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Introduction
The Infrastructure Commission for Scotland’s (the Commission) Phase
1 Report recommendations support more integrated system wide
infrastructure prioritisation, with decision making designed to achieve
inclusive economic growth and net zero carbon emissions, an inclusive
net zero carbon economy. It is anticipated that implementation of the
recommendations across the Scottish and UK Government, the wider
public sector and the private sector will provide analytical and strategic
level capacities to inform government budgetary decision making.
During Phase 1 the Commission also concluded that this would be
supported by the development of independent long-term advice
highlighted in the Phase 1 recommendation 23 (Box 1).

Box 1 – Phase 1 Report Recommendation 23

By 2021, a body should be given the responsibility by the
Scottish Government to provide independent, long-term,
evidence based advice to Scottish Ministers on investment
decisions for the social, economic and natural infrastructure
needs required to deliver an inclusive net zero carbon economy.

During Phase 2, to inform the implementation of its Phase 1
recommendation the Commission has undertaken work to evaluate
options for independent long-term advice provision.  This review has
identified several organisations which work with, but sit independent
of or outside of, government and are either instrumental in the delivery
of independent and long-term advice or provide a vehicle for
comprehensive public engagement. It is a desk-based review which
also includes a review of the Commission’s initial call for evidence
responses. 

The Commission also recognises that within an international context
there are also examples of good practise infrastructure strategy and
prioritisation that is undertaken wholly within government structures.
Therefore, this report provides an overview of a selection of countries
in Europe and Asia.

Many governments and independent advisory organisations provide a
plan of infrastructure investment, helping both the wider public sector,
private industry and the third sector to plan, including skills
requirements. There are also differences across countries in the level
of centralised and regional decision making, planning systems and
funding models.  There are differences in approaches on the connection
between infrastructure prioritisation, budget allocation, the number of
government departments involved, frameworks for collaboration at a
national, regional and local level, the planning system, funding models,

as well as the utilisation of independent advice for each country. 

What has been evident throughout the Commission’s research is that
no country takes the same approach, including the role assigned to
independent advisory organisations where relevant. There are
similarities with most having some form of strategy, although frequently
relatively short to medium term in nature, and often limited to sector(s)
or geographical locations.  There is not a set formulae of infrastructure
decision making which can be transposed for Scotland, each country
has developed systems which suit their unique circumstances.
Therefore, this report looks to provide an overview to aid the
Commission to provide advice to the Scottish Government on the
infrastructure decision making system which will suit Scotland’s
circumstances.

Summary of Findings
This report looks at the following organisations and countries:

Independent Prioritisation and Strategy Organisations

> UK – National Infrastructure Commission (NIC)
> Australia – Infrastructure Australia (IA)
> Australia – Infrastructure Victoria (IV)
> New Zealand – New Zealand Infrastructure Commission

(Infracom)

Independent Public Debate Organisations

> France – Commission Nationale du debat public (CNDP)
> Canada

> Quebec - Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environment
(BAPE)

> Montreal - Office de consultation publique de Montreal
(OCPM)

Government Led

> Netherlands
> Denmark 
> Germany
> Singapore
> Hong Kong
> China
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Independent Strategy & Prioritisation Organisations

The National Infrastructure Commission, Infrastructure Australia,
Infrastructure Victoria, and the New Zealand Infrastructure Commission
have all been created in response to challenges in the effective planning
and prioritisation of capital infrastructure spending decisions within their
respective countries. Each organisation is discussed in more depth in their
individual areas of this report. This summary section provides an overview
and comparison of approaches.

The NIC, IA, and Infracom are all organisations which were established
as a result of identified gaps within infrastructure planning at a national
level. The NIC was founded due to a need for political consensus and the
ability of governments to make long term decisions. Similarly, IA was the
result of concerns that infrastructure investment decisions where overly
political which in part led to uneven infrastructure investment. In New
Zealand, Infracom was created as central and local infrastructure decision
making was not sufficiently integrated, political decision making having
a preference for new infrastructure rather than outcomes focused, and
the lack of visibility of a pipeline of infrastructure projects. 

The independent organisations all have a commitment to be transparent,
achieved by the publication of their research, reports, and
recommendation. In addition, they all have the autonomy to carry out
research and publish findings and recommendations on subjects of their
choosing, further cementing their commitment to transparency. They
make them available to stakeholders, the public and all political parties
which enables them to step outside of the political landscape and broker
support across political divides, ensuring a continuation of the principles
at any change of government.

The common theme, amongst the independent organisations, is clearly
a need to ensure that infrastructure investment can be planned on a long-
term basis outside of standard political decision making and regardless
of the government administrative backdrop. A point which was clearly
highlighted by Infrastructure Australia, who had previously been
perceived as being too close to the government of the day, who then came
under threat when that government changed. 

All four organisations report to a nominated Minister with either an
infrastructure, or in the case of the NIC the Treasury, remit. All of the
independent organisations, except the NIC, which is an executive agency
to the UK Treasury, are statutory bodies. It is worth noting that the original
intention was to create NIC as a Statutory Body, however due to Brexit
related Parliamentary business pressures the legislation for this was
suspended and NIC was created in its current form.  Only the NIC works
within a fiscal target, with their recommendations and advice needing to
be consistent with an economic investment envelope of between 1.0%
and 1.2% of GDP per annum. IA however, consider projects over Aus$100
million, with movement since 2018 towards assessment of projects of
Aus$30 million in certain circumstances, but there is no set limit to the

number of projects that they can consider.

They all develop a version of a national strategy, assessment or audit
which are similarly focused, and all are refreshed every five year, or every
parliamentary cycle. For Infracom their 30-year strategy will incorporate
the Infrastructure Plan, due to be first published in 2021. A key strength
of these strategy documents for all of the organisations is that they are
a pre-budget process and therefor are pre-allocation on a sector level,
under this principle they have the opportunity to advise governments on
achieving key policy ambition, which in the case of Scotland would be
an inclusive net zero carbon economy. 

It is worth noting that in three of the organisations there is a statutory
obligation for a government response, IV, NIC and Infracom. IV must
receive a response to their strategic plan within twelve months and the
NIC’s charter commits the UK Government to respond to reports and
recommendations within six to twelve months. The New Zealand
Government have 180 days within which to respond to Infracom. Two
organisations, NIC and Infracom, are both obligated to report on the
progress that the respective governments have made against
recommendations, NIC through an annual monitoring report, and IV within
their annual reports, a process which continues to hold governments to
account. However, ultimately, as would be expected, each Government
retains decision making and policy development responsibilities.

The purpose of the organisations’ centre around the improvement of
infrastructure planning and quality to support sustainable economic
growth, with most bodies recognising the need to consider the spatial
elements of regional or urban/rural growth dynamics. Only Infracom and
IV have a remit which include social infrastructure, although since 2017
IA have been broadening their remit to include schools and hospitals, but
not other forms of social infrastructure. Infracom also specify social
wellbeing as part of their remit, this is reflective of the political
environment within which the body has been established. New Zealand,
as is Scotland, is a founding member of the WEGoi (Wellbeing Economy
Governments), part of the Wellbeing Economy Allianceii which has a
vision for a global economy which delivers human and ecological
wellbeing. None of the organisations have natural, blue and green,
infrastructure as part of their remit, an area that was identified within
the Commission’s Phase 1 work as important to stakeholders and the
public of Scotland.

In support of the long term strategies the independent bodies provide
advice on specific relevant topics, in the case of the NIC, IA and IV these
can be mandated by the relevant Minister, but all have the scope to pursue
research they deem relevant. They also maintain various methods of
infrastructure prioritisation. Infrastructure Australia prepare an
Infrastructure Plan every five years to support their Audit, which is then
translated into a Prioritisation List of nationally important infrastructure
project, published annually. IV produce a combined plan and prioritisation
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list, which again is published annually. The NIC do not produce an
Infrastructure Plan nor a project pipeline/prioritisation list, they do,
however, work across the infrastructure system to counteract siloed
working. Infracom, which was only established in September 2019, has
already developed a pipeline of major projects to support government,
agencies, local authorities and others to deliver major infrastructure, based
around New Zealand’s PPP scheme, this is updated on a quarterly basis. 

In addition, Infracom, IA and IV all provide some level of specific project
advice. IA and IV review individual projects, whereas Infracom have a
strategic and coordination role. The project assessments are viewed as
the most difficult and controversial of the independent bodies work as
these attract more public, media and political scrutiny than strategic
documents. This element adds an additional level of complexity in
comparison to the NIC.  

All four independent infrastructure advice organisations conduct
extensive stakeholder engagement, work closely with the government of
the day, government departments and agencies, and run public
consultation exercises. The engagement centres around either their
strategies’, posed infrastructure challenges or those challenges identified
by the organisations. Infracom seems to be the only one of these
organisations which has a role in public consultation for individual
projects, although the premise being that they will be consulted and be
part of steering and working groups rather than conduct the consultation.

