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Glossary Note 
 

Throughout this report, the word “programme” is used to describe the programme of work that 

embodies Let’s Get Wellington Moving.   

“Baseline” or “baseline schedule” is used to describe the composition, order and timing of the package of 

investments comprised within the LGWM programme.  
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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 

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. 
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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. 

9(2)(a), 9(2)(g)(i)
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LGWM Background 
 

17. Let’s Get Wellington Moving (LGWM) is a joint initiative between the Government, Wellington City 

Council, Greater Wellington Regional Council and Waka Kotahi.  LGWM began with establishing 

the kind of city and region that the community wants, and defined the transport system needed to 

enable that.  Its focus is on the area from Ngauranga Gorge to Wellington International Airport, 

encompassing the Wellington Urban Motorway and connections to Wellington Regional Hospital 

and eastern and southern suburbs. 

 

18. Following input from 10,000 Wellingtonians, LGWM developed a set of urban design and transport 
principles to guide its work and inform its programme objectives, which include: 

 Enhancing the liveability of the central city; 

 Providing more efficient and reliable access for all users; 

 Reducing reliance on private vehicle travel; 

 Improving safety for all users; and 

 Ensuring the transport system can adapt to disruptions and uncertainty. 
 

19. LGWM’s aim is to build on Wellington’s unique character to deliver a great harbour city and 

region, accessible to all, with attractive places, shared streets, and efficient local and regional 

journeys. 

 

20. The Minister of Transport, with support from the Mayor of Wellington and Wellington Regional 
Council Chair, announced the LGWM indicative package of investments on 16 May 2019.  This is 
made up of a number of projects to improve walking, cycling, public transport and liveability in 
Wellington, namely: 

 A walkable city - accessibility and amenity improvements, setting safer speeds for vehicles, 
and walking improvements.  

 Connected cycleways - cycleways on Featherston St, Thorndon Quay, Courtenay Place, Dixon 
St, Taranaki St, Willis St, Victoria St, Kent and Cambridge Terrace and Bowen St.  

 Public transport (city and north) - dual public transport spine through the central city on the 
Golden Mile and Waterfront Quays, rail network improvements and bus priority on 
Thorndon Quay and Hutt Road.  

 Smarter transport network - full integrated ticketing, transition to integrated transport 
network operating systems, travel demand management measures including Mobility as a 
Service, parking policy improvements and education and engagement.  

 Rapid transit - provide rapid transit as part of the wider public transport network from the 
railway station to Newtown, and Newtown to the airport.  

 Unblocking the Basin Reserve - package of minor at-grade changes to improve reliable access 
for all modes, for example lane reconfiguration and removal of on street parking, Basin 
Reserve grade separation between north-south movements, east-west movements and any 
rapid transit corridors.  

 Mount Victoria Tunnel and widening at Ruahine Street – construction of an extra Mount 
Victoria Tunnel and widening of Ruahine St and Wellington Road to improve access for buses 
and dedicated walking and cycling facilities.  
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Review Brief 
 

21. As the LGWM programme progresses towards delivering its first Indicative Business Cases, and 

following the economic impacts of COVID-19, the Partnership Board and the Governance 

Reference Group considered it was an opportune time to have an internal review undertaken of 

the LGWM programme. 

 

22. The overarching question presented was “What are the building blocks for the successful delivery 

of LGWM?”  The Partnership Board considered these were likely to include, but not be limited to; 

time, cost, resourcing, scope clarity, joined-up decision making between partners, quality outputs, 

risk management and monitoring.   Equally important were the values and behaviours the LGWM 

team and partner organisations were bringing to enable successful delivery of the programme. 

 

23. We were asked to consider the above question in the context of five pillars: Governance, 

Programme, People and Culture, Systems and Processes, and Gap Assessment1. 

 

24. For the purpose of this report, a gap assessment has been incorporated within our commentary on 

the other four pillars.  Our findings in each section state where we consider elements of the 

programme to be sub-par, absent or behind where they should be at this stage.  Our 

recommendations seek to bring such elements back into line and ensure they are appropriate and 

relevant for the current phase.  Therefore, we do not intend to address Gap Assessment as a pillar 

in its own right, but rather consider the report in its entirety to assess current versus desired state. 

