





Board Matters Arising
(as at 15 June 2021)

Meeting / Item Action Owners Dué Status
15 June 2021 Confirm appropriateness of use of | BEEGRSEEEE / MoT| July 2021 Closed
Auckland Light Rail name with
Ministry of Transport
15 June 2021 Discuss Community Engagement | Lucy Riddiforeh/” | July 2021 Closed
2 Feedback from :crlmeframtes with Minister of \[\//IVa_Lr(a Kotahi/
Sponsors Meeting ranspor ©
Discuss Community Engagement July 2021 Closed
timeframes with Mayor and Auckiand Council
Deputy Mayor
Project to meet with Kainga Ora to July 2021 Closed
discuss |mpllcat|ons of the NPS UD Meeting held on 7 July
on the project. ) L
with Katja Lietz, Cr. Darby,
Margi Watson, ahead of
the Board discussion on
urban form.
15 June 2021 Management to provide further Out of Scope July 2021 See risk paper in this
4A. Monthly Report and information on Risks month'’s board pack.
Programme
15 June 2021 Confirm if Public iQrisport Tommy Parker July 2021 The metric of 45 minutes

4B. Mobilisation
Leaders Report

Accessibility Measures are applied
in New Zealand.

Public Transport travel
time being used as an
accessibility measure for
Rapid Transit across New
Zealand and was
developed in first version
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Board Matters Arising Q()\/
(as at 15 June 2021) O>
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Meeting / Item Action Owners Duec_. Status
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of ATAP and has
continued to be used in
all subsequent versions.

Tommy Park?§

8. General Business

Confirm approach to Gate
Review N

Treasury

Discuss Assurance Panel July 2021 Closed.
Candidates with DU of Scope | OutofScope
\@ B et with
Q) I on 7 3uly.

15 June 2021 Management to consider * July 2021 Closed.
5A. Communications & | €nNgagement with relevant
Re'port Agencies to agree a set of shared

messages ‘{b’

42
. ¥ \

15 June 2021 Management to add Iwi SQ' July 2021 Open
5B. Mana Whenua Engagement and to Risk Regi s‘rs
Engagement Discussion
15 June 2021 Tommy Parker/ | July 2021 Closed.

See assurance paper in
this month's board pack.
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PROJECT DIRECTOR'’S REPORT

13 July 2021

Comms and Engagement

The project has experienced a big change in the last week with the ‘geihg live” of the
communication and stakeholder plan. We undertook a round of media’briefings,
launched the project website (lightrail.co.nz) and commenced forinalengagement.
This has brought new energy to the project team.

Media coverage has been mixed, with the main points of coptention being the
perceived lack of detail, and holding back on providing stakeholders with real
information. This is however offset by some of the engagerment feedback, particularly
from councillors and local board members, who expressediconcern that some
communities have no knowledge of the project and need to be brought into the
picture before getting into details.

The team and | remain comfortable with the lewel of detail we have put into the public
domain and are confident that the material withprevoke the right discussions and the
feedback we need. That said we should cofsider at what point we look to release
further information. Clearly we need to martage the flow of information and be very
clear on the consequences. Your thouglits and feedback on this would be appreciated.

Business Case Development

The team have progressed fromthe long list of over 30 options to the short list of 5
options. There is a paper in this Month’s board pack. This process has removed from
further consideration a nuntker of mode options which have strong external advocates,
such as Trackless trams and*Heavy Rail options. Additional focus will be applied to
ensuring the rationale fordiscarding these options is clear and can be concisely
articulated.

Milestones

At the request of the Minister of Finance at the last sponsors meeting we have
compiled and circtlated details of the project milestones. The report is attached for
your reference.

Risk Management

Followihgrthe risk discussion at the last board meeting we have commmenced a review
of the=project risks.

