
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Governance Reference Group minutes 
Document #0264/21 

Date, time: 13 December 2021, 2pm 

Location: via Teams  

Present: Ngāti Toa: Helmut Modlik  

Greater Wellington Regional Council: Daran Ponter (chair); Roger Blakeley 

Wellington City Council: Mayor Andy Foster; Deputy Mayor Sarah Free  

Observers: Wellington City Council: Jenny Condie 

Waka Kotahi: Emma Speight 

Greater Wellington Regional Council: Josh van Lier  

LGWM Board: Dave Brash; Luke Troy; Nigel Corry 

LGWM Partner Leads: Moana Mackey; Dave Humm 

In attendance: David Dunlop; Gunther Wild, Barry Watkins (item 2); Luke Troy (item 3); Moana 
Mackey, Tom Pettit (item 4); Cate Baxter (secretariat) 

Apologies: Waka Kotahi: Nicole Rosie 

Taranaki Whānui: Kirsty Tamanui 

Waka Kotahi Board: Sir Brian Roche  

1 Welcome and apologies Chair 

The Chair welcomed members and attendees to the hui. They explained the need of an extra meeting 
to discuss MRT and the two spines: Golden Mile and Jervois Quay. They noted that these two spines 
were now both happening, not only one of the two. Apologies were received from Nicole Rosie, Kirsty 
Tamanui and Sir Brian Roche.  

David Dunlop (DD) requested that the partner leads be allowed to attend the meeting.  This was 
agreed by the meeting. 
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2 Deep dive: Items arising 23 November, action #663  Barry Watkins 

DD explained the steps the programme had undertaken to determine the decision for two spines for 
the MRT programme with the Quays route being the one moving more people quickly. An 
understanding was reached that both routes are being used and it would be difficult to keep only one. 
The decisions re MRT are not yet made, but GRG members will be brought onto the journey when this 
happens. 

Barry Watkins (BW) - presented to the meeting re the determination of the MRT route and took the 
attendees through the variables that contributed to the decision of the preferred routes. 

The Chair called for questions  

Roger Blakely (RB) asked what was being described by MRT – BW confirmed that this was the Quays 
route 

Re the stated difference of 6 – 8 mins compared to those that were quoted in the 2018 document, DD 
explained that some ambitious assumptions were made when the document was developed. BW 
stated that the new figures assume no intersection delay on route and added that this was dependent 
on the standard of signal priority being achievable, which might not be the case. Reduced intersection 
delay on the Quays route is easier to achieve than on the Golden Mile route as there are fewer 
intersections, crossings, and stops as well as less pedestrian activity.   

Daran Ponter (DP) introduced a slide which showed weekly patronage of current bus services. General 
discussion ensued including boardings in and out of Golden Mile. It was confirmed that the Golden 
Mile would carry the bulk of the load and based on current assumptions this would be done by bus. 

Sarah Free (SF) asked how much more disruption would be caused by putting light rail through the 
Golden Mile. BW responded that the issue is around services and reconstruction of pavements, citing 
the example of George Street in Sydney where there were major disruptions for a 2-year period.  

It is asked how Light Rail (LR) is powered – BW explained LR is powered by both battery and wire, with 
current battery technology lasting approx. three quarters of the journey.   

 
 

  

Questions were raised regarding the connectivity to the railway station especially where the units 
would be stored and charged, as well as if the connectivity was better on Golden Mile or the Quays – 
BW replied that no decision has been made  

 
  

It is asked if it would it be better to go through Kaiwharawhara – BW explained that the demand would 
be low, but this might be a possibility. Luke Troy (LT) stated the cost would be a factor regarding the 
extension to Kaiwharawhara.   

It is asked if decisions should be made until stabling area is confirmed. 
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Andy Foster (AF) asked if the numbers on DP’s slide were current. He added there is a need to know 
how many have destinations in central city. – BW stated most are not going through the city. 

