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Executive Summary 
 

1. The purpose of this review has been to provide the Partnership Board and the Governance 

Reference Group with a current state assessment of Let’s Get Wellington Moving (LGWM) and 

provide some guidance on the building blocks for successful future planning and delivery.  All 

programmes of this scale and complexity must assess, evolve and iterate their approaches 

throughout the programme lifecycle.   

 

2. One of the key findings of our review was that all parties considered the value proposition of a 

programme approach holds true.  However, LGWM in its current state is at risk of failing to deliver 

an integrated, cohesive, prioritised and outcomes-driven package of investments.   

 

3. The primary causes being a process-driven rather than outcomes-driven focus; a project-led (i.e. 

bottom up) approach; and a lack of programme identity that places ‘what’s best for programme’ 

thinking at its core.  Capability gaps and under-resourcing have exacerbated the problem.  There is 

no single point of failure, but critical improvements must be made across several areas.   

 

4. LGWM requires a pause to enable proper programme discipline to be implemented, and to 

resource up appropriately.   

 

5. During the pause, LGWM should be reset, with the following undertaken: 

 Reassessment and confirmation of the objectives and outcomes by the partner organisations 
collectively, specifically in the context of the indicative package of investments. 

 Clarification of the role of urban development vis-à-vis transport infrastructure optimisation 
in driving the outcomes (i.e. are they equally important drivers?). 

 Development of a multi criteria appraisal model to prioritise the individual projects against 
the agreed objectives.  This must address competing objectives, cross-project 
interdependencies, conflicts and trade-offs, and allow them to be resolved and managed 
openly and transparently.  The model should be able to adapt to changes in policy; addition 
of projects over time; changes to projects, timing and funding; and be able to remodel as and 
when needed. 

 Development of an integrated programme baseline that also addresses affordability (cost 
and funding) and deliverability (sequencing and delivery) constraints. 

 

6. The last two recommendations will enable a refreshed and more credible baseline schedule to be 

produced and a full benefits realisation analysis to be undertaken. 

 

7. We acknowledge that programme planning documentation has been prepared by the LGWM 

team, and therefore there is an understanding of the need for this discipline.  However, there is 

little evidence of detailed design, operationalisation or implementation.   

 

8. While a strong base of work is occurring at project level, and people remain focussed on deadlines, 

the quality and validity of Indicative Business Cases (IBCs) are at risk due to a lack of prioritisation 
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and integration at the programme level.  The pause is therefore required to prevent this from 

continuing while the programme discipline is embedded and the objectives are confirmed. 

 

9. The efficiency and effectiveness of programme governance should be addressed.  We recommend 

that the programme governance structure be flattened, sharpened and empowered.  It is 

important that there is a deliberate move away from the currently reactive governance approach 

to more proactive governance and assurance.  This will be enabled by a better programme 

framework, confirmed objectives and reset baseline being in place. 

 

10. The LGWM team was not adequately resourced from the outset and several key roles remain 

vacant or are filled on a temporary/interim basis.  The programme’s current brand value in the 

market has meant that attracting and retaining talent is challenging.  Within the LGWM team 

there is a lack of proven experience and expertise in delivering within a complex and large scale 

integrated programme environment.  Strategic leadership is also lacking, with an absence of 

‘champions’ who build the brand, head off challenges and foster collaboration and unification.  

LGWM must use the recommended pause period to address these areas, including undertaking a 

strategic evaluation of its capability gaps. 

 

11. The current culture is detrimental to a collaborative and productive working environment within 

the programme, the relationship between the programme and the partner organisations, and 

between the partner organisations themselves.   

 

  

 

12. Systems and processes employed by the programme require attention, primarily the 

standardisation of operating procedures, information sharing and reporting.  The programme’s 

Management Plan which is intended to guide and assist the LGWM team needs to be completed 

and implemented.  The internal control environment and risk management practice requires 

strengthening.  No independent assurance has been conducted to date – this exposes the 

programme to financial, reputational and operational risks.  

 

13. Strategic communications have not been fully embraced by the programme to date, and this has 

created gaps in the effectiveness and success of internal and external stakeholder engagement, 

management and communications.  We note that steps have recently been taken to develop and 

deliver a strategic communications plan.   

 

14. We do not consider it necessary at this time to contemplate structural solutions, as this in and of 

itself will not resolve the above issues.  Focus should be given, first and foremost, to consideration 

and implementation of the recommendations in this report, and on the successful continuation of 

the planning phase and early works.   

 

15. There is certainly a time at which structural solutions should be considered for the implementation 

and delivery phases.  We therefore recommend agreeing a methodology to establish a ‘best for 

programme’ delivery structure in parallel with addressing this review’s findings. 

 

16. We note that the recommendations in this report will lead to an adjusted LGWM programme in 

terms of timeframes, scope and cost.  However, we consider this is preferable to the risk of failure 

to deliver the desired outcomes under the current approach. 
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