longer-term solutions.

32. Other councils may also be facing challenges in terms of funding infrastructure but the nature
of these challenges is different to those in the high-growth urban areas. These issues are
often about funding the renewal of existing assets with static or declining populations rather
than the ability to finance the infrastructure until the revenue arrives.

33. Councils in high-growth urban areas could apply for financing for projects that may already
be planned in the local authority’s Long-Term Plan or in the Regional Land Transport Plan but
would be brought forward with the interim financing. These may also be new projects that
could unlock new development quickly.

34. When applying councils  will  need to identify the nature of  the constraints preventing the
investment  needed  to  unlock  the  proposed  residential  development.  They  will  need  to
demonstrate the quantum and timing of housing development that could be brought forward
with that investment and the degree of confidence that development will  occur. Ideally, a
council should be able to demonstrate that a developer is ready-to-go and may even go as
far as to commit to developing at a specified rate. The fund will focus on core infrastructure
projects like road transport and three waters (water, wastewater/sewerage, stormwater). 

35. As  part  of  these  discussion,  we  would  also  work  with  councils  about  how they  plan  to
address their medium-long term infrastructure financing and funding challenges. In particular,
we  would  welcome  views  about  whether  there  are  regulatory  changes  from  central
government  could  help.  One of  those tools  could  potentially  be the Urban Development
Legislation currently being developed. This mechanism could provide access to streamlined
and integrated powers for large scale developments of specified areas which override or
remove existing regulatory barriers, as well as a wider range of mechanisms to fund and
finance infrastructure in those areas.

Details of the funding mechanisms

36. The Housing Infrastructure Fund could use a number of different mechanisms to accelerate
infrastructure projects. Given the constraints on some councils’ finances, the Government
would need to pay upfront for any assets built. Councils would pay for those assets at a later
stage  in  a  way  that  would  differ  according  to  the  mechanism used.  Some examples  of
mechanisms that have been used successfully in the past are: 

 For roads, the existing New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) process is set up to
assess and prioritise  proposals  for  transport  investment.  NZTA currently  front-loads
funding for some projects (details below). 

 A special purpose vehicle, Crown Fibre Holdings (CFH), was created to manage the
roll-out of Ultra-Fast Broadband (UFB). In that process there was a risk that the UFB
would not be taken up at a commercial rate.  This prevented commercial entry into the
market. The Government effectively took on the uptake risk by purchasing the assets
and as a result  the Government  was able to encourage competitive  entry  into  the
market.

37. Further details on the potential mechanisms are provided below but the exact structure will
be worked on by officials over the next two months. We have asked for a further report-back
on these details by the end of August 2016.

38. To ensure the optimal allocation of projects across both water and roading infrastructure,
there  would  need  to  be  some  combined  assessment  of  the  proposals.  This  would  not
necessarily be a large role but it would involve making judgements about the value in terms
of bringing housing forward and the mix of projects to be funded. MBIE appears to have the
relevant expertise both in terms of the policy and operational aspects of the role. However,
they would need to involve other agencies to assist with the assessment of the proposals
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including  representatives  from  Treasury,  the  NIU  and  DIA.  It  is  also  likely  that  specific
expertise in water infrastructure would need to be contracted from external organisations. 

39. The costs of such a function are uncertain at this stage and may depend on the types of
applications  received and the exact  mechanism developed.  However, it  is  expected that
additional funding would need to be provided to enable these functions to be carried out
effectively. Officials could work on these details over the next two months, including initial
discussions with councils, and report-back to Cabinet at the end of August 2016.

Funding for roading

40. One option is using a model similar to The Auckland Accelerated Programme loan (finalised
in 2014). This is part of the overall master credit facility the New Zealand Transport Agency
has with Treasury / Debt Management Office (Cabinet paper OC02046, 7 February 2014).

41. The creation of a further facility on the lines of the Auckland Accelerated Programme loan
would enable the New Zealand Transport Agency to have access to increased cash flow in to
the National  Land Transport  Fund (NLTF) to front  load specified  projects  with a housing
delivery focus as defined by specified criteria.  A potential variation to the Government Policy
Statement on Transport or alternatively specific ministerial direction would potentially enable
targeted funding disbursement for combined transport and housing outcomes to occur within
the NLTF. Front loading means that the initial local share of a local transport activity is funded
by the New Zealand Transport  Agency but  is  recovered through adjusting  the cash flow
payments for the activity over a defined timeframe, so that overall the funding assistance rate
for the activity remains the same as it would normally be. The implication of this mechanism
is that there is no cost to the council  of bringing forward the funding. Advice received by
NZTA is that as soon as there is an obligation for the Approved Organisation to pay anything
back that changes the characterisation of the payment from a grant to a loan which would
then be counted against the council’s debt limit.