All of the independent organisations have Boards of between 7-12
members, they are appointed by the relevant Minister who oversees the
organisation. The Boards are drawn predominantly from the private sector
and academia, although some include people from inside government or
with previous government experience. Staffing levels are relatively small
with 30-40 full time equivalents, with roughly 50% of each bodies budget
being spent on associated costs. Budgets themselves are also relatively
small of £4.5 - £5.7 million per annum. Given the size of the organisations
it can be argued that focusing on the national level by setting strategies,
assisting with the creation of robust planning, investment and policy
criteria is where they can add most value. This should help to create the
right environment within which regional and local policies can be
successfully developed. 

The four organisations which focus on providing infrastructure advice all
predominately operate within the strategy and prioritisation stage of the
infrastructure lifecycle, although with business case reviews IA and
Infracom also operate on the edges of the structuring and planning stage,
with Infracom also responsible for the national Public Private Partnership
scheme. 

As the most recent organisation, Infracom appears to have conducted
international research to design a model which incorporates best practice
from other international advice organisations. In particular, the focus on
developing a strategy which will incorporate an infrastructure plan as

well as it being their intent to develop a list of projects and priorities to
improve both the quality and impact of infrastructure development. They
also have a wider focus on public engagement, although not specified,
the model chosen places an emphasis on public opinion while avoiding
the heavy resource commitment of the French and Canadian models
discussed below.

The NIC’s 2019 Resilience Study Scoping Reportiii highlights that ‘to be
resilient, we need to move beyond managing individual risks or assets,
to thinking about the system as a whole and how the services we all rely
on can be sustained and disruptions minimised.’ It is with this kind of
understanding that a scope and remit of a body to provide independent
infrastructure advice should be considered.

The area of focus which is most clearly missing for all four independent
bodies is the evaluation of the effectiveness of the recommendations and
policies advised by each of the bodies. This in itself may be a reflection
on the size of the organisations and the length of time in existence for
most. However, this appears to be a clear gap in the work of the
organisations, or of Governments to evidence the outcomes; presenting
a potential opportunity for a body in Scotland that provides long-term
independent advice under recommendation 23 of the Commission’s Phase
1 Report. However, it must be recognised that the infrastructure and
planning weaknesses are long standing and are unlikely to be eradicated
in short time periods. 

Independent Public Debate Organisations

The three independent organisation which focus on public debate and
consultation all have similar remits with the French CNDP and
Montreal’s OCPM basing themselves on the Quebec BAPE model which
was established in 1978. They were all created as part of wider acts
of parliament and all bodies report to a Minister or Executive Committee
of Ministers. 

They all express their core purpose as providing the public with
information and providing a vehicle within which to harness public
opinions. They were created in recognition that planning consents for
large infrastructure projects were often delayed, in some cases for
many years, due to significant objections to planning permissions and
that a vehicle was required to ensure appropriate and sufficient public
engagement. 

They operate a front-loaded process which occurs prior to planning
permission being granted, which has been shown to speed up the
planning process as modifications to projects can be made prior to a
planning submission, thus reducing re-submission time lags. None of
the organisations can prevent a project going ahead, they provide
information to decision-makers (Governments and Councils) to aid
decision making. Their interaction with the public is extensive and they
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can often act as brokers between the project owners and the public to
bring about modifications which would either improve the project
and/or make it more acceptable to the public, although the process
does not guarantee a project will go ahead. The consultation process
is often labour intensive and project owners have raised cost concerns
in the past, as there is an approximate cost of £1 million from
developers per projectiv.

Within the National Infrastructure Commissions report on International
Infrastructure Governancev they highlight a significant drawback to
independent public consultation approach: ‘whilst the consultation
stage is perceived as early from the perspective of a single project, it
is, however, a late stage when considered against the wider process
of establishing infrastructure need, undertaking strategic option
assessments and making investment decisions.’ Although these are
comments relate to CNDP they are also true of both of the Canadian
organisations. 

Although not taking on the responsibility form public engagement,
consultation and information provision, the significance of the process
has been recognised within Infracom’s remit as they have an oversight
role for these activities with developers retaining responsibility.
Significantly, the experience from these organisations could be utilised
when consideration is given to recommendation 22 (Box 2) of the
Commission’s Phase 1 Report.

Box 2 – Phase 1 Report Recommendation 22

By 2022, the capacity and capability requirements for an
informed approach to public engagement and participation
needs to be clearly established and implemented by the
Scottish Government, to ensure that short and long term
outcome trade offs are effectively debated, understood and
taken into consideration.

Annex A provides an overview table of each of the independent
organisations identified.

Government Led Approaches

The research also considers a selection of countries who are recognised
as being successful in their strategic planning and delivery of
infrastructure. The Commission has considered countries in Europe and
Asia. Europe, in the main, has infrastructure of a high standard,
although there is recognition that since the economic crash there has
been under investment. For Asia, the New Zealand Infrastructure
Commissionvi, identified that ‘the government of Singapore, Hong Kong
and China have a single-minded focus on infrastructure’.

Within Europe the Netherlands and Denmark approach infrastructure
planning through collaboration - politically, with citizens and with
businesses. The Dutch place economic and social infrastructure on an
equal footing, are considered, by Statista, to be second only to
Singaporevii in the quality of their infrastructure and have the highest
penetration of broadband in the world at 99% of households. In Demark
they recognised a need to reform their infrastructure system and now
run all major infrastructure projects by Acts of Parliament. They also
have a comprehensive Public Private Partnership for transport
infrastructure. German infrastructure is dense and modern, they are
particularly recognised for the quality for their transport and
telecommunications infrastructure.  However, the Transport Research
Arena noted that the German system is considered as politically
motivated with a recognition that often new transport infrastructure
projects are favoured over maintenance of existing assetsviii.

In Asia, the report looks at China, Hong Kong and Singapore. All three
started their infrastructure planning from a lower base than within
Europe. In China, there has been heavy infrastructure investment since
the 1990’s in recognition of the impact of high quality infrastructure on
economic growth. As a result, seven of the world’s largest ports are
now in China, including the largest at the Port of Shanghai. However,
much of the economic growth, and therefore infrastructure, has been
concentrated in the eastern cities of the country, China is now
embarking on a programme to spread wealth more evenly. 

Hong Kong have their 2030+ Plan which is their infrastructure strategy
and is considered as an exemplar of integrated long term strategic
spatial planningix, as part of this they have invested heavily in transport
infrastructure to improve air quality, the ease of doing business and
congestion within the city. In Hong Kong, the Chief Executive (Head of
the Hong Kong Government), is voted into power in a college electoral
system which does not allow citizens to vote and is heavily influenced
by the business and professional communities, impacting on the
business collaboration and focus for Hong Kong’s infrastructure.

In the case of Singapore there was a particularly bold ambition to
transform from a third world country into a modern metropolis. The
decision was taken to create the Urban Redevelopment Authority (URA)
as a result of gaining independence and recognising that there had been
120-years of under investment in infrastructure. Singapore is officially a
Republic based on parliamentary democracy, however, the People’s
Action Party has dominated its legislature since 1959 which has given
the government, and thus the URA, the scope to plan and execute those
plans without the political considerations, as a result of a more open
democracy, which have created the need for independent advisory
organisations within the UK, Australia and New Zealand. The URA
publish their Concept Plan, which is a fifty-year strategy every 10-20
years, however, their Master Plan, which provides the means to realise
the strategy over a 10-15 year timescale is refreshed every five years.
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The URA have a simply defined mission ‘to make Singapore a great city
to live, work and play’. They are focused on developing in a sustainable
way as well as providing a quality living environment with their latest
Master Plan concentrating on inclusive and green neighbourhoods. In
addition to their strategy and development plan they are also Singapore’s
main government land sale agent and are significantly involved in
planning and project evaluation. The URA are moving focus from working
for the people, to working with the people. To this end they are placing
a greater emphasis on public consultation, including having a gallery
space to conduct interactive consultation. Their focus is on government
funded infrastructure and does not have the same reach and scope as
the French and Canadian public consultation organisations.

Notably, across the government led reviewed countries that have been
successful at infrastructure planning is a political system which is
conducive to decision making, whether that be collaboration across
political parties, open dialogue with citizens or communism where there
is no political opposition. Their approaches to infrastructure have been
successful as they developed within these political landscapes. 



Independent advice organisations 
A review of individual organisations
PHASE 2: DELIVERY FINDINGS REPORT
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UK – National Infrastructure Commission
The National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) was established by the
UK Government in October 2015 to put infrastructure at the centre of
its economic and industrial strategies. The NIC was created in response
to the Independent Armitt Review of Infrastructurex which identified a
‘need for political consensus and the ability of governments to make
long term decisions when beset by shorter term financial and political
imperatives.’

