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Partnership Board minutes 

Date, time: 11 May 2022, 8am 

Location: LGWM Boardroom – Rūnanga or MS Teams  

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

Nigel Corry,  

Attendees: David Dunlop, Adam Nicholls, Dave Humm, Moana Mackey, Amelia East, Cate Baxter, 

Tiphaine Bolle (secretariat); Hannah Hyde (item 5), Alastair Patrick (item 6), Andrew 

Cooper, Alex Mersi (item 7), Rowan Oliver, Paul Clearwater, Sarah Ropata, Adam Howard-

Brumby (item 8)  

Apologies: 

Doc no: #0398/22 

1 Board-only time Chair 

Cate Baxter provided a karakia to open meeting 

Members discussed several items during Board-only time. 

David Dunlop joined the hui. 

Members and David Dunlop discussed some items before the rest of the attendees joined. 

Adam Nicholls, Moana Mackey, Dave Humm, Amelia East, Hannah Hyde, Cate Baxter and Tiphaine 

Bolle joined the hui. 

2 Welcome and apologies Chair 

The Chair welcomed members and attendees to the hui. 

Cate Baxter recited the opening karakia.  

Apologies were received from Brett Gliddon who will be late, and from Nigel Corry and Sara Hay who 

will need to leave early.  

3 For approval: Previous minutes, 13 April 2022 Chair 

The minutes of the 13 April 2022 hui were accepted as true and accurate records. 
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4 For discussion: Action log Chair 

David Dunlop went through open actions and provided updates where relevant. Actions 807, 808, 810, 

811 and 812 were noted as having been closed since the last hui. Refer to the action log for more 

detail.  

- Actions 557: Scope management process. 

Members noted this action is still open. 

- Action 612: Logistics for Board discussion on market capacity and capability. 

Members noted Dave Brash and David Dunlop were having a meeting with Infracom after the 

LGWM Partnership Board hui and will report back. 

- Action 767: Management response to the Audit NZ review.  

An update is ready and will be circulated out of cycle.  

- Action 768: Briefing to the Minister on Health Check’s close out. 

Members noted this action is still open. (linked to action 767) 

- Action 771: Agree on how to communicate the DBC phase and timeframes. 

Members noted this action is still open. 

- Action 773: Advice on how and when to roll out the programme’s gifted te reo Māori name 

and narrative. 

The Mana Whenua working group met with PLT and provided an update on where the work 

got to on the Programme’s narrative and gifted name. The C&E team will be working on how 

to roll this out internally and externally. Mana Whenua partners shared they were confident 

with where things were headed.  

It was mentioned that the Mana Whenua working group was involved in this work. Helmut and 

Kirsty are at the governance level, so are receiving updates but are not involved within the 

day-to-day conversations. It was noted that a representative from Ngāti Toa was currently 

missing from the Mana Whenua Steering Group. Barbara McKerrow and David Dunlop to 

discuss this offline. 

- Action 783: Proactive conversations with the Regional Growth Forum. 

The Programme met with Tracey Martin ahead of the Regional Leadership Committee and 

ongoing meetings are arranged with Kim Kelly. Will keep building the relationship.  

- Action 809: Work through concerns over programme office costs for 2022/23 with Waka 

Kotahi. 

Adam Howard-Brumby is still working with Waka Kotahi on financials and programme costs. 

This is still a risk, but work is underway to mitigate it.  

 

5 For approval: Hutt Road innovating streets trials Hannah Hyde 

Hannah Hyde spoke to the papers for the Hutt Road innovating streets trials. The papers were taken as 

read.  

Hannah shared a presentation and gave an overview of the purpose of the approval sought. The Hutt 

Road innovating streets trials are done to test ideas to enhance cyclists’ and pedestrians’ safety. A 

point of note is to consider what can be done on the footpath to ensure children are able to safely 

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



 
 

Note: some of the contents of this document may be subject to legal privilege 
 

 

Minutes Page 3 of 10 

cross the cycling lanes. Other point of note is to help change the cyclists’ behaviours and draw their 

attention to the fact this is a shared pathway and they need to be careful of vulnerable users 

(children). Will work with the four childcare facilities, the school dance and cyclist groups to run two 

trials (one in July and one in August) before doing the final design. Also taking into consideration how 

the programme will work in partnership with businesses. 

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Noted these trials were good for the area but will also have wider benefits for the city.  

• Concurred an emphasis needed to be made that the outcomes sought from these trials were 

not limited to cyclist safety but also pedestrians, especially vulnerable users (children). 

• Noted the trials could be a good opportunity to engage and rebuild the relationship with 

businesses and public.  

• Supported the approach.  