42. Front loading is a mechanism that has been applied over time across New Zealand by New
Zealand Transport Agency (i.e. Auckland, Hamilton). It also has been a two way process,
with Auckland  Transport providing front loading to New Zealand Transport Agency in the
2009-2012 National Land Transport Programme. 

43. Repayment of the Crown advance to the NLTF would be funded by future NLTF revenue that
is currently generally allocated to the activity classes that relate to the projects being funded.
Current  forecasts  show that  a  Crown  loan  of  $500  million  would  not  see  New Zealand
Transport Agency breaching its Board approved policy that servicing of debt (principal and
interest) should not exceed 10% of forecast revenue. The current forecast is this would peak
at 9.1% in 2023.  

44.

Funding for water infrastructure

45. The exact  nature  of  the  mechanism for  allocating  funding  for  water  infrastructure  would
depend on the number of bids and the amounts of capital required to be allocated. The core
functions are likely to include:

 Government purchasing the asset which in practice will involve contracting for specified
water assets to be built to the required standard as agreed with the network operator.
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 Owning  and  possibly  operating  the  asset  which  may  involve  contracting  with  the
council for them to operate the asset as part of their network.

46.

47.

48.

Other issues

49. Both of the potential funding mechanisms will require some clarification around the charging
of  development  contributions.  Only  local  authorities  have  access  to  development
contributions,  and such contributions  can only  be used for  infrastructure  assets that  are
required as the result of growth.  With both of the proposed funding mechanisms the local
authority will not be paying upfront for the infrastructure assets so there is a legal question
about  whether  they  can  charge  development  contributions  to  recover  those  costs.  The
approach taken by NZTA in the past is that the council will be effectively repaying a share of
the cost so should be entitled to charge a development contribution. Officials are currently
testing this view with Crown Law.

Process for application

50. The local authority election process in the latter half of this year will have an impact on the
speed with which finalised proposals can be expected to be submitted by councils. So our
proposal is for non-binding Expressions of Interest to be sought from the Chief Executives of
councils in high-growth urban areas. The projects likely to be bought forward are those that
are already in the Long Term Plans so should be familiar to council staff.

51. Ideally confirmed proposals could then be required by March 2017 when new councils are in
place and up to speed with the issues in their areas but officials  will  test this during the
consultation phase.

52. As part of that process, the council would need to show they have tested their balance sheet
and used available financing capacity to enable growth infrastructure.

53. Councils  will  also  be asked to quantify  the number  of  dwellings  the infrastructure would
enable.  We  have  an  expectation  that  the  focus  of  applications  will  be  on  large-scale
developments  that  can  deliver  dwellings  quickly.  To demonstrate  this,  we  would  expect
councils  to  have  engaged  with  developers  and  ideally  have  gained  commitments  from
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developers  about  the  pace  of  development  that  could  be  achieved  as  a  result  of  the
additional infrastructure investment.

Risks

54. We propose that the Housing Infrastructure Fund will be announced by the Prime Minister on
3 July 2016. This raises a number of risks:

 Local authorities in areas outside the high-growth urban areas also face infrastructure
funding and financing challenges. They may raise questions about why the fund is not
available to them. The fund is focussed on overcoming the financing challenge that
only some councils in high-growth urban areas face. 

 Councils  in  high-growth  urban  areas  may  face  other  challenges  in  bringing
infrastructure  forward  such  as  sector  capacity  or  planning  barriers  that  aren’t
addressed by the fund. So there is a risk that the pace of housing development is not
progressed significantly as a result of this initiative.

 In the time available, it has not been possible to work through all of the details so there
is a risk that the announced fund design constrains future choices about the optimal
design.

 In some circumstances, the use of the fund means the Government is taking on the
development  risk  associated  with  infrastructure  provision.  There  is  a  risk  that  the
assets are not fully utilised over the expected timeframe, leaving the Government with
a costly asset.

 An associated risk is that by taking on this uptake risk, Government reduces incentives
on councils to encourage rapid uptake of development capacity and to focus on value-
for-money in its infrastructure choices. This risk may be able to be mitigated through
the use of some incentive mechanisms. These details will need to be worked out with
councils.

Consultation

55. This Cabinet Paper was prepared by the Treasury. The Ministry of Business, Innovation and
Employment, Department of Internal Affairs, the Ministry of Transport and the New Zealand
Transport Agency have been involved in the development of this report.  The Department of
the Prime Minister and Cabinet was informed. 

