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Board Matters Arising
(as at 15 June 2021) 

 

AUCKLAND LIGHT RAIL ESTABLISHMENT UNIT                                                                                                                                                                                                          BOARD ACTIONS // 1   

 

 Meeting / Item Action Owners Due Status 
15 June 2021 

  

Confirm appropriateness of use of 
Auckland Light Rail name with 
Ministry of Transport 

 / MoT  July 2021 Closed 

15 June 2021 

3.  Feedback from 
Sponsors Meeting 

Discuss Community Engagement 
timeframes with Minister of 
Transport    

Lucy Riddiford / 
Waka Kotahi / 
MoT 

July 2021 Closed 

Discuss Community Engagement 
timeframes with Mayor and 
Deputy Mayor    

 
Auckland Council 

July 2021 Closed 

Project to meet with Kāinga Ora to 
discuss implications of the NPS UD 
on the project. 

 July 2021 Closed 

Meeting held on 7 July 
with Katja Lietz, Cr. Darby, 
Margi Watson, ahead of 
the Board discussion on 
urban form. 

15 June 2021 

4A.  Monthly Report and 
Programme 

Management to provide further 
information on Risks 

 July 2021 See risk paper in this 
month’s board pack. 

15 June 2021 

4B.  Mobilisation 
Leaders Report 

Confirm if Public Transport 
Accessibility Measures are applied 
in New Zealand.  

Tommy Parker July 2021 The metric of 45 minutes 
Public Transport travel 
time being used as an 
accessibility measure for 
Rapid Transit across New 
Zealand and was 
developed in first version 

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

Out of Scope
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Board Matters Arising
(as at 15 June 2021) 

 

AUCKLAND LIGHT RAIL ESTABLISHMENT UNIT                                                                                                                                                                                                          BOARD ACTIONS // 1   

 Meeting / Item Action Owners Due Status 
of ATAP and has 
continued to be used in 
all subsequent versions. 

 

Discuss Assurance Panel 
Candidates with  

Tommy Parker July 2021 Closed. 

 
 met with  

 on 7 July. 

15 June 2021 

5A.  Communications & 
Report 

Management to consider 
engagement with relevant 
Agencies to agree a set of shared 
messages 

 July 2021 Closed. 

15 June 2021 

5B.  Mana Whenua 
Engagement Discussion  

Management to add Iwi 
Engagement and to Risk Register 

 July 2021 Open 

15 June 2021 

8.  General Business 

Confirm approach to Gateway 
Review 

Tommy Parker / 
Treasury 

July 2021 Closed. 

See assurance paper in 
this month’s board pack. 

 

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

Out of Scope
Out of Scope

Out of Scope
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Board Report: 13 July 2021

s 9(2)(g)(i)
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5. Key Issues 
a. Objectives, weightings and measures 

The Establishment Unit has developed specific weightings for each of the 
objectives and more detailed measures to assess the extent to which each 
potential project option achieves those objectives. Weightings flow 
through the assessment process and influence which options are 
preferred.  
 
The Unit considers that the project is as much about unlocking urban 
development as it is about the provision of a rapid transit service. 
Accordingly, the Unit recommends that these objectives be given equal 
weighting – reflecting an integrated transport and land use story. 
 
The Board has previously indicated the importance of carbon reduction for 
this project. For this project carbon reduction will largely be achieved 
through the change in urban form and reduction in vehicle kilometres 
travelled – i.e. through delivery of the other objectives. The Establishment 
Unit therefore considers carbon reduction is appropriately addressed with 
a 20% weighting which will enable that objective to influence the choice of 
option towards the option is most sustainable and which best addresses 
carbon reduction.  
 
The objectives and proposed weightings are: 
 
Unlocking significant urban development potential, supporting 
a quality compact urban form and enabling integrated and 
healthy communities. 
 

40% 
 

A rapid transit service that: 
• Is attractive, reliable, frequent, safe and equitable 

• Is integrated with the current and future active and 
public transport network 

• Improves access to employment, education and other 
opportunities. 

