
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Partnership Board minutes 

Date, time: 16 February 2022, 2pm 

Location: MS Teams   

Members: Dave Brash (chair), Barbara McKerrow, Brett Gliddon, Luke Troy, Robyn Elston, Sara Hay, 
Nigel Corry 

Attendees: David Dunlop, Gunther Wild, Dave Humm, Jodie Lawson, Moana Mackey, Lisa-Marie 
Richan, Emily Quayle (secretariat); Hannah Hyde (item 5); David Stimpson (item 6); Adam 
Nicholls (item 7); Adam Howard-Brumby (items 5 and 8); Declan Millin (item 8);  

Apologies:  

Doc no: #0303/22 

1 Board-only time Chair 

Members discussed several items during Board-only time. 

Chair’s note: Robyn Elston reported that she had discussed with Vanessa Browne bringing forward the 
Waka Kotahi Delegations Committee meeting in order to meet the Transformational programme’s 
proposed meeting timeline, and that Vanessa was open to the proposal. Robyn to confirm asap.  

David Dunlop, Gunther Wild and Emily Quayle joined the hui. 

2 Welcome and apologies Chair 

The Chair welcomed members and attendees to the hui. There were no apologies, though it was noted 
that Brett Gliddon would be arriving late due to a Ministerial requirement. 

3 For approval: Previous minutes, 03 November Chair 

The minutes of the 08 December 2021 hui were accepted as a true and accurate record.  

Dave Humm joined the hui. 

4 For discussion: Action log Chair 

David Dunlop went through open actions and provided updates where relevant. Actions 491, 615, 626, 
657, 658, 659, 667, 678 and 679 were noted as having been closed since the last hui. Refer to the 
action log for more detail.  Rele
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- Actions 557: Scope management process. 
It was acknowledged that this is an important issue that needs to be solved. Consultancy 
group, TSA Advisory Services, which helped develop the programme’s RACIE, has been 
engaged to work with the team on developing a scope management approach. A report back 
will be provided once the mahi has been progressed further. 

Jodie Lawson joined the hui. 

- Action 609: Advanced notice of Cobham announcement for Progress Wellington. 
This is in hand and is scheduled to go live on 03 March 2022, which is when the Council papers 
will be published online. The team is lined up to provide a range of stakeholders with advanced 
notice of the announcement, with the Progress Wellington coalition at the top of the list. The 
communication with Progress Wellington will acknowledge receipt of their recent letter to the 
programme. 

Moana Mackey joined the hui. 

- Action 612: Logistics for Board discussion on market capacity and capability. 
The team working on this will provide a report back to the Board at its March 2022 hui. 

Lisa-Marie Richan joined the hui. 

- Action 661: Ministerial/central government involvement in Transformational programme 
approvals process.  
A high-level forward view of the timeframes has been provided to the Minister and 
opportunities for involvement have been outlined. Action closed. 

Members were advised that the progress review (action #491) will leverage off mahi already underway 
with Audit NZ and pertinent findings will be provided to the programme for consideration. This 
information will be provided to the Minister in the regular LGWM Minister’s report. 

New action: Provide information to the Minister in the regular LGWM report about the decision to 
utilise the Audit NZ review mahi as a follow up to the Health Check. (Robyn Elston) 

NB: The Health Check was discussed again later under item 12. 

Adam Howard-Brumby joined the hui. 

5 For approval: Thorndon Quay Hutt Road (TQHR) single 
stage business case 

Hannah Hyde, Gunther Wild 

Hannah Hyde joined the hui and spoke to the TQHR single stage business case documentation. The 
documents were taken as read and members and attendees expressed appreciation for the significant 
amount of work that has gone into getting the business case to this stage.  

While noting that the Connection was clearly the right thing to do, concern was raised over the change 
to include the Connection piece within scope of the project because it was a relatively late addition. 
There was a level of comfort with the robustness of the remainder of the scope in the business case, 
particularly in light of the revised cost estimates provided through the parallel estimator’s reviews. 
However, the Connection piece wasn’t as well developed and added significant costs that haven’t been 
accounted for in the current NLTP.  Rele
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It was proposed that the team continues with design work and trials for the Connection, but holds off 
on implementation until funding can be sorted. The team will need to come back to seek approval to 
proceed with the implementation of the Connection work when the trails/design has been completed. 
The funding envelope will be amended to show the removal of the implementation funding for the 
Connection.  