• Approved the Innovating Streets trials outside of Active Explorers and Best Start on Hutt Road, 

including engagement and co-design with key TQHR stakeholders 

Hannah Hyde left the hui. Alastair Patrick and Rowan Oliver joined the hui. 

6 For approval: Travel Behaviour Change single stage business 

case   

Alastair Patrick 

Alastair Patrick spoke to the Travel Behaviour Change single stage business case. The papers were 

taken as read. 

Alastair gave an overview of the Travel Demand Management work and explained the purpose is to 

encourage people to change transport modes via a range of soft measures. It was raised it is difficult 

to link soft measures to specific benefits.  

 

 The Management case has been redrafted and an implementation plan for the first two 

years proposed. . The details of the management and implementation plans are still being finalised, 

and the peer review of the economic evaluation is currently underway. If there are any major changes, 

these will be brought back to the LGWM Partnership Board. Discussions on resources are still ongoing. 

The Board was comfortable with the Travel Behaviour Change single stage business case.  

Members shared their feedback and questions on the paper: 

- There was strong support for the need for travel behaviour change activities to support the 

other LGWM Programme packages. 

- It was noted the paper was not easy to read, and that it might have been better for Board 

members to not have attached the entire SSBC.  It was however noted that there was a 

requirement to supply the business case as the LGWM Partnership Board members are signing 

it off.  

- It was noted that even though five packages are mentioned within the business case, the 

decision should be clear that only Packages A and B are being approved at this stage as the 

commuter parking levy has not been approved.   

- The work done by the programme team to produce the SSBC and papers was acknowledged.   

- A discussion on the timing of the approval of the management and financial cases, and the 

implementation plan, noted that this can still be done during the pre-election period.  

s 9(2)(g)(i)
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Brett Gliddon joined the hui. 

 

- It was agreed the business case can be approved separately from the Programme Preferred 

Option Report. The costs for each option should be incorporated.  

- The relationship between travel behaviour change and other Programme activities, including 

infrastructure development, was noted.  

- There was a discussion around the possible delegation to partner CEs.  It was agreed that it 

was appropriate for CEs to agree to operational details such as contained in the management 

case and implementation plan.  After approval, the delivery will be managed by the LGWM 

Partnership Board.  

- A discussion on evaluation and the proposal for the use of a continuous approval process 

noted that clear criteria will need to be identified to evaluate against, and that care should be 

taken to ensure that pre-approval each NLTP period did not become an extended and overly-

bureaucratic exercise.  

- The need to have a good communication process and have a clear story for Councils was 

agreed.  

 

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Approved the Travel Behaviour Change single stage business case subject to: 

a. Approval only of Packages A and B in the SSBC, excluding Packages C, D and E, and off-peak 

public transport fare subsidies; 

b. Approval of operational details (the Management Case, initial Implementation Plan and 

any consequential changes to the Financial Case) by LGWM Partner Chief Executives;  

c. A satisfactory peer review of the economic evaluation included in the SSBC (currently 

being completed) 

• Noted that this excludes any activities related to a possible commuter parking levy  

• Noted that the approval of the SSBC by partners could proceed separately from the 

Programme Preferred Option report  

 

 Alastair Patrick left the hui. Andrew Cooper, Alex Mersi, Adam Howard-Brumby, Declan Millin, Paul 

Clearwater and Sarah Ropata joined the hui. 

7 For approval: Delivery structure process and objectives Andrew Cooper, Alex 

Mersi 

s 9(2)(f)(iv)
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Andrew Cooper, Alex Mersi left the hui.  

8 For approval: Transformational programme preferred option Adam Nicholls, Rowan 

Oliver, Adam Howard-

Brumby, Paul Clearwater, 

Sarah Ropata 

A presentation was shared.  

Adam Nicholls spoke about the review and assurance work. There were still some outstanding 

immediate priorities that could not have been resolved due to a lack of time. It was agreed they 

needed to be closed out as well as the comments raised by partner TAGs. It was also noted that Te 

Waihanga had supplied feedback about Carbon and Economics, but there were some issues that 

needed to be worked through before closing this out.  

Discussions ensued: 

- It was noted it was unlikely Te Waihanga would have a formal involvement in the work done 

for the Cabinet paper. 

- It was noted the programme will try to address the TAG comments and respond to the peer 

review findings within a week.  

- It was noted Brett Gliddon will connect the Emissions Reduction Plan (ERP) team to LGWM.  

- It was raised that some uncertainties and issues would not be dealt with before the decision 

such as cost escalation, population and land use, peer review, MCA moderation, MRT mode, 

Carbon.  

s 9(2)(f)(iv)
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- It was discussed and concurred the need to have more clarity on the four scenarios relating to

Urban Development and to strengthen the rationale behind these to ensure there is a good

understanding they are a forecast and not a definitive value.