Key/members of the Establishment Unit held a risk workshop on 23 June 2021,
faellitated Dave Debney from Auckland Transport. This provided a good opportunity
fonthe team to take a whole of programme view of the key risks. The team focused on
tHe key risks for the establishment unit phase of the project. The outputs from the









EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ° 2 o

Progress Highlights from June 2021

It has been a very productive month for the Unit with significant progress in all areas. The biggest highlight would be th@nch of the

Project Status

media campaign, which went live on July 1st. Initial feedback has generally been positive with a few vocal dissenting VWES. Scope Resources
Workshops defining long-list and then short-list options have been completed, meaning the Unit is now focussed é%(amining the

merits of five favoured options. It was pleasing to see an extra hybrid option added at late notice, a credit to th(c’omprehensive and Risk lssues
innovative approach being fostered by the Technical Support and Business Case teams. (b'

A key focus point for the Unit in these initial months has been to get the project moving, to create mome . Without this it would

have been very difficult to get the progress needed in such a short timeframe. The team has now begtﬁn\ process of refining the Budget Schedule

purpose of the unit, ensuring a tightly managed and aligned approach from this point forward. Assu@ processes are now in place.

Activity levels at Level 10, 203 Queen Street, are starting to ramp up and the buzz can now be fgl@und the office.

Points of Focus for July 2021 m Key — Red/Amber/Green Status

Refinement of information to support option selection at the start of August. %

Continued work to engage closely with central, local government and sponsors to ensure the project is heading in the
right direction and that the best possible engagement and understanding of the activities of the Unit are conveyed.

Off track, immediate attention needed

. . NN . . Risk of falling off track, attention
Establishment of the IAG (the Independent Assurance Group). An internal um@revnew decisions and to provide

o - ) needed
strategic direction to the Unit. N
Further workshops are planned to refine the success factors and vision ofithe Unit, to ensure an exceptional level of
performance is attained and maintained. Risk of falling off track, attention
needed
Increased focus on programme performance with reporting and aqcé,.l‘gtability emphasised.
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ASSURANCE ° -

An Assurance Framework is being established which contains four different sets of activities targeting different
aspects of the work within ALR.

Planning is underway to support a Gateway Review process. The timing’and scope of this is yet to be confirmed,
however at this stage we expect it will occur after the substantive wofk to inform the recommendations in
November has been complete.

An Assurance Panel is being established whose role will be tosupport the Board in their deliberations. The
Assurance Panel will have members who are independent,.likely from overseas, with experience in delivering Light
Rail or similar schemes. The experience sets will be broad-and include funding and financing, delivery entity
form/responsibilities, social license (community engagément), design/construction, and urban form/development.

Within the ALR project team, an Internal Assurance Group (IAG) has been established to ratify key assumptions and
decisions. The IAG members are independent from the workstream leads who will bring recommendations to the
IAG on an as needed basis.

Within the ALR technical workstreams, a Peer Review regime is being implemented to verify the multiple technical
reports being delivered. Peer Reviewers are independent and are sourced from agencies involved in the project or
external consultants. Included within this'is use of Treasury Clinics for the Business Case workstream.
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ASSURANCE ° 2

Members for the Assurance Panel are being contacted to discuss their availability and willingness to participate. Two

favoured candidates have been identified as, together, they will provide the-breadth and depth of experience
appropriate for this panel. They are:

Frank Allen — Chairman Irish Rail (Dublin, Ireland); Advises on infrastructure finance and operations, transport,
renewables and social housing. Advisor for the World Bank. Responsible for planning and delivery of Luas Light
Rail in Dublin, Ireland. Previous involvement in ALR, advised-Waka Kotahi Board during 2018.

Ana Chau - independent consultant, recommended by Jreasury. Depth of experience in transport sector,
including in business case assurance having worked at.nfrastructure Australia where she led their work on
reviewing business cases for Australian Government,investment decisions.

The Internal Assurance Group (IAG) has been establishied to ratify key assumptions and decisions. The IAG members
are Tommy Parker, Claire Stewart, Richard Hancy and John Williamson. The IAG will meet on a weekly basis, with the
workstream leads bringing recommendations ta the IAG for decisions to be ratified. Reporting to the ALR Board will
included updates on key decisions made each'month.
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Board paper

Meeting date: 13 July 2021 ¥ 0
Subject: Weighting of objectives, Long List su y and trade-
offs

Author:
Date: 7 July 2021 ,&
Pages: 5 plus annexures K

1. Purpose \O

This paper outlines the proposed weighti che project objectives,
summarises the Long List-to-Short List gptiorridentification process and
identifies some of the trade-offs that ne be considered in the context
of the project. .