The NIC remit includes supporting sustainable economic growth across
the UK, to improve the UK’s international competitiveness and to
improve the quality of life for people living in the UK. Their
recommendations and advice must be consistent with an economic
investment envelope of between 1.0% and 1.2% of GDP each year
between 2020 and 2050 and include prioritisation and rationale for any
recommendations. The NIC are responsible for providing an assessment
for recommendations which considers costs to businesses, consumers,
public bodies and other end users of infrastructure. The remit of the
NIC, which is issued via a remit letter at the start of each new
parliament, contains a binding fiscal remit which the NIC must work
within throughout each Parliament. This does not include the fiscal
remit for any devolved infrastructure investment decisions. 

The NIC have a similar sectors remit to the Infrastructure Commission
for Scotland (ICfS). They cover energy, transport, water and wastewater
(drainage and sewerage), waste, flood risk management and digital
communications. Unlike ICfS who consider social infrastructure and
housing as part of the infrastructure remit of the Commission, NIC do
not consider social infrastructure and only consider interactions
between other infrastructure and housing. Neither commission have
land use or agriculture as part of their remit. 

Beyond the specifics set out in their remit the NIC have discretion to
independently design its programme of work, methodologies and
recommendations. All reports represent the NIC Commissioner views
and are not government statements. All reports and recommendations
receive a formal government response within six to twelve months of
publication, once endorsed the recommendations become a statement
of government policy.

Key commitments of the NIC include delivering:

> A National Infrastructure Assessment once in every Parliament,
including recommendations on infrastructure needs;

> Specific studies on pressing infrastructure challenges as set out
by the government; and 

> An annual monitoring report, monitoring progress against the NIC
previously endorsed recommendations.

The NIC works across the infrastructure system when making
recommendations to counteract siloed working methods, they also
engage extensively across society, government, parliament, devolved
governments and industry. To support their work the NIC charter sets
out that the government will share any relevant information and provide
data on reasonable requests for analysis, the costs of which must be
detailed in the NIC annual report.

The NIC is independent of Government and has been set up as a Non-
Departmental Public Body. They currently have a board of ten non-
executive commissioners, accountable to the Chancellor, with ministers
deciding whether to endorse the NIC recommendations.
Commissioners are appointed for a term of 5 years and a maximum
period of ten years. Commissioners are paid a fee of £20, 000 per
annum for 2 days per week and the chair received £85,200 for 3 days
per week in 2018/19.

There is also a secretariat team of roughly 40 civil service staff including
a Chief Executive, who reports to the Permanent Secretary of the
Treasury. The secretariat conduct analysis, gather evidence, run
consultations, stakeholder engagement, and in conjunction with
Commissioners develop recommendations. NIC staff are employed by
the NIC within agreed overall pay remit guidelines of the Treasury, they
stand as a separate government department and staff work under the
Civil Service Code and Civil Service Pension arrangements. The NIC has
a delegated budget of £5.7 million for 2020/21, £5.2 million expenditure
in 2019/20 of which roughly £3 million was for staffing costs.

The NIC works predominately within the strategy and prioritisation but
also within the planning and structuring of the infrastructure lifecycle
within the UK. They also provide recommendations on how the
government and industry can set out plans at the operational and
maintenance level of the lifecycle. Their independence from
Government enables them to make recommendations on what could
be considered potentially controversial issues, they aim to build political
consensus. This consensus comes from a clear, transparent analysis of
what infrastructure is needed; what are the key trade-offs and
dependencies are; and how these needs can be best met.
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Australia – Infrastructure Australia
Infrastructure Australia was established under the Infrastructure
Australia Act 2008, they are an independent and impartial advisor to
national and state governments, industry, and communities on the long-
term and strategic prioritisation of nationally significant infrastructure
projects. Infrastructure Australia was established due to concerns that
investment decisions had become overly politicised and despite the
majority of Australian citizens living within cities, the Australian
Government invested little.

They are an independent statutory agency working as a corporate entity
since 2014. They work closely and collaboratively across government
and infrastructure sector stakeholders and focus on raising the quality
of infrastructure planning and decision making, as well as defining an
actionable agenda of reforms and investments throughout Australia
under the authority of the Department of Infrastructure and Regional
Development. Since 2018 Infrastructure Australia’s remit has been
widened to include some forms of social infrastructure, mainly schools
and hospitals.

Infrastructure Australia have two key functions:

> Evaluating business cases for nationally significant investment
proposals seeking more than Aus$100 million in Australian
Government funding for inclusion on the Infrastructure Priority
Listxi, with movement since 2018 to Aus$30 million for some
cases; and

> Setting the policy agenda on the long-term opportunities for
infrastructure reform to improve living standards and national
productivity.

Since 2014, after an amendment to the 2008 Act, Infrastructure
Australia has been led by an independent Board of twelve who
represent a wide range of sectors and jurisdictions, as well as a CEO
who reports to the Board. The CEO is supported by a leadership team
who cover the four key areas of Project & Advisory; Policy & Research;
Public Affairs; and Corporate Services with an overall average staffing
level of 30 people who are all public sector workers. Board members
as well as staff receive salaries with the Chair and CEO receiving
Aus$116,840 and approximately Aus$500,000 respectively in 2018/19.
The overall budget for Infrastructure Australia is circa Aus$9.9 million
in 2018/19, of which Aus$5.1 were salary costs. 

The work and publications of Infrastructure Australia

Infrastructure Australia works on a five-year cycle and they are responsible
for producing four key sets of documents throughout that time:

> Australian Infrastructure Auditxii - refreshed every 5 years;

> Australian Infrastructure Planxiii - refreshed every 5 years
following the Audit with progress reported two-yearly through
Prioritising Reform;

> Infrastructure Priority List - published annually but a live document
which is updated throughout the year with each new business
case; and

> Infrastructure Reform Seriesxiv - on-going publications.

The 2019 Australian Infrastructure Audit puts community at the
centre of infrastructure decision-making, measuring service delivery
against the key outcomes of access, quality and costxv. The Audit is the
basis of the Infrastructure Australia’s work and recommendations. It is
an infrastructure needs assessment on a fifteen-year timescale.  

The Australian Infrastructure Plan is the routemap for infrastructure
reform which considers the opportunities and challenges that have been
identified within the Australian Infrastructure Audit and require a policy
action intervention. As a result of the success of the previous Plans the
Australian Government has committed a ten-year spending programme
of Aus$100 billion from 2019/20 on infrastructure which will fund the
Infrastructure Plan. The Plan was first published in 2016 and is a fifteen-
year rolling plan which specifies national and state level infrastructure
priorities, it is due to be refreshed in 2021. 

The Infrastructure Priority List responds to the opportunities and
challenges identified in the Audit which require intervention via
investment in infrastructure. It is a prioritisation process through the
publicly available Assessment Framework that ensures there is a
consistent pipeline of nationally significant infrastructure projects. The
List is published annually but updated with each new business case, it
provides guidance on specific infrastructure investments that are
nationally significant for the short, medium and long-term. Infrastructure
Australia conduct the engagement as part of the business case
assessment work. The List is a mixture of proposed projects and
projects identified by Infrastructure Australia as gaps or opportunities
of national significance.

The Reform Series papers act to ignite the national infrastructure
needs conversation and to maintain the momentum established by the
Australian Infrastructure Plan. They give advice on how best to
implement policy responses.

It should be noted that unlike other independent bodies, there is no
requirement for the Australian Government to respond to any of the
advice or recommendations made by Infrastructure Australia.

Infrastructure Australia operates predominately in the strategy and
prioritisation stage of the infrastructure lifecycle with some elements
of the structuring and planning lifecycle being evident within the
Infrastructure Priority List process.



Planning Liveable Citiesxvi was released in December 2018 as part of
Infrastructure Australia’s Reform Series. It proposes a ‘place based’
approach to infrastructure planning, providing advice to governments,
industry and the community on how to appropriately sequence the
complex task of delivering housing and infrastructure to ensure the
necessary access to facilities and services for existing and new
residents.

Between 2017 and 2047, Australia’s population is projected to increase
by over 11xvii million people from a base of 24.5 millionxviii. Around 80%
of this growth will occur in their five largest cities – Sydney, Melbourne,
Brisbane, Perth and Adelaide. To support this growth and prepare for
the future, Australia needs to deliver new housing and substantially
upgrade the capacity of many of their infrastructure networks. The
report makes clear that infrastructure frequenting is not about providing
all future infrastructure needs upfront, it is about identifying and
planning for the trigger points that will necessitate new and upgraded
infrastructure, ensuring that infrastructure is operational at these
trigger points and the collaboration needed to achieve this. 

Based on a review of Australia’s five largest cities, Infrastructure
Australia found six common challenges:

> Infrastructure delivery is struggling to keep pace with rapid
population growth and change;

> Australia’s three-tiered governance structure can make it
challenging to consistently deliver liveable places;

> Sector-led infrastructure planning can lead to uncoordinated
outcomes for communities;

> Communities are increasingly disappointed by their experience
of growth;

> Australia’s infrastructure funding mechanisms have not kept pace
with growth; and

> Governments and industry lack a shared understanding of the
capacity of different infrastructure networks.