- It was noted the need to close out the external peer review as there remains some risks linked

to the unresolved comments. It was noted to strengthen the part about counterfactuals.

- Other requests for amendments to the assurance part of the report were made and Adam

Nicholls will incorporate these.

- It was noted this was the indicative business case, and more evidence would follow as we

move to the detailed business case. The recommendations allow for flexibility.

- The need to be careful when talking to Councillors about carbon and mode shift was noted in

order to avoid any confusion regarding the purpose of the programme which is to get people

out of cars. Carbon is not the only focus of the Programme and this combined objective. This

needs to be strengthened within the report.

Action 844: Close out the external peer review of the PPOR and resolve TAG comments – Adam 

Nicholls, David Dunlop 

Action 845: Strengthen the part about carbon and mode shift in the report – Adam Nicholls 

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Agreed that, once peer reviews had been closed out, the external peer reviewers and Te

Waihanga should be advised that their recommendations have been considered and inform

them of which ones will be implemented.

Action 846: Inform Te Waihanga and the external peer reviewer their recommendations have been 

considered and advise which ones will be implemented – David Dunlop 

All members and attendees left the hui for a ten-minute break (10:40am). 

David Dunlop spoke about the recommendations and the process followed. More work has been done 

on carbon which has elevated the importance of Urban Development. The recommendations are 

providing advice on where the programme should head to in order to reach the outcomes sought. 

There are a lot of risks associated with this, especially around urban development outcomes and cost 

escalation. David Dunlop expressed his confidence about the recommendations put forward, while 

acknowledging there could be some nervousness regarding public perception of allowing room for 

flexibility. Looking for feedback from the LGWM Partnership Board on the recommendations. 

It was noted that the Minister wanted to take the Transformational Programme preferred option to 

Cabinet for decision, which would remove some risk from the programme concerning public 

perception. The Minister appears to be reasonably comfortable with the direction of preferred 

programme option.  

It was noted that partners and Board members were comfortable with the recommendations, however 

it was identified a need to make some points clearer and more robust.  

Discussions ensued and feedback was provided on the recommendations: 
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- Recommendation 3 is not clear enough and might be missing some additional information 

about higher capacity BRT. 

- The counterfactuals need to be more robust, and provide more clarity on the benefits and 

downsides otherwise it might confuse the decision makers.  

- Need to take into account the broader system costs, as other parts will be involved (such as 

Three Waters) and highlight the significant investments that will need to be committed outside 

the Programme to deliver the outcomes. There is a significant risk to the Programme of not 

having the complimentary parts being delivered. Consider what the implications for the 

partners would be.  

- It was concurred that the fundamental recommendations would not change and there will be a 

need to work through all the issues to get to the DBC, irrespective of mode. It was 

recommended to keep the recommendations on light rail as they are and to not pre-judge the 

Cabinet outcome. 

-  

 

  

- It was noted recommendations were articulated for approval by the partners. However, as 

these were now going to Cabinet, the wording may need to be amended and robust evidence 

provided to support the recommendations.  

- It was noted recommendation 1 needed to be strengthened to highlight it relied on 

achievements and if these were not attained, then the following recommendations would take 

precedence.  

- It was concurred to change the wording to “note the funding envelope is” within 

recommendation 12. 

- It was noted that sequencing was not the only aspect to accelerate the programme as set out 

in recommendation 7 and to amend the wording accordingly.  

- It was recommended to have all recommendations regarding funding under one point.  

- It was noted the criticality to have an executive summary so Councillors and/or decision 

makers can be clear on what is expected from them as there are a lot of recommendations.  

- It was concurred the aspiration was to have the council paper ready at the same time the 

endorsement on the recommendations is made by the LGWM Partnership Board. 

Feedbacks and requests for amendment were noted by Adam Nicholls who will include them into the 

paper.  

 

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Noted great progress had been made on the preferred option report and recommendations. 

• Discussed the recommendations and provided feedback.  

• Requested the programme team to consider the feedback provided and reshape the 

recommendations, as well as deal with the outstanding issues and comments. 

• Requested the programme team to update the recommendations and bring them back to the 

LGWM Partnership Board by the end of the following week (ending 20 May 2022) 

• Noted they were comfortable with where the programme is heading.  

• Noted the finalisation of the IBC will follow delegation of each partner. 