Financial Implications

56. The exact nature of the fiscal impact won’t  be known until  the projects to be funded are
agreed. If  the Crown does retain a stake in the assets being produced, then the funding
would be classified as capital expenses. For example, if a construction of a State Highway
was  to  be  brought  forward  or  if  the  Crown  retained  temporary  ownership  of  a  water
infrastructure asset, the project would only have an impact on net debt but if funds were used
on a local road then there would also be an impact on OBEGAL.

57. Irrespective of the type of expenditure, the agreement to the project will have an immediate
adverse impact on the Crown accounts and a positive impact (through reduced expenditure
or repayments) thereafter.  The size of the upfront impact will depend on the amount and
timing of the calls on the fund.

58. The transaction could be treated as fiscally neutral for fiscal management purposes, and not
counted against allowances, if the expenditure is returned within 10 years.

59. If  the  transaction  is  not  defined  as  fiscally  neutral  but  the  amounts  involved  can  be
accommodated  within  the  capital  allowance  then  there  won’t  be  a  net  debt  impact.  If,
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however, the amounts exceed the allowances in the year the commitment is made, there will
be  an  increase  in  net  debt.  The  timing  of  the  impact  on  the  Crown  accounts  will  be
dependent on the funding arrangement. It is expected that this would be in 2016/17 or more
likely 2017/18. 

60. The assessment of the three-water infrastructure bids will require specific water expertise.
The organisation responsible for the assessment of the bids (MBIE) would incur additional
costs.  Further  work  by  officials  will  assess  the  size  of  the  costs  associated  with  these
functions and the report-back to Cabinet in August will seek funding to cover those costs.

Human Rights

61. There are no human rights implications arising from the Housing Infrastructure Fund.

Legislative Implications

62. There are no immediate legislative implications arising from this paper.

Regulatory Impact Analysis

63. A Regulatory Impact Statement is not required. 

Publicity

64. The plan is for the Prime Minister to publically announce the Housing Infrastructure Fund on
3 July 2016.

Recommendations

65. The Minister of Finance and the Minister for Building and Housing recommends that Cabinet:

1. note a number of regions are experiencing a growth surge with double digit increases
in population expected over the next decade.

2. note rapid population growth creates a need to increase housing supply

3. note  the  Productivity  Commission  identified  three  key  issues  that  restrict  the
responsiveness of housing supply:

i. the planning process

ii. strong local interests

iii. unresponsive infrastructure

4. note the Government is addressing these issues through a number of recent initiatives
including:

i. Resource Management Legislation Amendment Bill

ii. National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity

iii. Programme to develop vacant and underutilised Crown land for housing

iv. Proposed work on Urban Development Legislation

5. note  that  some  high  growth  Councils  are  facing  short-medium  term  financing
constraints that limit their ability to invest in the infrastructure needed to support growth.

6. note  that  in  the  medium-long  term  Councils  will  need  to  find  new  ways  to  fund
increasing demands for infrastructure from existing funding tools and potentially new
ones.
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7. agree  that  to  address  the  short-medium term constraints  facing  some councils  the
Government establish a housing infrastructure fund that councils in high growth urban
areas can apply to for assistance to finance the core infrastructure needed to unlock
residential development.

8. note that  the  high  growth  urban  areas  are  those  defined  in  the  National  Policy
Statement  on  Urban  Development  Capacity:  Auckland,  Tauranga,  Hamilton,
Christchurch and Queenstown.

9. agree  that the Housing Investment Fund would make up to $1 billion available on a
one-off basis.

10. note  that the exact mechanism will be determined as part of further work by officials
who will report-back at the end of August 2016. Mechanisms that have been used in the
past include front-loading road transport projects through the National Land Transport
Fund and Government purchase of assets with ownership transferring upon uptake like
the Crown Fibre Holdings approach.

11. agree that the Housing Investment Fund is announced by the Prime Minister on 3 July.

12. agree  that,  in light of upcoming local body elections, the process and timeframe for
requiring and assessing applications be discussed with relevant councils to ensure we
come up with a process that works for them.

13. note  that  the  fiscal  implications,  including  the  impact  on  operating  and  capital
allowances and net debt, will not be known until the projects to be financed from the
Housing Infrastructure Fund are agreed.

14. note that the Government is involved in other infrastructure projects in Auckland. There
will be fiscal impacts as a result of the intention to fund part of the City Rail Link project.
There may also be expectations of  further funding to support  the recommendations
from the Auckland Transport Alignment Project due to report in August.

15. authorise officials to discuss the Fund with key councils in high-growth urban areas on
a confidential basis after announcement.

16. direct officials to report back to the Economic Growth and Infrastructure Committee by
the end of August seeking agreement to further details of the Fund and how it will be
administered, including administrative funding.

Hon Bill English                                                       Hon Dr Nick Smith
Minister of Finance                                   Minister for Building and Housing

Date:                                                                        Date:
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