40% 
 

A transport intervention that embeds sustainable practice and 
reduces Auckland’s carbon footprint. 
 

20% 

 
An ILM diagram is attached setting out the problem statements, benefits 
and objectives with the proposed weighting. The Establishment Unit 
(supported by a multi-disciplinary team of subject matter experts and 
relying on the latest Crown guidance) has also developed a detailed set of 
measures to assist in the Multi Criteria Analysis of options. These criteria 
are set out in a technical note which is available should the Board wish to 
review it. 

Re
lea

se
d 

un
de

r t
he

 O
ffic

ial
 In

fo
rm

at
ion

 A
ct 

19
82



 

b. Long List process  
A brief report is attached which summarises the long list option 
assessment process that the Establishment Unit has undertaken and 
explains how the Unit arrived at the short list of options. The 5 final short 
list options for assessment are: 

- Light Rail – Dominion Road corridor 
- Light Metro – Dominion Road corridor 
- Light Rail – Sandringham Road corridor 
- Light Metro – Sandringham Road corridor 
- Hybrid mode option – light metro on Sandringham and light rail in 

Māngere. 
 
A map of the route options is set out below. (The hybrid option combines 
Sandringham light metro with Māngere light rail). 
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Figure 1: Map of Short List of routes 
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c. Trade-offs  
Identifying a preferred option will require addressing a number of trade-
offs. Some of these (by mode, route and spatial allocation) are considered 
below.  
 
Mode Trade-offs 
At a high level, the decision between segregated light metro and surface-
running light rail modes comes down to a balance between capacity, 
speed and urban uplift on one hand, against cost and complexity on the 
other.  
 
Specifically, initial analysis indicates that segregated light metro may cost 
more but is also likely to deliver greater capacity and more patronage than 
surface light rail, with quicker travel times and more urban development 
uplift. Finding the appropriate balance for the corridor between costs and 
outcomes is the key project trade-off.  
 
There are also challenging equity issues within the mode trade-offs. For 
example, having surface light rail with its more frequent stops may serve 
Sandringham or Dominion Rd communities well, but will create longer 
journeys to and from Māngere, potentially adding in the order of 15-20 
minutes to the 25-minute journey offered by light metro. 
 
There are also future network integration trade-offs to consider. Surface 
light rail may have sufficient capacity for this corridor but be insufficient if 
it were interlined (share the same track) in the future with North Shore and 
North West lines. In that scenario Queen Street would likely experience a 
volume of light rail traffic that would be inconsistent with a pedestrian-
orientated environment. 
 
Route Trade-offs 
There are a number of trade-offs relating to route choice, beyond the 
simple differences in communities impacted. For example: 

- Sandringham Road appears to have more urban development uplift 
potential than Dominion Road because of large areas of 
underdeveloped Kainga Ora landholdings, a trend towards relatively 
larger landholdings and reduced areas of special character overlay or 
volcanic viewshafts. 

- Dominion Road is more direct with implications for patronage and 
uplift for a surface light rail option (less relevant for light metro). 

- Sandringham Road enables a greater degree of regional network 
connectivity through a connection to the Kingsland train station. 

- Light rail routes through Bader Drive and the Māngere Town Centre 
appear to offer greater urban redevelopment benefits than light 
metro routes, particularly if the stations for that mode are in the 
motorway corridor. 
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Spatial Constraints 
There are a number of spatial constraints throughout the corridor that 
require a consideration of trade-offs: 

- While road reserve widths vary, neither Sandringham Road nor 
Dominion Road appear to be sufficiently wide to accommodate light 
rail or trenched light metro while also retaining traffic lanes, 
footpaths and cycleways of an acceptable standard. Given the 
project needs to encourage the use of active modes to access stops 
or stations, land will likely need to be acquired to widen the corridor 
at multiple points. 

- The necessity to acquire land within the Sandringham and 
Dominion Road corridors may enable better urban form outcomes 
and act as a catalyst for urban development. 