Action 688: BW to provide assumptions on Golden Mile figures that have been used in modelling 
(current and forecast)  

SF asked about the differences of physical dimensions between buses and light rail. – BW explained 
both were almost the same dimensions and the same size corridor was needed. Cornering requires 
more space for LR as opposed to buses.  There needs to be provision for buses to pass each other but 
less necessary with LR due to the larger capacity. Part of detail design on Golden Mile allows for buses 
to pass.  Problem areas are Willis and Manners Street.  

Action 689: LGWM to provide more information re the comparative disruption of Golden Mile current 
proposal (pedestrian only) and if used for MRT (DD) 

Action 690:  BW to provide details of stabling options considered to date.  

DD stated that the meeting needs to agree there were two PT corridors – this was confirmed by all.  
DD went on to explain that most people who come into the railway station then walk and don’t take 
the bus. The advantage of MRT using the Quays corridor is that it opens up the commercial corridor 
and extends the CBD further south. 

DP asked about the document prepared by RB detailing the pros and cons for each corridor. 

RB spoke to his document. 

Discussion ensued. 
 
Jenny Condie (JC) reminded the attendees that the programme is about building for the future, the 
decisions should be made for where the city should be, and not for how the city currently is. JC also 
questioned the value of spending time (5 mins) basing decisions on whether or not members think 
people will walk 300 meters. 
 
AF advised that it appears more people would travel on buses than LRT, therefore putting the buses on 
Golden Mile would be the best option. If the LRT was on golden mile, it would mean more people 
having to walk. 

Helmut Modlik (HM) asked for clarification re the resilience issue, adding there needs to be a clear 
view on which route would be the more resilient when earthquakes happen.  DD replied that the 
mode slightly more resilient than the other is the Quays.  

JC stated that current numbers of patronage can’t be used as they are looking for urban uplift.   

Action 691: BW to do more work with Metlink team re system thinking and provide an update in the 
future. 

Action 692: BW to respond in writing to Roger Blakeley’s paper 

3 For noting: Future delivery model Luke Troy 

Luke Troy (LT) spoke to the future delivery model presentation. 
Rele

as
ed

 un
de

r th
e O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82



 
 
 
 
 
 

Minutes Page 4 of 4 

Questions –  

AF asked if the needed urban development is progressing and what was done to encourage/facilitate it 
 
  

It is asked how many extra houses were needed to justify BRT/LRT corridor? DD will provide numbers. 

Action 693: DD to come up with numbers re how many extra houses are needed  

LT advised one issue that has been identified is the complexity of approvals process. The relationship 
re governance and management is not clear. There needs to be an agreed balance between speed and 
oversight. 

SF asked who is authorising the new structure - LT replied all three partners will need to approve it. 

It is asked how the cost share will work going forward - LT responded that there is a separate piece of 
work being undertaken to address this. 

4 For discussion: WCC Comparing Cities report Moana Mackey, Tom Pettit 

Moana Mackey and Tom Pettit spoke to the WCC Comparing Cities report. 

Other cities that had done LRT and BRT and that were similar to Wellington in size, topography, etc 
were looked at.  All had experiences similar to what is currently experienced here. 

RB asked re the Grenoble case study if the PT patronage figures and approval information were typical 
across all case studies.  Tom Pettit (TP) explained that there were lots of modal shifts across all cities 
however there were more details available from Grenoble. It was a struggle to find modal data for BRT 
cities, with better data being available for LRT cities. 

Action 694:  LGWM (BW) to provide modal data for the future 

JC mentioned it seems most cities build more than one line so there’s a need to consider where 
another line might be. 

AF asked if any thought had been given to other journeys apart the ones to and from the CBD. - DD 
replied the models have been made for peak journeys, however thinking had been done for off peak 
trips too. MM added this was where the urban development part of the programme was coming into 
play. 

Action 695:  LGWM (BW) to provide a report back on off peak trips and assumptions to date  

5 Any other business Chair 

The Chair thanked members, observers and attendees and closed the hui at 4pm.  
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