 

s 9(2)(g)(i)
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Action 847: Consider the feedback provided, reshape the recommendations, deal with the 

outstanding issues and comments – Adam Nicholls, David Dunlop, & Partner Leads 

Action 848: Update the recommendations and bring them back to the LGWM Partnership Board by 

the end of the following week (ending 20 May 2022) – Adam Nicholls & David Dunlop 

 

It was mentioned that the complete Cabinet paper process could take up to 10 to 12 weeks, which 

would delay the decision to mid-August. However, the Minister currently expects to have this 

completed within the original timeframes (end of June), so we need to plan on this basis until we have 

confirmation of timeline. It was discussed what would be shared with the Governance Reference 

Group and Councils. It was concurred this was a confidential matter that couldn’t be shared wider at 

this stage and not until communications from the Minister’s office have been made. It was noted the 

next partners meeting with the Minister is occurring on the 24 May and therefore, Sir Brian Roche 

should meet with Daran Ponter ahead of that date to discuss the matters set out in the letter sent on 

behalf of Greater Wellington Regional Council.   

  

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Agreed to support the LGWM Programme in the Cabinet paper process. 

• Agreed no wider communication regarding the cabinet decision should be made at this point. 

• Agreed the aspiration was still to work to the end of June 

• Agreed the message to be given to the Programme team was that the recommendations 

should be worked on again, there is a need for more legal advice, time pressure are known as 

well as the request from partners to do more thinking.  

 

Sara Hay left the hui. 

 

Rowan Oliver spoke to the schedule and risk management.  

It was discussed and concurred the steps to get to the decision wouldn’t change. Only potential 

change would be regarding the dates. The assumption is to have the IBC approvals completed by the 

end of the year.  

It was noted the need to identify risks on the DBC and resolve funding questions by July. An update to 

the LGWM Partnership Board will be provided once this has been completed.  

 

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Noted the assumption the IBC approvals would be completed by December 2022. 

• Noted the funding request will be brought back to the LGWM Partnership Board at the 

completion of the IBC. 

 

Action 849: Bring back the funding request to the LGWM Partnership Board at the end of the IBC – 

Programme Director 
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Adam Howard-Brumby gave an update on cost share and clarifications were provided to members  

when necessary. It was noted there were two decision points: one on the preferred option and one on 

the NLTP.  

 

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Agreed they were comfortable with the current state of the cost share. 

 

Nigel Corry left the hui. Sarah Ropata joined the hui.  

 

Paul Clearwater introduced himself to the LGWM Partnership Board and spoke to the communications 

plan. Some communications will be released concomitantly to the council paper release. The 

programme won’t engage with property owners until later in the process (at the end of the IBC). This 

could be influenced by the Cabinet decision and the final IBC close out.  

Some engagement with property owner was already completed last year, and this new round will be 

narrowing down the target audience. It is critical to be careful about when the communications are 

done, and a conservative approach should be taken to mitigate the risks.  

It was concurred the communication plan should be targeted at the people directly impacted, but also 

focus on the wider impact of the transformation of the city. It was agreed that there had been 

challenges with stakeholder engagement in the past and there might be entities where we could use 

the preferred programme decisions to reset the relationship. There will be very high expectations of 

how the programme will communicate and it is critical to have clear plan about who to engage with.  

It was agreed that despite the ambiguity around the timing of the Cabinet decision, it is important to 

start the process of building relationships and resetting the way the parties communicate with one 

another, as it has wider effect than just that specific decision.  

It was concurred the onboarding of the new Programme Director could be a good opportunity to reset 

the communication with some stakeholders and the public.  

 

The LGWM Partnership Board: 

• Agreed the Programme needed to prepare a communication process that will support the 

Cabinet and partners decision, do specific engagement to property owners at the right time 

(delay any communications until more certainty is received). 

• Supported the communication approach as outlined in the paper and recorded above.  

 

Rowan Oliver, Adam Howard-Brumby, Paul Clearwater and Sarah Ropata left the hui. 

 

9 For discussion: Programme Director’s report, latest report to the Minister David Dunlop 

Members discussed several areas relating to the reporting: 

- A common theme raised within the Director’s report was about workloads and wellbeing. It 

was suggested new timeframes might help with this. 
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-

- Increase in LGWM staff numbers and change of premises: It was noted this is currently being

worked on with Waka Kotahi. It was agreed this will need to be brought back to the LGWM

Partnership Board for decision.

- Increase in volume of media / parliamentary / OIA queries received: It was concurred there is a

need to have a robust process to manage queries relating to the Programme. The LGWM team

has been resourced to accommodate these, however Waka Kotahi is feeling under a lot of

pressure and more support is needed. It was concurred it is likely there will be more queries

once the new PD will be appointed and onboarded.

Action 850: Develop and communicate a model answer approach – Paul Clearwater 

Action 851: LGWM workspace upgrade work to be brought back to the LGWM Partnership Board for 

decision – David Dunlop / Programme Director 

10 Any other business and close Chair 

No additional points were brought up by members. 

The Chair thanked members, guests and attendees and closed the hui at 12:40pm 

Cate Baxter recited the closing karakia. 

s 9(2)(g)(i)
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