2. Recommendations ’\()
It is recommended the Board: S§

Note the contents of thi r
Endorse the proposed tings of the project objectives

¢ Note the emerging réults of the Long List process

¢ Note the emerging -offs

3. Strategic Re&ce

In order to assess and,identify preferred modes and routes for the project,

as requested in th inet paper, it is necessary to establish an
assessment fra k that applies weightings to the project objectives. It

t the Board has an understanding of the trade-offs

is also importa
that will need@e considered and provide any feedback on those trade-
offsin adva@ Short List option assessment.

4. Bgtdkground

The B as previously considered and endorsed the project objectives.
Ind ing those objectives, the Establishment Unit went through an
In ent Logic Map (ILM) process which set out the project’s problem

ents and benefits and allowed the Establishment Unit to frame the
s areas for analysis and research.
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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 aré
preferred.

The Unit considers that the project is as much about unlockingwrban
development as it is about the provision of a rapid transitsseryice.
Accordingly, the Unit recommends that these objectivesibe given equal
weighting — reflecting an integrated transport and landfUse story.

The Board has previously indicated the importance 6f'earbon reduction for
this project. For this project carbon reduction will largely be achieved
through the change in urban form and reductioriin Vehicle kilometres
travelled - i.e. through delivery of the other objéctives. The Establishment
Unit therefore considers carbon reduction is @pgropriately addressed with
a 20% weighting which will enable that objective to influence the choice of
option towards the option is most sustaimable’and which best addresses
carbon reduction.

The objectives and proposed weightingsrare:

Unlocking significant urban development potential, supporting | 40%
a quality compact urban form and enabling integrated and
healthy communities.

A rapid transit service that: 40%
e Is attractive, reliable, frequent, safe and equitable

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

¢ Improves, access to employment, education and other
opportunities.

A transport intervention that embeds sustainable practice and | 20%
reduces Auckland’s carbon footprint.

An ILMgiagram is attached setting out the problem statements, benefits
and pbjectives 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
Mieasures 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.



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.andlight rail in

Mangere.

A map of the route options is set out below. (The hybrid ®ption combines
Sandringham light metro with Mangere light rail).






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 consideted
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 capatity,
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 morewrban development
uplift. Finding the appropriate balance for the cogridor 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 Mangere, 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 samejtrack) in the future with North Shore and
North West lines. In that scenario Queen Street would likely experience a
volume of light rail traffic thiat would be inconsistent with a pedestrian-
orientated environment.

Route Trade-offs
There are a number ©f trade-offs relating to route choice, beyond the
simple differencesfin communities impacted. For example:

- Sandringham Road appears to have more urban development uplift
potentialthan Dominion Road because of large areas of
underdéyeloped Kainga Ora landholdings, a trend towards relatively
larger landholdings and reduced areas of special character overlay or
volcaniCviewshafts.

-  Da@mimion 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.

4 WLight rail routes through Bader Drive and the Mangere 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.



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 aCeess stops
or stations, land will likely need to be acquired to widen,the corridor
at multiple points.

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

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

There appears to be insufficient spacetovaccommodate a surface
light rail line at the University/AUT«n Symonds St without disrupting
large volumes of bus services fromrether parts of the city. By
comparison, a Queen St light rdil line will still enable some improved
access to the University/AUT b@t patronage will be somewhat less
than a direct connection.
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Long List assessment approach

Long list options
developed for route
and mode

Used Early
Assessment Sifting
Tool (EAST) approach
to reduce options

Short list options
Identified













Entire Route Options identified

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

Further analysis undertaken
of sub-options in Central City,
Isthmus and Mangere

Sandringham and Dominion
Road require further analysis

Mangere 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.