Initial discussions have been held with KiwiRail about their commitment to contribute funding for the 
signalised intersection portion of Aotea Quay, with the programme funding the roundabout portion. 
There has been some reluctance from their side to agree to provide the funding. Members suggested 
strengthening the programme’s position and confirmed it is the Board’s expectation that KiwiRail will 
fund the intersection; this will be reflected in the council papers.  

Brett Gliddon joined the hui. 

Members were reassured that there is contingency provided for in the cost estimates, including an 
additional contingency amount to cover cost escalation as advised by the Waka Kotahi Commercial 
team. 

Planning for ongoing communication with businesses and the community is well underway, with 
questions and answers along with frequently asked questions being developed. Legal advice has also 
been provided around what can be said about the Judicial review underway regarding a previous 
decision by Wellington City Council (WCC) to change street parking in the vicinity of the project.  

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Approved the Single Stage Business Case for Thorndon Quay Hutt Road (Attachment 1). 

• Endorsed the expected TQHR funding envelope ($59.08m) and ‘Connection’ funding envelope 
($2.56m). 

• Endorsed the funding application to Waka Kotahi for $16,801,000 covering: 

o Pre-implementation for Thorndon Quay and Hutt Road. 

o Implementation for the Aotea Quay roundabout. 

o Pre-implementation for the ‘Connection’. 

• Approved the WFAs (Attachment 2), subject to noting the recommendations below, for the 
Thorndon Quay Hutt Road costs that include: 

o Pre-implementation for Thorndon Quay and Hutt Road. 

o Implementation for the Aotea Quay roundabout. 

o Pre-implementation for the ‘Connection’. 

• Noted that the attached committee paper (Attachment 3) is due to be presented to the 
Wellington City Council (WCC) and Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) on 24 
February 2022 (subject to both WCC and GWRC review) and the Waka Kotahi Board on 
02 March 2022 (subject to review by partner organisations) 

• Noted that LGWM Board approval will be sought via WFAs to release the funding envelopes 
for: Rele
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o Pre-implementation and implementation for Aotea Quay signalised intersection 
(following negotiations with KiwiRail). 

o Implementation for TQHR. 

o Implementation for the ‘Connection’. 

• Noted councils will have sufficient budget in their LTP to cover the costs within the attached 
WFAs (noting there are no GWRC costs for this phase) and the LGWM Board members have 
the delegation to approve on behalf of their organisations. 

• Noted the Connection and TQHR pre-implementation costs in the WFA exceeds the Waka 
Kotahi allowance in the 2021-24 NLTP for the pre-implementation phase by a total of $5.6m, 
and Waka Kotahi will need to confirm funding alongside approval of the SSBC. 

• Noted upgrades to bus stop infrastructure is currently excluded from project scope and cost 
estimates. Any upgrade opportunities identified during the detailed design phase will be 
funded through either existing Metlink bus infrastructure budgets or provided for in the 
2022/23 annual plan. 

• Noted the TQHR implementation cost in the funding envelope currently exceeds the WCC 
annual plan budget ($2.0m shortfall). 

• Noted the ‘Connection’ and TQHR Implementation costs in the funding envelopes currently 
exceed the Waka Kotahi allowance in the 2021-24 NLTP ($9.1m shortfall). However due to 
timing variances on other projects, this will not exceed the total allowance for LGWM in the 
current NLTP period. 

• Noted that the LGWM Programme will undertake a programme-wide review of funding and 
affordability. 

• Noted that the SSBC will be published on the LGWM website following approval by all 
partners. 

Hannah and Adam HB left the hui. 

6 For endorsement: Construction impact management approach David Stimpson 

David Stimpson joined the hui and spoke to the construction impact management approach memo. 
The paper was taken as read.  

The Board was generally supportive of the policy approach outlined in the document. There was some 
concern over moving too quickly, when there are other groups considering how to deal with the 
impacts of construction. Lessons can be learned from City Rail Link for example. There was also 
concern over the lack of funding currently set aside for a hardship contingency fund, as this is a new 
requirement from the Minister that wasn’t factored in at budget setting and there is no data available 
on the quantum of funding required. It was suggested that it would be better to have an overall 
programme contingency rather than adding contingency to every project.  