The report makes nine recommendations to change the way Australia
delivers new housing and infrastructure in its largest cities, proposing
changes to current planning systems, governance frameworks and
funding arrangements to better manage rapid population growth.

The approach is built on collaboration across levels of government and
with industry, providing a vision of infrastructure needs through the lens
of outcomes for a place and community, rather than outcomes for a
single project or sector.

CASE STUDY

Planning Liveable Cities
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Australia - Infrastructure Victoria 
Infrastructure Victoria have been providing independent advice on
infrastructure to government since October 2015 as a result of the
Infrastructure Victoria Act 2015. Their core functions:

> Production of a 30-year infrastructure strategy for Victoria in
2016, which will be refreshed every three to five years, with the
Victorian Government having a statutory obligation to make a
formal response within 12-months;

> Development of a 5-year Infrastructure Plan Projects
Pipeline;

> Provide written advice to government on posed infrastructure
questions; and

> Publishing original research on infrastructure-related issues

In addition, they support government departments and agencies in the
development of sectoral infrastructure plans. They are currently working
on infrastructure priorities for the regions of Victoriaxix, the prioritisation
work will build upon the development of profiles for the regions, aimed
at understanding needs and strengths of each region, with
recommendations from the work being made through the refreshed 30
year strategy. Since 2018 they have produced an Infrastructure Plan
Projects Pipeline, this highlights the progress that has been made on
delivering the infrastructure agenda and also identifies the projects and
initiatives the state requires. They also support the Victoria Government
by providing an assessment of the governments progress against the
five-year plan within the Infrastructure Victoria Annual Report.

Infrastructure Victoria cover the nine key sectors of transport; culture,
sport & community; digital; education & training; energy; environment;
health & human services; justice & emergency services; and water.

Infrastructure Victoria is led by a CEO with a board of seven, including
a Chair, three public sector and four from private or non-government
sectors. In addition, there is a team of 33 staff. Their work includes
regular engagement through consultations but also includes a strong
emphasis on community and stakeholder engagement to build
consensus. One of the key ways in which Infrastructure Victoria achieve
this is through their research programmes which involve and stimulate
community discussions, along with other research, this aims to raise
the bar on long-term, evidence based infrastructure planning. For
example, in the development of its 30-year strategy Infrastructure
Victoria used a citizens’ jury process as part of its consultation.

Infrastructure Australia works on the strategy and prioritisation level
of infrastructure needs, they do not directly fund or oversee
infrastructure programmes or projects. Their budget in 2018/19 was
Aus$10.12 million for running costs and research.

It is worth noting that throughout Australia there are several state level
organisations which operate in a similar way to Infrastructure Victoria
and all have been established by statute. Building Queensland is the
only one of the bodies that has a slightly different focus, they consider
projects rather than policy and planning. The Australia state
independent infrastructure bodies are:

> Infrastructure New South Wales

> Building Queensland

> Infrastructure Tasmania

> Infrastructure South Australia

> Infrastructure Western Australia
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CASE STUDY

Transport Network Pricing

In 2016 Infrastructure Victoria’s 30-year strategy identified that
Victoria’s transport network was already struggling with congested
roads and crowded public transport. With a growing population this
situation is expected to deteriorate rather than improve. Since then
they have concentrated research efforts on potential solutions to fix
congestion, Good Move: Fixing Transport Congestionxx. Infrastructure
Victoria used enhanced modelling, international case studies and direct
access to community opinion to pull together solution scenarios.

The research identified the conditions under which the public are
prepared to change their travel behaviour, that the network-wide
required changes to pricing of roads, public transport and parking, as
well as the new investment in infrastructure. Their research highlights
that although additional road capacity is necessary, this in itself will
not be able to fix Victoria’s congestion problems, there is a need for a
complementary pricing system which builds in mode and travel time
flexibilities.

Infrastructure Victoria have made a number of recommendations to the
Victoria Government, which are currently being considered, these
include:

> Reviewing and trialling variations in public transport fares across
all modes of transport. This will include specific fares for time,
location and mode as well as different fares for different control
groups across the income spectrum;

> Introducing a distance-based pricing for electric vehicles;

> Increasing and extending parking levies and zones; and

> Trials of demand-based charging in Melbourne City Centre,
railway stations and park and ride hubs.

The graphic below shows the expected benefits to Victoria with the
adoption of the recommendations within the report
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New Zealand – New Zealand Infrastructure
Commission
The New Zealand Infrastructure Commission (Infracom), Te Waihanga,
was established in September 2019 to ensure that New Zealand gets
the quality infrastructure investment needed to improve long-term
economic performance and social wellbeing. Infracom was established
after it was identified that that infrastructure decisions were not well
integrated across central and local government, that there was a lack
of visibility for the infrastructure pipeline and an overriding government
focus on building new assets rather than on desired outcomes. It is an
advisory only autonomous crown body with an independent board.
Infracom are also responsible for maintaining New Zealand’s Public
Private Partnership model for infrastructure.

Infracom has been tasked with delivering a 30-year strategy by 2021,
the strategy will be refreshed every five years. The stragey will replace
the current 2015 Thirty Year Infrastructure Planxxi developed by New
Zealand’s Treasury. It  will look at New Zealand’s infrastructure as a
whole, determine how well it is working, identify priorities and barriers
to good outcomes. In addition, Infracom will develop a pipeline of major
projects which will aid in its aim to support government agencies, local
authorities and others to procure and deliver major infrastructure
projects. These two overarching functions provide Infracom with their
roles and objectives:

> Assess how the current infrastructure system is performing as a
whole;

> Develop a shared understanding of a long-term infrastructure
vision;

> Identify priority infrastructure needs;
> Identify and comment on the barriers to delivering good

infrastructure outcomes;
> Publish long-term capital intentions;
> Publish a pipeline of infrastructure projects;
> Provide best practice guidance on infrastructure procurement and

delivery; and
> Support Project Procurement and delivery.

The New Zealand Government is required to respond to
recommendations and policy advise provided by Infracom within 180
days of receiving them.

To help the board deliver its objectives there is an Infrastructure
Transaction Unit (ITU) which takes forward objectives 6-8. Support will
be provided to government, agencies and local authorities based upon
the complexity and size of a project and can take the form of, amongst
others, business case development, market engagement and
negotiations.

The Infrastructure Pipeline aims to bring central, local and private
infrastructure projects into one pipeline, providing the market with
better information about timing, sequencing and scale of future credible
and committed infrastructure projects over the medium term. The ITU
will provide analysis and advice regarding boom and bust cycles,
opportunity to better coordinate procurement and delivery as well as
leverage infrastructure investment. The pipeline consists of a mix of
central and local government, state owned companies, council,
university and hospital projects.

Public service departments and agencies planning projects of greater
than NZ$50 million must work with Infracom by following guidance,
consult, allow assessment of the project business case, invite
participation in steering & working groups and use Infracom standard
documentation. Any modifications must also be agreed with Infracom.  

Infracom’s has a board of seven directors who have been appointed for
a period of three years. The Chair is responsible for reporting to the
Minster for Infrastructure, Regional Economic Development, and the
Minister of Finance. When the New Zealand Government announced
Infracom they approved initial funding of NZ$4.24 million for
establishment, they have a budget of NZ$9.1 million in 2019-20 and
NZ$13.5 million in 2020-21. The Treasury also monitors the performance
of the Commission and provides advice to Ministers on the
Commission’s long-term infrastructure strategy and other
recommendations.

The New Zealand Infrastructure Commission operates predominately
in the strategy and prioritisation stage of the infrastructure lifecycle
with some elements of the structuring and planning lifecycle being
evident within the Infrastructure Pipeline process. They also provide
advice on the delivery stage although they are not directly involved.
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boost-much-of-it-focused-on-roads-and-rail

https://www.interest.co.nz/news/98244/new-zealand-infrastructure-commission-unveiled 

https://www.interest.co.nz/news/101288/stephen-selwood-says-new-zealand-infrastructure-
commission-key-addressing-countrys

file:///C:/Users/PaulaRichardson/Infrastructure%20Commission%20for%20Scotland/Infrastru
cture%20Commission%20for%20Scotland%20-
%20Secretariat%20(1)/Phase2/Research/International/Lifting-our-gaze-EY-Infracom.pdf

https://www.chapmantripp.com/publications/the-new-zealand-infrastructure-commission-te-
waihanga 



Independent public engagement
organisations
A review of individual organisations
PHASE 2: DELIVERY FINDINGS REPORT



Infrastructure Commission for Scotland / Appendix G / 19

France
The Commission Nationale du debat public, the National Commission
for Public Debate (CNDP), was created in 1995 by the Law 95-101 on
strengthening environmental protection, known as the Barnier law.
CNDP became an administrative authority in 2002 and expanded and
strengthened its role in 2016 and again in 2018 as a result of law 2018-
148. The CNDP now has the power to engage complementary experts
to aid in conflict resolution for a project, conduct public debates or to
organise consultations to replace public enquiries.