 

25. The desired outcomes of the review were as follows: 

 The Partnership Board have a clearer understanding of the current status of the programme, 
opportunities, risks and areas on which to focus; 

 The Partnership Board can discuss the recommendations and agree a clear actionable plan 
for the next phase of the programme; and 

 There is support for the findings from key stakeholders. 
 

26. The review team undertook a series of interviews incorporating the Programme Director, tier two 

managers and project workstream leads within the LGWM team, programme advisors, Technical 

Advisory Group and Technical Working Group members, Steering Group members, Owner 

Interface Managers, Partnership Board members and Governance Reference Group members.  We 

also reviewed a significant amount of documentation pertaining to the establishment of the 

programme, public facing documents, governance papers, operational documents and advisor 

reports. 

 

27. Our summarised findings and associated recommendations from the interviews and 

documentation review follow.  

  

                                                           
1 Technical review of the projects, consideration of the funding and financing of the programme, and assessment of 
operating expenditure were outside the scope of this review. 
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Pillar 1: Governance 
 

Findings 
 

28. A consistent finding across the interviews is that trust and confidence in the programme 

governance function is low.  There is a universal view that there are too many layers; the structure 

is confusing; and the decision-making is fragmented.   

 

29. Each partner organisation has multiple touch-points (and influences) into the programme via the 

Technical Working Group/Technical Advisory Group members, Owner Interface Managers, Funding 

Steering Group members, Programme Steering Group members, Partnership Board members and 

Governance Reference Group members.  For the most part there is confusion as to why three 

governance layers (including the Programme Steering Group) are necessary given the level of 

working input below.   

 

 

30. While the Terms of Reference are clearly stated for each governance group, it appears that these 

are not being adhered to, and the governance/management lines are becoming blurred, as well as 

duplicated.  The governors themselves noted that they do not feel as though they are ‘governing’ 

particularly well, due to the structure (and the canvassing/work-arounds that occur outside of the 

structure), the decision-making/approval rights (many of which reside back in the partner 

organisations), and the level of information being provided for meetings (micro not macro, volume 

over clarity). 

 

31. While feeling there is genuine support at governance level for the programme, most interviewed 

(including governors) felt that individual organisational preference still prevails, i.e. there is a lack 

of evidence of a ‘best for programme’ or cohesive ‘one team’ approach at governance level, and 

there is a perceived power imbalance based on agendas and budgets. 

 

Recommendations 
 

32. The efficiency and effectiveness of programme governance needs to be addressed, noting that to a 

degree governance will improve as the programme performance lifts.  We recommend that the 

programme governance structure be flattened, sharpened and empowered.   

 

33. It would also be prudent to consider the introduction of independents to the governance 

structure, particularly at Partnership Board level, to bring impartiality, a conflict resolution focus, 

and potentially programme expertise to the table. 

 

34. There needs to be a deliberate shift from reactive governance to proactive governance, with a 

macro view on delivery and outcomes, not a micro view on layers of individual work packages and 

operational matters.  This will partly be enabled by the governance groups setting their own 

agendas and determining the reporting required.  We also recommend revisiting the Terms of 

Reference and RACIE matrix to assess the appropriateness of current decision making/approval 

rights, including their remoteness.   

9(2)(g)(i)
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35. Empowerment is key, as is adherence to appropriate structure, process and procedure.  There 

should be no work-arounds/short cuts into the programme or into the partner organisations, with 

conduits for information sharing and decision making/approvals to be per reporting structures, 

Terms of Reference and the RACIE matrix. 

 

36. It is also essential that selected governors have the capability to operate at governance level and 

the capacity to do the role justice.  The programme needs focus, strong strategic oversight, 

guidance and attention at governance level. 

 

37. Practically, we recommend that: 

 The Programme Steering Group and Partnership Board be merged into a single governance 
layer; 

 The Governance Reference Group works to its current Terms of Reference providing high 
level, strategic programme oversight and stakeholder management;  

 The Partnership Board and Governance Reference Group work together as two coordinated 
layers of governance, with appropriate information sharing and the Partnership Board 
reporting directly to the Governance Reference Group; and 

 The Governance Reference Group and Partnership Board be empowered by the partner 
organisations to have approval rights/delated authorities to minimise approvals required 
from elsewhere within the partner organisations. 
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Pillar 2: Programme 
 

Findings 
 

38. The key finding from our review is that there is no ‘what is best for programme’ thinking driving 

the required outputs.  In practical terms, the programme is not being run as an integrated, 

cohesive, prioritised and outcomes-driven package of investments, but rather as a series of 

independent projects. 