- It is understood that Ngati Whatua have aspirations to ‘daylight’ Te 
Wai Horotiu - the stream that runs underneath part of Queen Street. 
Initial analysis, however, indicates Queen St is likely not wide enough 
to accommodate both surface light rail and full daylighting (albeit a 
small stream may be possible). 

- There appears to be insufficient space to accommodate a surface 
light rail line at the University/AUT on Symonds St without disrupting 
large volumes of bus services from other parts of the city. By 
comparison, a Queen St light rail line will still enable some improved 
access to the University/AUT but patronage will be somewhat less 
than a direct connection. 
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Appendix A 
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Appendix B 
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Long list options 
developed for route 
and mode
Used Early 
Assessment Sifting 
Tool (EAST) approach 
to reduce options
Short list options 
identified

Long List assessment approach
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Light Rail and Light 
Metro modes 
favoured
Heavy rail (Western 
Line extension) was 
identified as it 
provided 
alternative 
alignment and 
capacity into 
central city

Entire Route Options identified
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Further analysis undertaken 
of sub-options in Central City, 
Isthmus and Māngere
Sandringham and Dominion 
Road require further analysis
Māngere requires public 
engagement but alignments 
for assessment identified
Heavy rail (Western Line 
extension) was discounted as 
it did not provide the growth 
outcomes sought nor did it 
relieve the central city of 
buses.  

Entire Route Options
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Final (fifth) option 
identified “The Hybrid” 
that sought to get the 
best of both modes, 
higher capacity north of 
Mt Roskill and greater 
segregation (Light 
Metro) and lower cost 
south of Mt Roskill 
where capacity 
requirement not as 
strong

Final Short List Options
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Recommendation:
That the Board endorse the principles that 
underpin the urban approach:

1. The full integration of urban and transport is critical to the success of the project

2. The potential scale of urban transformation for Auckland and the corridor will 
inform the choice of route and mode

3. The needs of current and future communities and places are different across the 
corridor and will experience different levels of change

4. Multiple interventions, across all agencies, will be required to realise the level of 
transformation needed from both an urban and transport perspective to inform 
the delivery entity

The urban approach

Board Presentation Urban WorkstreamRe
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Project outcomes

Improved access to 
opportunities 

through enhancing 
Auckland’s Rapid 

Transit Network and 
integration with 

Auckland’s current 
and future transport 

network.

Access and 
Integration

Optimised 
environmental 

quality and 
embedded 
sustainable 
practices.

Environment

Enabling of quality 
integrated urban 

communities, 
especially around 

Māngere, 
Onehunga and Mt 

Roskill,

Urban and 
Community

A high quality 
service that is 

attractive to users, 
with high levels of 

patronage.

Experience

Effective and 
efficient use of all 

funding sources to 
achieve outcomes 

and maximise 
benefits.

Value for 
Money

Board Presentation Urban WorkstreamRe
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The opportunity of the CC2M corridor
What do we want for Auckland and the corridor?

Urban factors that inform mode, route and subsequently 
station locations:

• long terms benefits
• National Policy Statement for Urban Development 

(NPS UD) requirements
• urban development opportunities – scale and 

what’s required to support the investment
• recognising what’s valued in the corridor
• recognising the needs of current and 

future communities and places are different across 
the corridor and will experience different levels of 
change

• difficult trade offs may need to be made
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What is the urban aspiration?

Board Presentation Urban WorkstreamRe
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Urban development methodology

Board Presentation Urban WorkstreamRe
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Onehunga development scenarios as an 
example..

Board Presentation Urban Workstream

Current NPS UD NPS UD plus
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Auckland Light Rail Group

Delivery Entity, Funding and 
Procurement update
13 July 2021

Re
lea

se
d 

un
de

r t
he

 O
ffic

ial
 In

fo
rm

at
ion

 A
ct 

19
82



Purpose and recommendations

Detailed scope considerations 2

Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to update the board on the delivery entity, funding and 
procurement workstreams and to seek endorsement for the delivery entity scope and 
assessment criteria. 