It was noted that WCC will need to take a strong lead and LGWM will be a key player. Members agreed 
to amend the approach to enable WCC to work in conjunction with LGWM to undertake further work Rele
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on the principles of a development response planning approach, including if and where a hardship 
should sit. This will involve connecting with projects such as Riverlink and Auckland Light Rail.  

The Minister will be updated through the usual channels on the approach agreed to by the Board.  

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Noted that mass rapid transit projects such as Auckland City Rail Link, Auckland Light Rail and 
LGWM’s Mass Rapid Transport options involve construction at a scale and proximity to 
businesses and households not widely seen to date in New Zealand. 

• Endorsed the following approach and key message for managing construction impacts:  
“LGWM’s design and construction methodologies follow the principle of minimising, managing, 
and avoiding the impact of construction on the community and businesses and mitigating 
unavoidable impacts where necessary. Early and clear communications can be expected. 
Hardship funds are a tool to be considered after use of other development response planning 
tools, including appropriate design, early communications and advice, works phasing and other 
mitigations.” 

• Endorsed WCC’s work to find resources to prepare a master development response plan 
providing a city-wide framework for all projects, and LGWM’s preparation at the appropriate 
project and/or programme level more specific development response plans, as a primary tool 
for management of construction impacts. 

• Agreed that WCC will work in conjunction with LGWM to further develop principles around 
hardship funding for businesses impacted by construction activity, including connecting with 
other similar large infrastructure projects across the country.  

David S left the hui.  

7 For noting: Transformational programme preferred option report 
(modelling for carbon, economics, and transport outcomes) 

Adam Nicholls 

Adam Nicholls joined the hui and spoke to the outline of content that will be in the Transformational 
Programme’s preferred option report. The paper was taken as read. 

There are several moving parts that will feed into the recommendation for the preferred option. As 
existing modelling and data shows that the options are very similarly ranked in terms of the key 
decision-making criteria, it is expected that there will need to be a written explanation of the reasons 
for the preferred option being selected.  

The process of determining the preferred option will be worked through with the technical advisory 
groups (TAGs) and thinking will be discussed and agreed with the Board in the lead up to the decision 
point. The preferred option report will include a range of technical assessments as appendices. It will 
be broader than transport, as there will also be a link to the projected urban development outcomes 
as well as linkages to the broader network and wider contexts of key predictions. The team is working 
on how best to present the report to enable it to be easily read and digested. Members suggested that 
the team takes the outline to partner legal teams for review to ensure the resulting report will be 
robust.  

New action: Take the preferred option report to partner legal teams for review. (Adam Nicholls) 
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Board members expressed thanks to Adam and the team and asked that their appreciation be passed 
on to all those involved.  

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Noted the outline of the Preferred Programme Option report, particularly the questions that 
will be addressed and the scope of the evidence base and information sources. 

• Noted that the Preferred Programme Option report will be presented to the LGWM Board in 
May for endorsement, prior to being presented to the LGWM partners for approval. 

Adam N left the hui. 

All members and attendees left the hui for a five-minute break.  

Adam Howard-Brumby and Declan Millin joined the hui. 

8 For discussion: Cost share approach (workshop) Adam Howard-Brumby 

Adam Howard-Brumby opened discussion on the partner cost share approach. The supporting paper 
was taken as read. 

The engagement affordability threshold was explained, and it was clarified that the proposed 60:40 
split of Central and Local Government funding was bespoke to the programme. It wasn’t very clearly 
defined initially, and the team has been working through the calculations required to sit behind it.  

Members debated whether now was the right time to lock in the 60:40 split. There is a strong desire 
for some certainty to assist decision makers with the Transformational Programme decision on the 
preferred option in May/June 2022. However, there is also uncertainty around how Central 
Government will be involved in governance, and therefore, how much funding will be contributed 
from the Crown. Factors such as travel demand management pricing are also uncertain at this stage 
and these could impact on the funding requirements from partners. It was noted that there is also a 
Central Government review of transport funding which could also impact on the approach.  

In order to provide some certainty to decision makers, the status quo will continue for the next phase 
with the new cost share approach coming into play for the next phase. It will be noted that this will be 
subject to change following further work on funding and revenue, including the Central Government 
review of transport funding. The engagement affordability threshold will become maximum figure the 
team will work within.  