 

39. There is no active programme discipline or methodology guiding and consolidating individual work 

packages, therefore a true programme baseline cannot exist - only a delivery schedule for 

individual projects, which takes no account of prioritisation or integration, trade-offs or 

interdependencies.  The programme in its current state will not deliver on its objectives.  The 

quality and validity of Indicative Business Cases are at risk due to not being driven by a programme 

view, and this will likely result in wheel spinning and the rework of options.  We also note that 

little thought has been given at this stage to delivery entity(ies) and/or process, which is an 

important component of both the business case analysis and partner organisations’ future 

planning. 

 

40. We note that some programme planning documentation has been prepared by the LGWM team 

over the last 6 months, and therefore there is an understanding (albeit late) of the need for this 

discipline.  However, there is little evidence of detailed design, operationalisation or 

implementation. 

 

41. The team have recently released the Programme Report and Economic Evaluation RFP to market 

in order to ‘buy’ this programme framework expertise from a consulting firm in report form (a key 

requirement within the RFP being to “define and evaluate the combination of projects that make 

sense at a programme level”).  We do not consider it sensible to proceed with this approach at the 

present time, given no clear underlying basis on which to undertake this work.  The programme 

drivers, objectives and outcomes were not reassessed by the partner organisations following the 

selection of the indicative package of investments, nor have they been reconsidered in light of a 

post COVID-19 economy. 

 

42. There is one politically and publicly tolerable chance for the programme to refresh and refocus.  

The time is now, while intervention can add value to the current phase of the programme, rather 

than put it completely off track. 
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Recommendations 
 

43. The programme requires a pause to enable proper programme discipline to be designed and 

implemented, and to give the programme time to resource up appropriately (see People and 

Culture below re capacity and capability). 

 

44. During the pause, the programme 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 package of investments that also addresses affordability (cost 
and funding) and deliverability (sequencing and delivery) constraints. 

 

45. The last two recommendations will enable a refreshed and more credible programme baseline 

schedule to be produced2.  This programme baseline can then be approved by the partner 

organisations, with delegated authority to the Partnership Board to oversee its implementation, 

which will occur at LGWM team level via an updated Management Plan. 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
2 We note that this may form part of the work undertaken by the successful respondent to the Programme Report 
and Economic Evaluation RFP.  We recommend that the Terms of Reference for this piece of work are reassessed to 
ensure alignment with the above approach and the Partnership Board’s expectations. 
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Pillar 3a: People 
 

Findings 
 

46. Our principal finding from a people perspective is that the programme was not set up for success 

from the outset.  The programme was inadequately resourced with the right capacity or capability 

to build, develop, and implement an integrated programme of this scale and complexity.  

Additionally, the resourcing of critical programme monitoring and support functions (e.g. 

communications and engagement, technical director) occurred after the individual projects were 

well established and operating in isolation.   

 

47.  

 

 

   

 

48. Several key roles within the LGWM team remain vacant or are being filled by temporary or interim 

appointments.  The use of consultants is also very high.  This creates issues in terms of team 

culture, legacy and embedded intellectual property.   

 

49. The programme’s ability to attract and retain key talent is affected by LGWM’s brand reputation in 

the market – the brand is currently diminished due to perceived lack of delivery and future 

uncertainty, and presents a potentially difficult proposition for prospective employees.  During the 

pause and reset phase, particular consideration needs to be given to the repositioning of the 

LGWM brand if it is to continue.  

 

50. To further complicate matters, the programme Human Resource practices are inefficient, 

convoluted, and prohibitive to appointing positions expediently.  This is due to business-as-usual 

recruitment processes of partner organisations having to be followed.   

 

51. The programme does not have a formal performance framework, either at a team or individual 

level (e.g. key deliverables, Key Performance Indicators), and therefore has limited ability to 

measure, monitor and manage progress and performance.  A lack of a formal framework weakens 

the programme’s ability to drive focus and behaviours.   