CNDP is an independent administrative authority made up of 25
members whose core role is to ensure that public policies and
infrastructure projects which have a socio-economic or environmental
impact have contributions and opinions from the general public, users
and residents. Their role is to inform decision making through
consultations and public debates including drafting reports to reflect
the engagement and provide feasibility conditions for projects to go
ahead. This is a four-month pre-application stage process with the
CNDP’s purpose not being to ensure that a project gains acceptance,
but to help ensure developers understand public opinion and any
required adjustments. The CNDP produce a final report which reflects
the opinions and feasibility conditions for the project to go ahead,
developers have three months within which to respond. The National
Infrastructure Commissionxxii noted that ‘Whilst the CNDP’s report holds
no legal status, the CNDP has significant influence and can undertake
a monitoring approach to help ensure commitments are followed
through the consenting process.’

The CNDP has 4 core missions, summarised as:

> Ensure the constitutional right to information and citizen
participation;

> Organise and conduct public debates independently and neutrally;

> Develop and synthesize the results of the debates; and

> Issue opinions, recommendations and expertise on participation
procedures.

To achieve their missions the CNDP embodies the four core values of
independence; neutrality; equal treatment and the argument – the
expression of individuals points of view.

All projects over €300 million must use the CNDP for public debate,
those of between €150 and €300 million can choose to refer
themselves. The CNDP can then choose to accept or decline the public
consultation process. If they accept, they then have the option to run
the process themselves, contract out or ask the developer to run the
process with the CNDP taking an overview role. If CNDP choose to run
the process they draw upon a cohort of 250 guarantors who have been
trained to conduct consultation procedures throughout France.

The Institute of Civil Engineersxxiii estimate that CNDP’s annual budget
is £1 million for central operations with additional developer costs of
around £2 million for engagement processes. With the Institute for
Governmentxxiv stating in 2018 that they believed that a similar scheme
in the UK would have running costs of between £2 million and £5 million
annually.

The CNDP supports the structuring & planning stage of the
infrastructure life cycle. It does not assist France to prioritise those
projects which should go ahead nor seek to establish those which will
be of most benefit. However, it does help developers to produce
planning applications that were more likely to be successful as a result
of the pre-planning public engagement.  
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Canada
Quebec - Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environment

The Bureau d’audiences publiques sur l’environment (BAPE) is an
independent impartial government agency created in 1978 as a result
of the Environment Quality Act. They report to the Minister of the
Environment and the Fight against Climate Change for the Quebec
Government. 

The BAPE is a public consultation body whose core function is to inform
and consult with citizens on projects and policy relating to the quality
of the environment. Their work helps to guide government decision
making for the projects that the Minister of the Environment mandates
to the bureau.

They achieve this by following the values of respect, impartiality,
fairness and vigilance.  The Minister of the Environment assigns or
mandates to the BAPE as a result of a notice being filed by a project
owner. A file investigation is then established and a commission
commenced. 

Commissions’ are conducted for a number of infrastructure areas
including dams & dykes; river, stream & water table works; ports; road
works; rail stations, yards & tracks; airports; oil, gas & electricity works;
factories; water plants; mining (excluding quarries and sand); waste
disposal & landfill; and parks amongst others. These are large public
interest and environment focused activities.

The Commissions’ of Inquiry are established by the President assigning
a Chair, who is normally a full-time member, along with two or three
part-time members. The Commission run a public consultation and
information gathering exercise, holding face to face sessions, debates
and taking written submissions. The project commission is made
accessible to local citizens by a temporary consultation centre being
established close to the location of the project, as well as information
being available at their offices in Quebec and Montreal. At the
conclusion of the public consultation process the BAPE produce a report
setting out the public opinion, analysis and providing recommendations
or modifications for the project. It is not within the BAPE remit to reject
or accept a project, this responsibility lies with the Minister of the
Environment and ultimately the Council of Ministers.

The BAPE is made up of five full time members including a President
and Vice-President who are appointed by the Quebec Council of
Ministers. Additionally, there are nineteen part-time members who can
be called upon by the BAPE for the purposes of running a commission,
also appointed by ministers. The BAPE also employs approximately fifty
members of staff.  In 2018/19 the total BAPE budget was just over C$6
million of which C$4.5 million was for staffing costs.

The BAPE was the inspiration for the French Commission Nationale du

debat public and the Montreal Office de consultation publique de
Montreal. It operates at the structuring and planning stage of the
infrastructure life cycle. It should be noted however, the BAPE process
has often come under criticism, citizens have opinioned that the projects
are often too developed and at too late a stage for consultation to have
any meaningful impacts, a fact which has resulted in calls for the
abolition of the Bureauxxv.

Montreal – The Office de consultation publique de Montreal, 

The Office de consultation publique de Montreal (OCPM) is an
independent body, created in 2002, under section 75 of the Charter of
Ville de Montreal, to collect the publics opinions through consultations
on behalf of the municipal council or executive committee of the City
of Montreal. The consultation process includes issuing of public notices,
information sessions, opinion hearing sessions and production of a
report to bring all of the evidence together. In addition to attending a
public meeting, submissions can be made in writing to the commission.
With the use of digital submissions and communications the number
of consultees has increased from a handful per project in 2002 to
several thousand in 2018.

Consultations are predominately related to town and country planning,
but they can also include projects submitted by the executive committee
or municipal council. The consultations allow an in-depth understanding
of a project as well as its challenges. The OCPM report sets out public
opinion, analysis and the Commission’s recommendations, it is
presented to the Mayor of Montreal to aid decision making two weeks
prior to being made available online. It has been recognised however,
that the actions from the reports’ recommendations are difficult to track
and outcomes difficult to trace, first identified in 2008 and still
applicable in 2018.

OCPM cover projects on:

> Real Estate – the majority of OCPM consultations relate to real
estate including new developments and repurposing of buildings.
In their 2018 annual reportxxvi it was noted that there is a
movement towards land-use planning and public policy;

> Institutional Projects – for any project with collective facilities
including health, cultural, education & university, as well as parks
and recreational facilities;

> Historic or Natural District – consulting on the two heritage sites
for Montreal including the public consultation on their Protection
and Development Plan;

> Urban Planning – supporting Montreal city centre boroughs to
develop better urban planning and the redevelopment of
brownfield sites; and 
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CASE STUDY

The Office de consultation publique de Montreal
McGill College Avenue Redevelopment

The redevelopment project for McGill College Avenue in downtown
Montreal is an example cited by the OCPM in their 2018 annual report.
In infrastructure terms it is a relatively small scale and localised project.
McGill College Avenue is one of Montreal’s most prestigious streets
with tens of thousands of students, workers and tourists travelling
along it every day. The plans propose a public square, a reduction in
the number of vehicle lanes from three to two and creation of a public
plaza. The consultation took several forms, firstly an information packxxvii

then two information evenings, the first presenting the City’s plans, and
the second offering complementary presentations. The OCPM also
organised a series of on-site animation activities by closing off part of
the street. Moreover, the Office was on site with a scale model and

animation material, in the entrance halls of a number of the office
buildings lining the avenue and in the surrounding area. That on-site
presence aimed to gather opinions from the primary users of McGill
College Avenue, i.e. the people who work in the office towers along the
avenue. Those activities reached a broad spectrum of the people
concerned. In total, almost 1500 participations (391 in person and 1,149
on-line) were compiled for the consultation, the on-line sessions took
place by either viewing information sessions, responding to the online
questionnaire, or contributing an opinion online on the Office Web site.
The report was submitted in February 2019 recommending taking
advantage of on-going local developments, development of green space
and direct access to a planned light rail station.
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> Right of Initiative – since 2010 citizens have had the right to
propose innovative ideas, directions or projects which are
important to them which are of public interest.

In addition to their own consultations the OCPM also has a role in
making recommendations on the governance of public consultations in
Montreal regardless of who is conducting the consultation. This work
has grown to include the training of public officials in the development
and delivery of public consultation.

The OCPM has a president, a large team of thirty-five ad hoc
commissioners ranging from engineers, lawyers, planners and
administrators. The Commissioners are allocated to a project by the
President as each project mandate is received. They are supported by
a secretariat team of eleven as well as nine collaborators who are
analytical, communications and IT experts.

The budget for the OCPM was C$2.5 Million in 2018, of which just over
C$1 million was on staffing costs, a further C$1 million was spent on
professional and administrative services. An additional C$650, 000 was
provided due to the high volumes of work experienced by the OCPM by
Montreal City Council, who provide all funding.
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Europe

Europe has good infrastructure with well developed transport, digital,
utility, housing and public service buildings. Infrastructure quality varies
across the countries of Europe but is predominately of a good standard.
However, there has been recognition of the degraded and aged nature
of some of Europe’s infrastructure, which can be evidenced by such
tragedies as collapse of the Morandi Bridge in Genoa with the tragic
loss of 43 lives.