It was agreed that the Waka Kotahi Sponsor, Partner Lead and Chief Financial Officer would meet with 
the LGWM Finance team to work through concerns and report back to the Board. This will include 
presenting a proposal for agreement.  

New action: Meet with the Waka Kotahi Partner Lead and Chief Financial Officer to work through 
concerns over the proposed cost share approach and report back to the Board with a proposal for 
agreement. (Robyn Elston, Adam Howard-Brumby) 

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Endorsed the following as the recommended approach for further development:  

a) A baseline cost share formulated on: 
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o Asset ownership as the driver for investments cost shares using existing precedents 

o FAR rates applied as per existing precedent 

b) A funding share which adjusts the cost share to balance to the Engagement Affordability 
Threshold agreement using the following levers: 

o Allocation of any new funding tools (e.g. TDM pricing)  

o Partner(s) provide capital contribution to fund another partner’s capex 

• Endorsed the principle that the updated cost share would be subject to affordability for each 
funding partner. 

• Endorsed continuing to use the 60:20:20 split for the business case phase to ensure funding 
requirements are in line with NLTP and LTP budgets and to avoid the need for a “wash up” 
payment.  

• Endorsed using normal funding arrangements (FAR) beyond the project completion and asset 
handover. 

• Noted urban development costs are not included in this work and would be subject to a 
separate agreement. 

Adam HB and Declan left the hui.  

9 For discussion: Champions update Lisa-Marie Richan 

Lisa-Marie Richan joined the hui and spoke to the champions update.  

There was a level of comfort amongst Board members for the proposed approach to engage ‘everyday’ 
champions for the programme. It was suggested that this be complemented by technical experts to 
provide a broader range of views. Overlaying a safety lens was proposed as an area of communication 
that may improve connecting with the community. Members preferred a cautious approach focused 
on outcomes. 

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Discussed the paper at the February/Huitanguru Board meeting. 

• Agreed to the next steps as indicated in the paper.  

Barbara and Sara left the hui. 

10 For discussion: City streets update Andrew Wright 

Due to time constraints, it was agreed not to bring Andrew Wright into the hui to present this item. 
Members were referred to the presentation for information on current progress.  

A query was raised around the cap of funding for each of the targeted improvements projects, and it 
was clarified that this was not a fixed cap and could be revised. The team was advised by the Board not 
to constrain individual project budgets so long as all funding requirements fit within the overall 
targeted improvements budget.  Rele
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11 For discussion: Three-year programme update Gunther Wild 

This item was skipped due to time constraints and presentation taken as read.  

12 For discussion: Financials and risks David Dunlop 

David Dunlop invited members to ask questions about reporting provided in the hui pack, focusing on 
financials and risks in particular.  

Financials 

It was noted that the team is working on improving financial reporting, including providing better 
explanations of the reasons behind underspends. Current underspends are largely related to 
timeframe slippages, and funding will need to be carried over. Future reporting will make this clearer 
and will provide a more accurate representation of the financial position of the programme. 

Health check progress improvement report 

Significant progress has been made in addressing and closing out most of the health check 
recommendations. Filling key roles is in hand and staffing numbers have increased across the 
programme. The team is working with partners on enabling more engagement and involvement by 
Mana Whenua representatives in the governance structure. Scheduling is also a key focus area, with 
all programme team members being encouraged to get involved, and a high level of personal 
accountability being promoted.  

Members were pleased with the overall progress made to date across the objectives, and there was a 
high level of comfort in the mahi underway to address those remaining. It was agreed that, if the 
findings of the Audit NZ review were positive, the health check recommendations would be closed off. 

Key result areas (KRAs) and key performance indicators (KPIs) 

The Board complimented the team on the KRAs and KPIs developed recently and outlined in the 
Director’s report. It was noted that, having been through the process to develop the KRAs and KPIs, 
the team is behind them and team members have taken ownership.  

13 For discussion: Programme Director’s report, health check performance 
improvement report, latest report to the Minister 

David Dunlop 

This item was covered in the previous item.  

14 Any other business and close Chair 

The Chair thanked members, guests and attendees and closed the hui at 5pm.  
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