 

52. There is also a strategic leadership vacuum.  No obvious ‘champions’ (as opposed to passive 

supporters) exist for the programme in terms of building the brand, heading off challenges, 

fostering collaboration across all stakeholders and driving unity for programme outcomes.   

 

  

9(2)(a), 9(2)(g)(i)



Let’s Get Wellington Moving - Health Check December 2020  12 

 

Recommendations 
 

53. The programme must use the recommended pause period to undertake a strategic evaluation of 

its people capacity and capability, and importantly of its capability gaps.  This evaluation should 

determine the appropriate mix and balance between programme employees, contractors and 

consultants, for each stage of the programme.  Generally, the greater the degree of 

stability/permanency of the employees (to the extent that is possible), the greater the ownership 

of the outcomes, and the stronger the team culture. 

 

54. Supporting the outcome of the evaluation, the programme should have its own recruitment 

function that can operate in an unconstrained and expedient manner under delegated authority 

from the partner organisations.  To the extent that incentives are needed to attract and retain the 

right people, these should be considered. 

 

55. An appropriate performance framework should be implemented at both team and individual level.  

The framework needs sufficient flexibility to adapt its measures and management according to the 

lifecycle of the programme. 

 

56. Partner organisations need to be cohesive, consistent and deliberate in their internal and external 

support of the programme.  This strength of support should create and empower brand 

champions within the governance structure and LGWM team. 
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Pillar 3b: Culture 
 

Findings 
 

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

programme approach holds true, and that the holistic objectives would not be achieved if the 

programme was disbanded and delivered as separate work packages by respective partner 

organisations.  On the basis that partner organisations are committed to seeing the programme 

through, it is critical that an appropriate culture is fostered to best deliver the outcomes. 

 

58. With the above in mind, we consider that 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. 

 

59. The programme has not evolved to having its own identity – instead, people working in projects 

identify themselves relative to their ‘home’ or ‘hiring’ organisations (colloquially it is language of 

‘us’ and ‘them’, not ‘we’).  This has meant the programme has struggled to unify people into a 

cohesive, high performing team.   

 

60. There appears to be good collaboration within individual projects, but the lack of programme 

integration and lack of transparency into the governance/ decision-making layers has meant 

people feel isolated within their own projects.  This has created an absence of unification as a 

LGWM team.  People remain strongly supportive of the programme, but consistent feedback was 

that people found the environment ‘frustrating’ and requiring a ‘high degree of resilience’ to work 

there.  

 

61. People within the LGWM team felt that the culture had become combative and that differences of 

opinion, constructive feedback, and views on how to be more strategic are met with contempt.  

Consequently, people are reluctant to engage or participate in any meaningful collective manner 

and are weary of putting their views forward.  This has resulted in little foundation for effective 

channels of communication or collaboration within the programme.  We note that the programme 

has drafted a code of conduct, but this has yet to be approved. 

 

62. At a governance and partner organisation level, a culture of collaboration led by consistent and 

cohesive support for the programme, an agreed vision and evidenced by unified leadership is 

lacking.  This lack of unification permeates down into the programme and creates nervousness and 

disengagement. 

 

63. In May 2020, the Institute for Collaborative Working New Zealand provided an assessment and 

report on improving collaboration at LGWM.  The results, themes, observations and suggested 

improvement plan from this report are still valid. 
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Recommendations 
 

64. There is no instant fix for culture, however as a starting point we recommend that the 

improvement plan from the Institute for Collaborative Working New Zealand report be 

implemented to create a stronger ‘one team’ environment.   

 

65. Addressing the recommendations contained elsewhere in this report will assist in reshaping the 

culture through clarity of objectives, unified vision and direction, integrated work practices, clearer 

communication channels and performance frameworks. 

 

66. The programme code of conduct should be finalised, approved, and implemented – it should 

ensure it covers all programme resources including contractors. 
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Pillar 4: Systems and Processes 
 

Findings 
 

67. The programme utilises and is entirely reliant upon partner organisations’ systems, and by default 

this creates three different repositories, three different access functions and potentially three 

different versions of ‘the truth’.  While the use of three different systems creates inefficiency and 

complexity, if it is necessary then the standardisation of processes and procedures (including 

templates), information storage and sharing, and reporting can minimise this impact. 