Investment in infrastructure has been declining since 2010 across the
Euro area, at times being below the investment requirement to maintain
the current assetsxxviii. The European Union, in recognising this decline,
has voted for a €43.85 billion budget between 2021 and 2027 for the
Connecting Europe Facility (CEF), supporting infrastructure that goes
beyond national bordersxxix. 

Netherlands

The Netherlands is a consocialtional state, meaning that politically
there is a common striving for consensus on important issues, between
politicians, but also with the community as a whole. 

The Netherlands has high population densities, making investment and
maintenance of infrastructure cost effective. However, there is limited
land space and a vulnerability to flooding as 26% of the land area is
below sea level, containing 21% of the populationxxx.

With this as a backdrop, the Dutch Government has sought to ensure
balance in the needs of economic and social infrastructure through a
national spatial plan, the Dutch Multi-Year Programme for
Infrastructure, Spatial Planning and Transport (MIRT)xxxi.  The MIRT is a
national and regional level government collaboration on infrastructure
planning, it includes provinces, municipals, transport regions and water
boards amongst others, as well as some business involvement. It works
to a national set of ambitions and goals for infrastructure, water risk
management and socio-economic outcomes.

The Dutch infrastructure system has been shown to be effective as the
Netherlands was rankedxxxii second in the world, just behind Singapore,
for the quality of their infrastructure in 2019. It has dense, high quality
infrastructure with Europe’s largest port (6th largest in the world) and
one of Europe’s largest airports (Amsterdam). They are ranked sixth on
the World Bank’s Global Logistics Performance Indexxxxiii and they have
100% digital infrastructure with the world’s highest broadband
penetration per capita at 99% of householdsxxxiiv, as well as the world’s
fastest average broadband speed. In 2018, the Netherlands was ranked
best in Europe regarding its transport network and water and energy
supplyxxxv. 

Denmark

Denmark has a political system which is based upon consensus, with
14 parties represented in the Danish parliament. No party has had a
majority since 1909 and therefore there are always multiple parties
forming a ruling coalition. Coupled with a challenging landscape there
was a need for comprehensive national and local level planning
competencies. These were introduced in 2007 with a new Planning
Actxxxvi, removing most planning and environmental responsibilities from
the county or local level. Denmark assesses and consents to large scale
infrastructure projects through an Act of Parliament, which regulates
the entire project. At a strategic level projects are selected to increase
long term socio-economic growth. 

As a result of the Danish high credit rating the government is able to
underwrite the State Guarantee Modelxxxvii (SGM). The SGM is a public
sector model to privately finance construction projects. The loans are
guaranteed by the financial markets or by the state. The Danish
Government guarantees the loans in return for a guaranteed
commission, due to the favourable terms of the loans the construction
industry is able to meet their commitment, service the loan, maintain
and operate the asset, and generate a profit. With the exception of the
value of the guarantee the state provides no support, but in most
instances will receive an income from the asset. Income is generated
via user charges.

Aberdeen City Council provided an example of an infrastructure project
in Copenhagen within their submission to the Commission’s Initial Call
for Evidencexxxviii. They stated that ‘ Examples such as Copenhagen
western expansion towards the airport which saw a metro expansion,
roads, cycleways and even playgrounds constructed in advance of
housing and retail, have helped to ‘de-risk’ sites for the development
industry. This place-based approach has created excellent quality
environments even during long construction phases and by de-risking
the sites the likely hood of a site being mothballed is greatly reduced.’

Germany

Germany is a democratic federal republic. The legislative is invested to
both the Parliament and the regional states, although a member of one
can be a member of the other. The Christian Democratic Union and
Social Democratic Party of Germany have been the main opposition
parties since 1949.

Germany has dense and modern infrastructure and is particularly noted
for having transport and telecommunications infrastructure amongst
the best in the world. The Government infrastructure investment
strategic decision making is made through their National Strategy for
Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) Strategy. The CIP is in recognition

Government Led approaches 
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the disruptions and breakdowns of the energy supply, in mobility,
communications, or emergency and rescue services may cause serious
societal and economic damage and effect large segments of the
populationxxxix. The strategy took stock of the existing measures to
protect the critical infrastructure as well as defining the main risks,
threats and vulnerabilities of infrastructure. It is then guided by joint
action and co-operation by the state, society and business and
industryxl.

Germany also has a transportation plan which is updated every 10-15
years. The Federal Transportation Infrastructure Plans (FTIPs)xli, with the
current plan being the FTIP 2030. The FTIPs is the main strategic
mechanism for planning the upgrading of federal transport
infrastructure, it is prepared by the Federal Ministry of Transport and
Digital Infrastructure but needs to be adopted by the Federal Cabinet.
It contains all of the requirements for the structural preservation of the
transport system and the planned project investments for roads,
railways and waterways. The FTIPs is a framework and not a funding
plan, nor is it statutory. It has been raised that the decision making for
the FTIPs can be too politically motivated, for example; less
economically efficient new construction of motorways in regions of light
traffic is sometimes preferred by political leaders over economically
more efficient upgrading of motorways in more congested regionsxlii.

Asia

New Zealand’s Infrastructure Commission statedxliii ‘In Asia, the
governments of Singapore, Hong Kong and China have a single minded
focus on infrastructure. They pursue a national development model for
planning, funding and delivering infrastructure, based on spatial plans.
Notably, while each of the three Asian systems supports varying
degrees of democratic decision making, none are democratic in the
western sense.’ We have discussed the Singapore system in more
detail from page 24.

China

China, officially the People’s Republic of China, has been a communist
country since 1949. The state owns the majority of the land, although
there is an increasing amount of home ownership and privatisation, the
Chinese Government still conduct decision making predominantly
unopposed. Infrastructure development is a top priority for the Chinese
Government with the recognition that a modern economy requires
reliable roads, rail, digital and utility infrastructure to enable it to thrive.

China has the National Development and Reform Commissionxliv (NDRC)
which is government led with a dedicated Minister. They are
responsible for creating the five-year plans which prioritise

infrastructure investment across the country, including private industry,
with the 14th plan due for publication in 2021. These 5-year plans are
supported by annual plans. 

The NDRC are responsible for economic and social infrastructure,
including monitoring trends and providing forecasts. They operate at
all spatial levels and across all sectors. They are involved in the
purchase and maintaining of material supplies and land, as well as
formulating and implementing sustainability measures and climate
change commitments.

Although China’s infrastructure is not yet at the level of the western
world, there has been significant investment by the government since
the 1990’s. For example, between 2001 and 2004 investment in rural
roads grew by 51% annuallyxlv. Seven of the world’s largest ports are
in China, including the largest at the Port of Shanghai. Much of the
economic growth, and therefore infrastructure, has been concentrated
in the eastern cities of the country. However, the government is
embarking on a programme of infrastructure development to spread
wealth more evenly and has commenced a programme investment in
northern and western areas of the country.

Hong Kong

Since 1997, when sovereignty transferred from the UK to China, Hong
Kong has been a Special Administrative Region of China. The Hong
Kong government has a high degree of autonomy from China in all
matters baring defence and foreign affairs. The Chief Executive of Hong
Kong, who is the head of the Hong Kong Government, is elected via
electoral college vote, there are a limited number of people able to vote
and those who can come from the business and professional
communities.

The Hong Kong Development Bureauxlvi is an agency of the Government
of Hong Kong, they are responsible for urban planning and renewal,
land administration, housing, infrastructure development and heritage
conservation. They report to the Secretary for Development and were
created in 2007.

The Hong Kong 2030+, jointly owned by Hong Kong Development
Bureau and the Hong Kong Planning Department, is a spatial plan that
provides the sustainable vision for development of the city. The plan
provides an evidence base for opportunities, challenges and projections
a vision along with a planning goal, which promotes:

> Planning for a liveable high-density city;

> Embracing new economic challenges and opportunities; and

> Creating capacity for sustainable growth.
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The planning goal is the connection between the national strategy and
tangible development.  In their Building Regions Reportxlvii, Infrastructure
New Zealand describe the HK2030+ plan as ‘an exemplar of integrated,
long-term strategic spatial planning.’

The extensive public transport investment by the Hong Kong Government
is an prime example of how the plan has been deployed. The provision
of low cost, fast, efficient, widespread and interconnected public
transport has been aimed at lowering emissions and improving health
equalities. This has been coupled with policies to reduce car ownership
including a high tax regime.

Hong Kong has been successful in creating a thriving business
environment by providing world class infrastructure, as well as low tax
rates. The city is classed as a transport hub with a port and airport
classed amongst the best in the world.

Singapore

Singapore established the Urban Redevelopment Authority (URA) in 1974
as a Statutory Board, under the Minister of National Development. The
URA has its routes in the 1960’s, with the UN being invited by the
Singapore Government to provide expert help in urban planning in 1962-
63. The URA were initially challenged to change a third world country
into a modern metropolis. 