Final Short List Options

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







The urban approach

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 transfoermation for Auckland and the corridor will
inform the choice of route and mede

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, acrgss all agencies, will be required to realise the level of
transformation needed fram both an urban and transport perspective to inform
the delivery entity

Board Presentation Urban Workstream



Project outcomes

Access and
Integration

Improved access to
opportunities
through enhancing
Auckland’s Rapid
Transit Network and
integration with

Auckland’s current
and future transport
network.

Environment

Optimised
environmental
quality and
embedded
sustainable
practices.

Urban and
Communiy

Enabling of cquality
integrated urban
comunities,
especiaily around
Mangere,
Onrechiunga and Mt
Roskill,

Experience

A high quality
service that is
attractive to users,
with high levels of
patronage.

Value for
Money

Effective and
efficient use of all
funding sources to
achieve outcomes
and maximise
benefits.

Board Presentation Urban Workstream






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 plaees are different across
the corridor and will experience different levels of
change

difficult trade offs may n€ed to be made

Board Presentation Urban Workstream



What is the urban aspiration?

Board Presentation Urban Workstream



Urban development methodology




Onehunga development sc:g?narlos as an
example..

Current

NPS UD NPS UD plus










Auckland Light Rail Group

Delivery Entity, Funding and
Procurement update

13 July 2021



Purpose and recommendations

Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to update the board onathe 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 assessmentffamework and endorse the delivery entity scope and
assessment criteria; and

« Otherwise note the contents of this paper.

Detailed scope considerations






Note q/
. . B
1. Delivery Entity Assessment Framework

<

v. Programme
DeI[v%%tity ; Partners

e Delivering on the broad set of
CC2M outcomes can be achieved

through: N

\0
{4
r§
¥

& Function : Case studies /
. . . What will the delivery \
o The Delivery Entity being entity do? learnings

directly responsible for the
wider spectrum of outcomes; or

Wider programme scope not

glarnning Considers powers, capability, change, : directly within Delivery Entity
. . . - Delivery ; i : .
o The Delive ry Ehtlty bei ng : Operations duration of entity, risk etc : remit.

Provides recommended entity scope and
trade-offs of different options

May include: operations,
aspects of urban development,
supporting infrastructure

: Oversite development :

directly responsible for a clearly  Urban development

defined subset of outcomes,

working with partners to deliver 2. Form S\\ o il L IAVAPYs I Considers CRLL and other entities (form, high
on the wider outcomes. What is the best way \ P - level roles and responsibilities) against a set
of delivering this O evaluation of assessment criteria
e The assessment methodology (entity form and key <
roles)?

adopts a form follows function

approac h: Provides recommended Delivery Entity for

the Project

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.

N
1. Define Delivery Entity Scope; Sg) ___________ L

. . 3. Outcomes focus
2. Develop entity options to Clarity of roles,

deliver this; responsibilities

3. Assess preferred option;

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

4. Transition

How to get there Transition Plan

4. Develop detailed governance
structure and partner roles.

DRAFT for discussion









Note

4. |nitial transition considerations

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

e Thereis merit in staging establishment of a Delivery Entity. An interim structure.may be preferable.
e Success of any interim structure will be the right people (capability), behavigurs and governance.

e 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.

e 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






Note

6. Crown / Council hui

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

e Aclear aligned vision of what is wanted for Auckland is needed.
e Each node/ part of the corridor should be considered on its own merit - solutions, skills and shape/form of intensification will differ.

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

e Auckland's growth distribution is not as expected (piecemeal).
e Staged zoning could help with directing intensification and political/ community resistance.
e Ownership of land provides control to drive desired outcomes;

e Kainga 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 commmercial development). It will need ministerial direction and appropriate
funding/commercial sense.

e Many value capture tools are unlikely to be material. Value capture also has a purpose as a behavioural tool.
e A number of trade-offs need to be considered, includifg:
o Value capture and incentivising investmentalong the corridor (rather than other areas in Auckland)

o Quantity, quality and cost of housing, and'vpen space, community areas

Detailed scope considerations



Note
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7. Selected procurement market insights’
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