 

68. The programme lacks a functional internal control environment, in particular there is an absence 

of monitoring controls, quality controls and key performance indicators.  The measure of collective 

output and the quality of work-in-progress is difficult to consolidate and ascertain at any given 

point in time. 

 

69. Currently, no regular independent assurance is being undertaken and therefore opportunities for 

improvement and corrective actions are not being identified – it is a case of the programme not 

knowing what it does not know.  

 

70. The programme has also suffered from not fully embracing the value of strategic communication, 

inclusive of an embedded stakeholder engagement, management and communication plan.  The 

programme has been guilty of not previously garnering and assessing public opinion and support.  

The programme has worked hard in the last few months however to improve this position, but it 

has been hampered by the need to work through the respective partner agency communications’ 

functions.  The timeframe for communication and engagement decisions has been elongated due 

to the internal processes of the partner organisations.  We understand that the programme has 

recently engaged a third party to assist in designing and delivering a strategic communications 

strategy. 

 

71. The programme has a Management Plan, which is still in draft but is designed to ‘assist and guide 

the LGWM team’.  The Management Plan addresses the majority of operational facets across the 

programme, but the detail to support and execute the plan’s promulgations is missing. 

 

Recommendations 
 

72. The Management Plan should be revisited and refreshed once having considered the impact of all 

the recommendations contained in this report.  The programme should invest in developing and 

implementing standardised operational processes and procedures as supporting addendums to 

the Management Plan. 

 

73. As part of the Management Plan refresh, the programme should ensure that sufficient controls are 

in place around critical processes, and that these controls are adequately documented.   
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74. An assurance plan should be developed by the programme, approved by the Partnership Board 

and executed by an independent assurance provider.  The timing of any assurance reviews will 

need to carefully align to stages of the programme lifecycle in order to ensure that value is 

delivered at the optimal time, and to allow for corrective actions.  

 

75. The strategic communications plan needs to ensure that it has a workable and agreed framework 

with the partner organisations to ensure that decision timeframes are not protracted.  The 

programme, in some areas, may benefit from having autonomy over stakeholder engagement, 

management and communication, and this should be contemplated in the plan.   

 

76. A benchmarking exercise for public opinion, support and interaction is also required so that there 

is a clear understanding of the level of public support across various demographics. 
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Other Considerations 

 

Risk Management 
 

77. Effective risk management is an essential discipline in any large programme of work to understand 

and manage uncertainty, exposures and threats to the realisation and delivery of objectives.  As 

part of the review, we were asked to consider ‘the risks of the Programme and how well these are 

being identified and managed’.     

Findings 

78. Risk management is not prioritised or receiving sufficient focus at a governance level or 

programme level.  The lack of priority and focus is partially driven by deficiencies in quality of risk 

analysis, risk evaluation and reporting, particularly for a programme of this size, scale and 

complexity.  This in turn is symptomatic of risk management not being embedded as a 

standardised mandatory process across the programme.  While operational risks appear to be 

managed at an Indicative Business Case level, the active identification, analysis, and management 

of strategic risks at the programme level are not.  

Recommendations 

79. The Partnership Board should request a coherent and complete risk profile for the programme.  

This can be achieved by embedding risk management as a prioritised programme discipline.  Risk 

needs to be given the requisite amount of focus by governors to ensure individual risks and risk in 

totality is tolerable, and that attention is focused on the right risks at the right times, and that risk 

informs decision-making.  Risk is a continuous process and regular risk refreshes and ‘deep dives’ 

should be occurring. 

 

80. The programme currently utilises Waka Kotahi’s risk assessment tools, which have been partially 

tailored for the programme, but this remains incomplete.  As a matter of priority, the programme 

needs to complete and finalise any further tailoring of these risk assessment tools, including risk 

escalation thresholds and quantitative tolerances, so as to create a risk framework that sets out 

how risk management is undertaken specifically for LGWM. 

 

81. From a completeness and accuracy perspective, we note that the risks noted in the programme 

business case have not been transferred to the programme risk register.  Our observation is that 

the strategic risks noted in the business case are still entirely relevant and should be included in 

the current programme risk register.  Risk causations, consequences and mitigations of business 

case risks should be re-evaluated prior to being recorded in the programme risk register. 