Recommendations

We recommend that the Board:

• Note the delivery entity assessment framework and endorse the delivery entity scope and 
assessment criteria; and

• Otherwise note the contents of this paper.
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1. Delivery Entity Assessment Framework

DRAFT for discussion

● Delivering on the broad set of 
CC2M outcomes can be achieved 
through:

○ The Delivery Entity being 
directly responsible for the 
wider spectrum of outcomes; or

○ The Delivery Entity being 
directly responsible for a clearly 
defined subset of outcomes, 
working with partners to deliver 
on the wider outcomes. 

● The assessment methodology 
adopts a form follows function 
approach:

1. Define Delivery Entity Scope;

2. Develop entity options to 
deliver this;

3. Assess preferred option;

4. Develop detailed governance 
structure and partner roles.

Note

Powers

Evaluation of entity 
scope

Case studies / 
learnings

Considers powers, capability, change, 
duration of entity, risk etc
Provides recommended entity scope and 
trade-offs of different options

Planning
Delivery
Operations
Oversite development
Urban development

Option dev. and 
evaluation

Recommended 
Delivery Entity

Considers CRLL and other entities (form, high 
level roles and responsibilities) against a set 
of assessment criteria

Provides recommended Delivery Entity for 
the Project

Governance and 
partners

Roles and responsibilities of the Delivery Entity and partners. 
Key governance features.

Clarity on where accountability lies for different parts of the programme and how 
interface can be managed to ensure delivery of wider outcomes.

Delivery Entity

Programme

Transition Plan
Provides a plan for transition from the 
Establishment Unit to end state Delivery 
Entity. Draw out what is needed now and 
what will take longer to implement

Wider programme scope not 
directly within Delivery Entity 

remit.
May include: operations, 

aspects of urban development, 
supporting infrastructure

1. Function

What will the delivery 
entity do?

2. Form

What is the best way 
of delivering this 
(entity form and key 
roles)?

3. Outcomes focus

Clarity of roles, 
responsibilities

4. Transition

How to get there

Partners
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Early work on Delivery Entity, including domestic and international lessons learned, is raising some areas for consideration:

● There is merit in staging establishment of a Delivery Entity.   An interim structure may be preferable.

● Success of any interim structure will be the right people (capability), behaviours and governance.

● The planning phase is critical to ensuring wider outcomes are considered, allowed for and enabled early. Transport, urban and
operational outcomes should be planned jointly in an integrated way.

● A unique vision is required across the whole programme of work. A ‘whole of government’ vision and direction to bring partners together 
and align what good looks like.

Detailed scope considerations 7

4.  Initial transition considerations

Note
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Detailed scope considerations 9

6.  Crown / Council hui
Representatives from the Establishment Unit, the Treasury, Ministry of Transport, Auckland Council, Kāinga Ora and MHUD got together 
to discuss housing and land use. A follow up hui has been organised to discuss Value Capture.

● A clear aligned vision of what is wanted for Auckland is needed.

● Each node / part of the corridor should be considered on its own merit - solutions, skills and shape/form of intensification will differ.

● Enablement (e.g. through zoning) is not a guarantee intensification will happen - market, feasibility and practicalities need to be taken 
into account.

● Auckland’s growth distribution is not as expected (piecemeal).

● Staged zoning could help with directing intensification and political / community resistance.

● Ownership of land provides control to drive desired outcomes.

● Kāinga Ora’s mandate and powers are broad. It can work with and assist the delivery entity in a number of ways (support feasibility, land 
acquisition, development expertise, housing and wider commercial development). It will need ministerial direction and appropriate 
funding/commercial sense. 

● Many value capture tools are unlikely to be material. Value capture also has a purpose as a behavioural tool.

● A number of trade-offs need to be considered, including:

○ Value capture and incentivising investment along the corridor (rather than other areas in Auckland)

○ Quantity, quality and cost of housing, and open space, community areas

Note
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Detailed scope considerations 10

7.  Selected procurement market insights

Note

s 9(2)(i)
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