Within a few decades Singapore has managed to transform itself into a
global economic hub which Statista ranks first globally for overall
infrastructurexlviii, in comparison the UK ranks 11th. Mercer has also
ranked Singapore as Asia’s highest-ranking city for quality of lifexlix,
ranked 25 in the world, in contrast Edinburgh and Glasgow are ranked
45 and 48 respectively. Singapore has a stable government, strong rule
of law and an effective regulatory system. It is a financial, shipping and
trade hub with the Singaporean Government having pro-business
economic and trade policies. As a result, Singapore is ranked as the
easiest place in the world to start, run and do business by the World
Bankl.

The URA is Singapore’s land use and conservation agency, they have
the simple defined mission ‘to make Singapore a great city to live, work
and play’. 

They are focused on developing Singapore in a sustainable way as well
as providing a quality living environment placing people and quality of
life as priorities. This vision is achieved through their key activities:

> Develop and maintain the Concept Plan to guide development
over a fifty-year period, first published in 1971, the plan’s main aim
is to ensure that there is sufficient land to meet long-term needs;

> Develop and maintain the Master Plan, a statutory land use plan

which guides development over the medium term of 10-15 years,
realising the Concept Plan strategies within detailed plans;

> Evaluating and granting planning approvals;

> Main government land sales agent, attracting private and
Foreign Direct Investment to develop sites, they also develop grant
approvals for development projects;

> Conservation authority; and

> Community partnership, to enliven public spaces by creating
car-lite and people friendly spaces;

The Concept and Master Plan’s are the foundations for all infrastructure
activities, including turning the plans into reality. The Plans are reviewed
periodically with the latest Concept Plan published in 20111 and the latest
five-year review of the Master Plan being published in 2019. These plans
are the basis for infrastructure spending in Singapore, almost 80% of
which is publicly funded, with the government due to spend US$9.8 billion
in 2020 and US$10.7 billion in 2021li.

The current Master Plan concentrates on inclusive and green
neighbourhoods, rejuvenating familiar places, as well as building capacity
and resilience for sustainable growthlii. The Plan defines Singapore as a
city in a garden, over the Master Plan timescale there are ambitions to
add an additional 1,000 hectares of parks to the current 7,800 hectares.
This will mean that most Singapore residents will be able to easily walk
to a park area. To help achieve this the URA are looking at innovative
plans for underground planning and use of space, in particular for utilities
and services such as public transport, roads and parking but also include
an expansion to the current underground shopping malls. Moving these
services underground will help to free up land space, enhance
connectivity and accessibility, as well as increase Singapore’s resilience.
See the case study for further details.

The Master Plan is supported by the Special and Detailed Control Plans
(SDCP), unlike the Concept and Master Plans the SDCPs are non-statutory.
They are development control plans which include parks; waterbodies;
public spaces; landed housing areas; street blocks; building height; urban
design; conservation areas; connectivity; and underground plans amongst
others. The SDCP’s are used by the URA when they process development
applications.

The planning work that the URA is responsible for balancing economic,
social and environmental considerations which are set through the broad
strategies of the Concept and Master Plan’s as well as identifying land
for various needs. The planning sets out the necessary infrastructure and
resources to support the land use. They utilise data analytics technology
to make more robust data driven decision, create better planning
outcomes and understand the changing needs of the population.

1 The Concept Plan was first published in 1971 and then reviewed in 1991, 2001 and most recently in 2011.
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In the URA’s Annual Reportliii they highlight that the Singapore
Government have emphasised the need to shift focus from working for
the people to a focus of working with the people. To this end, the URA
are more fully adopting a people-centric planning approach, utilising
public consultation sessions which citizens are encouraged to
participate in. In part, this is achieved at the Singapore City Gallery,
which is an interactive exhibit space to present the planning journey
as well as the URA’s vision for the city in an experimental way. There
are also opportunities for members of the public to come forward and
lead programmes of work, supported through the URA’s volunteer
programme which aims to give Singaporeans the opportunity to be
involved in planning the city by sharing their plans and initiatives.

The URA Board has 13 members, including the Chair and Deputy Chair.
The organisation has a complex and wide structure which includes a
CEO, 4 deputy CEOs/Chief Urban Designer 12 Directors as well as
running the URA academy with a Dean.

The URA highlight the fact that their success is through making the
URA a great place to work with core values of service, integrity,
respect, teamwork and innovation guiding their work. 

To support the work of the URA they have a corporate governance
structure which incorporates the URA Board; a Staff Review
Committee; a Finance and Investment Committee; and an Audit and
Risk Committee. The Board and Committees provide guidance for the
organisation and provide several frameworks, functions and conduct
guidelines.

Due to the additional functionality of the URA they have significantly
greater levels of income and operating costs. In 2019 the total
operating income was S$250 million (£143 million) with operating
expenses of S$218 million of which S$120 million was on manpower
and staff benefits.

The URA also have three Advisory Committees to ensure that they bring
together experts in their fields to help with the development of the City:

> International Panel of Experts – a panel of international
architects, urban planners and developers. Bringing together best
practice on global trends to address Singapore’s planning
challenges for the medium to long-term.

> Design Advisory Committee – reviewing URA’s urban designs
and guidelines as well as advising on local best practices and
industry trends. Promoting and encouraging innovative
architecture and urban design.

> Heritage and Identity Partnership – providing advice on ways
to retain and protect buildings, and ideas to sustain the built
heritage and memories of places as part of development plans.

This includes promoting greater public understanding of
Singapore’s built heritage and identity 

In addition to the URA the Singapore Government set-up Infrastructure
Asia in April 2018. A government led organisation to help connect local
and international stakeholders for joint projects. They do so by
providing facilities to allow key partners from developers; financiers;
professional services; technical and engineering services; multilateral
institutions; and international events. The organisation aims to bring
in private and foreign investment to support infrastructure development
in Singapore. Initial reviews of the service by Landfall Strategy Groupliv

highlight the success of the programme for bringing in FDI to Singapore.

To support Infrastructure Asia the Singapore Business Federation
launched the private sector led Singapore Business Federation
Infrastructure Committee (SBF IC) in August 2018. Their role is to
support the Singapore Government to develop Singapore as the
infrastructure hub for Asia. They are project driven and will focus upon
four key sectors: utilities; transport; telecommunications and the built
environment. The fourteen strong SBF IC Committee consists of
members from across infrastructure related sectors. The SBF IC define
their up-coming work aslv:

Sectoral Research 2020 – which will be undertaken by KPMG, to
identify infrastructure gaps and propose solutions.

Ministerial Dialogue 2020 – to share and discuss the finding s of
the Sectoral Research.

Collaboration Starts at Home – SBF IC will collaborate with relevant
government agencies to organise a series of outreach events aimed at
building local companies’ capabilities.

In conclusion, the URA are seen as being instrumental in bringing about
the impressive change in Singapore’s physical landscape since the
Singapore gained its independence2, the city has been transformed
into a country ranked first for infrastructure as well as a global business
hub. The URA operate across all four stages of the infrastructure
lifecycle. At the strategy and prioritisation level they develop the
Concept Plans; at the structuring and planning stage they develop and
operate the Master plan; at the delivery and construction phase they
are responsible for land sales and planning and finally at the operation
and maintenance stage the URA are responsible for operating the car
parking within the central area of Singapore. The wide scope of their
remit reflects that they are closely attached to government as does the
level of their budget.

2 Singapore gained independence from the UK on 16 September 1963 becoming a Malaysian state, they gained independence from Malaysia on 9 August 1965.
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3 In comparison Scotland has a land mass of 80,077 square kilometres and a population of 5.4 million people 

Singapore is one of only three surviving city-states in the world, it is
one of the smallest countries with a land mass of only 682.7 square
kilometres3, in comparison Scotland has a land mass of 80,077square
kilometres. Singapore is made up of sixty-four islands housing a
population of 5.8 million people. 

As a result of the land restrictions that Singapore is faced with, they
are constantly seeking innovative ways in which to solve land space
issues. Since 1989 the Urban Redevelopment Authority (URA) has been
planning, authorising and encouraging building underground to make
optimal use of land and to improve the quality of the living environment.
This has resulted in underground developments of over 82 kilometres
of underground rail network as well as the world’s first underground
train depot, nearly 10% of their expressway; car parks; an ammunition
facility; the Jurong Rock Caverns holding 1.47 million cubic metres of
crude oil and petroleum; underground pedestrian walkways; utility
tunnels and plants; as well as a seven floor shopping mall.

The URA recognised that they had comprehensive infrastructure plans
for the surface land which needed to be replicated for the underground
space, so to utilise underground potential further the URA have set out
in their Draft 2019 Master Plan a strategic resource 3D map of
underground space availability The intention is that this will encourage
public and private developer use. The extension of the plans for
underground building will free up surface land for people-centric uses.
Ms Hwang Yu-Ning, the URA’s Chief Planner stated:

“The underground plan is part of our
strategy to create spaces for the future and
create capacity for growth. Providing the
plans for the underground provides
transparency to the developers. This is more
for the shallow underground, but we are
also looking at plans for the deeper caverns.
That’s for deeper utilities and structures
that will go underground.”