 

82. The risks recorded in the programme risk register are rudimentary in their formation.  A far higher 

degree of analysis and evaluation is required to better understand what the real risk is, in what 

specific circumstances it could materialise, if it is a risk that is controlled by internal or external 

factors, and a far clearer understanding and analysis of ‘how bad could it be’ in terms of its 

primary consequence. 
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83. Of the strategic level risks currently recorded in the programme risk register we note that the 

assigned owners of each risk are people operating at the programme level (e.g. Programme 

Director or Funding & Finance manager etc.).  We are of the view that many of the strategic level 

risks should be owned by the Partnership Board.  The programme requires a clear and 

unambiguous definition and delineation between a ‘risk owner’ and person(s) responsible for a 

risk.  The table below provides an example of the distinction and definition: 

 

Risk Owner Responsible for Risks 

Person(s) who have the authority to accept the risk.  In 
doing so, the risk owner(s) acknowledges the impact, 
likelihood and speed of onset of the risk relative to the 
risk treatment proposed to be undertaken. 
 

Person(s) responsible for the risk are those with the day to 
day ability and authority to manage and oversee the risk.  
This includes being responsible for ensuring the 
treatment/mitigation plans are implemented.   
 

 

Structure 

 

84. There has been a lot of opinion expressed by interviewees that an autonomous structure would 

solve the majority of problems and allow the programme to get on with things and deliver.  

Autonomous structures, however, are not devoid of issues.  The Crown has recent experience in 

establishing several Special Purpose Vehicles to deliver major infrastructure projects and 

programmes, and has highlighted the key areas of challenge as: 

 Governance 

- Clear purpose and objectives 

- Clear roles and accountabilities 

- The right mix of skills and experience 

 Relationship between joint sponsors/shareholders 

 Devolution of decision-making 

 Time and cost of establishment. 
 

85. Often, structure is focused on as being a single fix when things are not working as intended.  

Assurance practices, however, identify that structure should be the last component tested as the 

point of deficiency.  Structural solutions in isolation do not solve anything unless the other 

component parts (e.g. mandate, process, people, reporting, methods, systems) are operating 

effectively and efficiently. 

 

86. The issues identified throughout this report will not be solved by a structural solution - lack of 

clear direction and appropriate strategic frameworks, capability and performance issues, 

behaviours and partner interests will remain.  As previously noted, there is no single point of 

failure, but critical improvements must be made across several areas in order to set the 

programme up for success. 
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87. Focus at this time 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.  To do so will address underlying issues that exist irrespective of structure.   

 

88. 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. 
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Learnings from other Regions 
 

Canterbury 
 

89. Independent quality assurance reviews, reviews by the Treasury's Major Projects Monitoring Unit, 

and Office of the Auditor General reports show that there were a number of lessons learned from 

the establishment and operation of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority/Christchurch 

Central Development Unit in implementing the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (incorporating 

the 13 Anchor Projects) post the 2010 and 2011 earthquakes. 3 

 

90. Specific concerns noted during its operation were: 

 The decision-making framework was convoluted and impracticable.  This elongated decision 
lead times and put project delivery at risk.  There needed to be an agreed process for making 
timely decisions. 

 Little consideration of the future phases of the recovery plan and planning for them at a 
strategic level.  Strategic decision-making needed to be separated from operational decision-
making. 

 An initial lack of programme approach to planning and delivering the projects.  This meant 
that project interdependencies were not understood or well managed, opportunities to 
sequence and prioritise construction in ways that could maximise benefits, efficiencies and 
share labour were not well judged, and scarce skills (such as commercial skills) were not 
shared between projects.  It also meant that funding approvals and other decisions for 
projects were made without due consideration of the effect on the scope and benefits of the 
overall programme. 

 Risk trade-offs were not well considered or quantified across the programme, including cost 
escalation for delays, and there was no framework to understand the acceptance or transfer 
of risk. 

 Delivery timelines were overly ambitious and created unrealistic expectations. 

 Base cost estimates were not robust, with a strong reliance on contingency. 

 Lack of commercial expertise at the core and a heavily consultant-led approach that was not 
cohesive. 

 An initial lack of effective financial and management controls to control unnecessary 
spending. 

 Lack of an effective performance framework that linked recovery activities to the desired 
outcomes, set realistic targets and was reported on. 