The new mapping has been brought about by the URA, ARUP study:
Underground Developmentslvi, the report highlighted that within
Singapore the surface land mass use includes 17% industry and
commerce; 13% transport infrastructure; and 3% utilities. To meet the
new and growing needs of Singapore, the report recommends that
some of these could be moved underground with the freed up land
being used for housing, community uses and greenery to improve the
quality and vibrancy of everyday life.

Within the 3D plan there are development opportunities for additional
rail, road and utilities infrastructure as well as an extensive expansion
to the Underground Pedestrian Network. An example of this is the new
substation in the Labrador, Pasir Panjang area, which has the capacity
to power more than two public housing towns. Building the substation
underground frees up three hectares of land.
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Country UK Australia Australia Victoria New Zealand France Canada - BAPE Canada - OCPM

Organisation National Infrastructure Commission Infrastructure Australia Infrastructure Victoria New Zealand Infrastructure
Commission

Commission Nationale du debat
public (CNDP)

Bureau d’audiences publiques sur
l’environment (BAPE)

Office de consultation publique de
Montreal (OCPM)

Established 2015 2008 2015 September 2019 1995, strengthened role from 2016 1978 2002

Purpose / Mission Support sustainable economic
growth

Raising the quality of infrastructure
planning and decision making. They
also define actionable agenda of
reforms

Infrastructure strategy, provide
advice to Government and create
original research

To ensure New Zealand gets the
quality infrastructure needed to
improve long-term economic
performance and social wellbeing

Ensure that public policies and
infrastructure projects with a socio-
economic or environmental impact
have consultation and public debate
included

Inform and consult with citizens on
projects and policy relating to the
quality of the environment.

Collect public opinions through
public consultation for the
municipal council and City of
Montreal.

Independent Independent statutory non-
departmental public body

Independent statutory agency Independent statutory agency Independent statutory agency Independent administrative
authority

Independent public consultation body Independent body

Infrastructure Lifecycle Predominantly within Strategy &
Prioritisation but also within
Planning & Structuring

Predominantly within Strategy &
Prioritisation, some elements of
Structuring & Planning with the
Infrastructure Priority List

Strategy & Prioritisation Strategy & Prioritisation, elements
of Structuring & Planning through
the Infrastructure Pipeline. They will
also provide advice on delivery
through procurement support

Structuring & Planning Structuring & Planning Structuring & Planning

Commissioners / Members 10 non-executive Commissioners Independent Board of 12
Commissioners

Independent Board of 7
Commissioners

Independent Board of 7 who have
been appointed for 3 years

25 Members 5 full-time members and 19 part
time members, the President
allocates members to be
Commissioners on specific projects

A President and a large team of 35
ad hoc Commissioners

Staffing 40 30 33 No available data No available data 50 11, plus 9 additional collaborators
who provide additional analytical
etc. support

Annual Budget £5.7 million 2020/21, of which
roughly £3 million on staff costs
including Commissioners

Aus $12.1 million in 2018/19,
roughly 50% on staffing, Including
Commissioners

Aus $9.9 million in 2018/19 of
which Aus $5.1 million were
staffing costs

Initial funding of NZ$4.25 million for
establishment, NZ$9.1 million 2019-
20, NZ$13.2 million 2020-21

Not available, however Institution
of Civil Engineers estimated in 2018
that running costs of £1 million and
that a similar scheme in the UK
would have running costs of
between £2-5 million per annum. 

C$6 million in 2018/19, of which
C$4.5 million was on staffing costs
including members costs

C$2.5 million in 2018, C$1 million
on staffing costs and an additional
C$1 million on professional and
administrative services. They were
awarded an addition C$650,000 by
the Montreal City Council due to
higher than average workloads.

Spending envelope 1.0% to 1.2% of GDP each year
between 2020 and 2050

None 

they evaluate business cases for
proposals of Aus$100 million in
Australian Government funding,
some projects assessed from
Aus$30 million since 2018

None 

they support Government
departments and agencies on the
development of sector
infrastructure plans.

None None  

but any project over €300 million
must use CNDP, projects between
€150 and €300 million can choose
to use CNDP

None None

Annex A
Comparison Table of 
Independent Organisations
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Country UK Australia Australia Victoria New Zealand France Canada - BAPE Canada - OCPM

Governance /
Government Department

Treasury Department of Infrastructure and
Regional Development

Victoria Government - Special
Minister of State

Minister for Infrastructure, Regional
Economic Development, also the
Minister of Finance

Department for Energy, Transport,
Ecology and Planning led by the
Deputy Prime Minister

Minister of the Environment and
Fight against Climate Change

Municipal Council of Montreal and
Montreal City

Delivery of infrastructure No No  No No 

Responsible for the 
NZ PPP scheme

No No No

Workload designation Freedom to choose beyond remit of
audit, specific requests from
Ministers and an annual Monitoring
Report

Agreed timescales on Audit, Plan
and Priority List. However, Remit
papers can be of the Commissions’
choosing

Beyond core requirement on
strategy, prioritisation and
government posed questions they
have the autonomy to conduct and
publish original research

Established as Strategy, business
cases and Pipeline projects. Beyond
this they have autonomy to research
and publish best practice guidance

By project, no autonomy to choose
workload although they can
contract out project consultations

Mandated by the Minster Projects which are issued by the
Municipal Council and City of
Montreal, also make
recommendation to other
organisations

Infrastructure Audit / Strategy Yes

National Infrastructure Assessment
once every parliament (circa 5
years)

Yes 

refreshed every 5 years on a 15-
year timescale

Yes

2016, 30-year Infrastructure
Strategy is due to be refreshed in
2020 

Yes

30-year Strategy to be delivered in
2021, then refreshed every 5 years

No No No

Infrastructure Plan No 

however, works across sectors and
identifies key trade-offs

Yes 

refreshed every 5 years

Yes

Infrastructure Plan Projects Pipeline,
started in 2018, will be updated
annually

Yes

The Strategy document will
incorporate the Infrastructure Plan.
Due to be first published in 2021

No No No

Infrastructure Prioritisation /
Pipeline

No

however, works across sectors and
identifies key trade-offs

Yes

published annually, a living
document which is updated with
each business case

Yes

Infrastructure Plan Projects Pipeline,
started in 2018, will be updated
annually

Yes

Pipeline of projects, based upon the
30- year Strategy - bringing central,
local and private infrastructure
projects into one place

No No No
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Country UK Australia Australia Victoria New Zealand France Canada - BAPE Canada - OCPM

Public Consultation Yes

as part of the stakeholder
management, not related to specific
infrastructure projects

Yes

as part of stakeholder management
but not for specific projects.
Communities can submit business
cases for inclusion on the Priority
List

Yes

in relation to strategy and plan but
not specific projects

Yes

collaborative approach with local
communities. Consultation
exercises for projects of greater
that NZ$50 million

Yes

core purpose of the organisation is
to run public debates prior to
planning permission being granted,
report with feasibility conditions.

Yes

the core purpose of the BAPE is
public consultation on projects.
which the Minister of the
Environment assigns. 

Yes

fundamental role of OCPM,
completed through face to face as
well as written and digital channels

Sectors Energy, transport, water &
wastewater, waste, flood risk,
digital

Energy, water, telecommunications
and from the 2020 priority list social
infrastructure

Transport; culture, sport &
community; digital; education &
training; energy; environment;
health & human services; justice &
emergency services; and water

Not defined but cover economic and
social infrastructure

Not defined by sector, but by
economic cost

Dams and dykes, river, streams and
water table work; ports; road works;
rail stations, yards % tracks;
airports; oil, gas and electricity
works; water plants. Mining
(excluding quarries and sand);
waste disposal and landfill; and
parks

Real estate, institutional projects
(health, cultural, educational,
universities, parks and recreational
facilities); historic and natural
districts.  In addition, they have a
Right of Initiative work programme
which is where communities can
bring forward projects

Government response Received within 6 to 12 on reports
and recommendations from UK
Government, once endorsed they
become government policy

No evidence of regular government
responses. Government response
received for the first Infrastructure
Audit

12 months for response to Strategy 180 days from the government
receiving reports to response

Government departments, agencies
and private investors have 3 months
to respond to the CNDP’s reports

At the end of the consultation the
BAPE produces a report, the
Minister and the Council of
Ministers will then make a decision
on the file. There is no formal
response to the BAPE

At the end of the consultation
OCPM provides a report to the
Mayor of Montreal to aid decision
making on the project. No formal
response is received.

Specific Projects work No Business case assessment but no
delivery of projects

No Not delivery - but will support with
procurement and responsibility for
New Zealand’s PPP model

Not delivery - but project by project
public consultation

Not delivery - but project by project
public consultation

Not delivery - but project by project
consultation 
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