                                                           
3 “Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority: Assessing its effectiveness and efficiency”, Controller and Auditor 
General, January 2017 
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 Governance arrangements were not fit for purpose to deliver the outputs and outcomes in 
the most effective and efficient way.  Particular attention needed to be given to the clarity of 
responsibilities between governance and management at both an organisational and project 
level. 

 Communication and engagement with the community was mixed.  Communication needed 
to acknowledge delays as well as celebrate progress in order to manage people's 
expectations and build trust and confidence in the agency.  

 Natural tensions between partners were not well prepared for and managed.  This could 
have been better managed by establishing a clear and detailed funding agreement, outlining 
the roles and responsibilities of all parties, and ensuring open discussion at a governance 
level. 

 

91. We consider that all of these observations are relevant lessons learned for LGWM to consider 

during its pause and reset phase.  

 

Auckland 
 

92. Auckland has embarked on a number of significant collaborative initiatives to deliver its growth 

and transport system needs.  The Auckland Transport Alignment Project (ATAP) is one of these 

initiatives, and is focussed on joint planning and delivery of transport projects with central and 

local government working as strategic partners, including Auckland Council, Auckland Transport 

and Waka Kotahi. 

 

93. ATAP has built consensus on a prioritised programme of transport system investments that aligned 

with land use and urban form outcomes (including access to employment, addressing congestion, 

mode share and increased net benefits to users).  

 

94. The Supporting Growth Alliance is the formal delivery structure for ATAP, and has been operating 

since 2018, endorsed and funded by the ATAP partners.  Its purpose is to investigate, plan and 

deliver the transport networks needed to connect selected urban growth areas over the next 30 

years.  The aim is to preserve the network over the next five years, with growth projects staged for 

funding allocation and delivery over the next two decades. 

 

95. Reviews of ATAP have indicated that its strengths were:  

 Clear and concise agreed objectives;  

 Staged deliverables with firm deadlines; 

 An independent programme director; and 

 A joint working group that developed a prioritised programme based on evidence and 

consensus, rather than on any one organisation’s priorities. 
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96. Room for improvement was found in: 

 The need for a simplified governance structure (from 3 to 2 layers); 

 Dedicating sufficient time pre-project to relationship building and rigorous project planning; 

 Securing sufficient internal resourcing and backfilling their roles as necessary; 

 The best use of consultants and ensuring clarity of their role in the project; and 

 Placing sufficient focus on communications and engagement. 

 

97. As an initiative and a structural solution built on common purpose, collaboration and joint funding, 

this is a model worth exploring further. 

 

Western Bay of Plenty 
 

98. The Bay of Plenty has had its SmartGrowth strategy for over 20 years.  Aligned with this is the 

Urban Form and Transport Initiative and the Western Bay of Plenty Transport System Plan (TSP). 

 

99. The SmartGrowth governance structure includes appointed Crown Ministers.  It has long term 

strategy development and monitoring oversight, although no delivery responsibility for specific 

investments across the region.  TSP is aligned with the SmartGrowth strategy and addresses urban 

form and transport outcomes of the Western Bay.  In this sense, TSP is similar to LGWM.  

 

100. TSP has a chief executive governance group, independently chaired and with an independent 

programme director appointed to drive the Programme Management Office and programme 

outputs. 

 

101. TSP’s strengths have been to build on the principle of partnership (public and private), 

collaboration, a prioritised programme of investments with a system operating framework and 

model to guide decision making.  It has an independent chair and programme director, both 

committed to driving progress against a disciplined critical path programme.   

 

102. TSP has most recently achieved agreement across councils and Waka Kotahi, to engage with the 

public through the Long Term Plan consultation programme on the investment needed to address 

Western Bay of Plenty transport system needs.  This has been achieved within 9 months. 

 

103. TSP is not without challenges, some common to LGWM.  These include creation of a culture of 

collaboration across agencies with differing political leadership drivers - which in turn influence 

organisational responses.  Alignment of outcomes is largely completed, but the incentives and 

investment needed to deliver the next phases are work in progress.  Transparent and informed 

engagement and conversations with the community, and linking benefits to ‘willingness to pay’ is 

now on critical path.  Partnering with iwi has been challenging and needs to be strengthened. 

Alternative approaches to finance and funding (beyond simply rating) are required if the aspiration 

is to be delivered upon.  These are currently under consideration. 

 




