Office of Hon Dr Nick Smith

MP for Nelson
Minister for the Environment

Minister for Building and Construction

4 0CT 2017

17-0-01210

Edward Ellington
via @requests.fyi.org.nz

Dear Mr Ellington

Thank you for your email of 25 August 2017 requesting the following information under the Official
Information Act 1982 (OIA):

‘In mid to late 2014 you requested a report on the TV Takeback project following the
closure of the original contractor in June of that year. Please could you provide me
with a copy of the report on this project?’

In considering this request, we interpret this to mean the final independent report into the TV
Takeback programme, commissioned by the Ministry and undertaken by IQANZ, entitied “Ministry
for the Environment TV Takeback Programme — Programme Evaluation Independent Quality
Assurance Report”.

The attached table lists the report falling within the scope of your request and notes any OIA
provisions that have been applied.

Under section 28(3) of the OIA, you have the right to ask the Ombudsman to review my response
to your request.

Yours sincerely

Minigter for the Environment

Private Bag 18041, Parliament Buildings, Wellington 6160, New Zealand. Telephone 64 4 817 6805 Facsimile 64 4 817 6505
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What Happened?
A

&

Y
Evaluation Objectives

The objectives of this evaluation were to evaluate the:

e commissioning, including an analysis of the Ministry’s capability an city to undertake rogramme, and if
other options were explored and benefits assessed

e programme governance journey through the phases of the p@?m focusing ecision making

e project management disciplines and processes used, an}af arisofi with b

(\W/Q

Context %
TV Takeback: an opportunity to advance waste mijnimjsation

E-waste can be rasty. Along with lead, cury, arsenic and ium it ontains organic compounds that when burnt
release dioxins and furans —among th{z@o ic substan If released into the ecosystem through leaching
or burning, these can accumulate)n/ ain. It vable — concentrations of gold, silver and palladium are
40 t0 50% more concentrated thé\ ined\ores."

andfilling ensures safety from cradle to grave.
he gold standard in waste minimisation, but at a significant cost. It

E-waste can be reprocesse ~Controlled .
Reprocessing ensures safety adle to
can also be dumped sa e@ ined landfil

Until 2010 New d khad a poor tra in e-waste segregation and management. With Ministry for the
Environment ( tion, the electr and consumer appliance industries had developed a proposal for

mandato% ardshighia 2007. This proposal was in abeyance while government monitored the progress of
: .

volunt rdship regimes w Zealand and mandatory ones overseas.

»eople. While cathode ray tube (CRT) televisions could be used after the digital switchover, it was estimated that up to
600,000 units might be dumped into landfills about the time of the switchover.

1 ‘The politics of e-waste: A cadmium lining.’ The Economist. 26 January 2013

e e e X DTE iy =
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On 23 August 2010 Cabinet considered a submission from MCH on the digital switchover. At the request of the Minister
for the Environment, Cabinet resolved that “officials from the Ministry for Culture and Heritage and the Ministry for the
Environment will work together to develop an e-waste strategy to address the issue of cathode fray] tube telewsmgs’"""

MfE in 201.0: Intense demands and organisational change / \\

9 "
Since 2008 MfE has faced, and successfully responded to, intense demands: freshwate r Gurce maria emg’ﬁt
simplification; EEZ policy; climate change; formation of the EPA; natural resources ;}shlp It bas-also.rebuilt
its policy and organlsatlonal capability. While in 2008 it was described as broken,§ ow avhlgh performl{b
organisation.? That magnitude of change wasn't painless: to achieve long term galns re was si ;{ﬁcanh%ﬁ

turnover.

MFE is principally a policy leader with limited experience and Capablht)(/l}l o) elza/tlorﬁal activ Eﬁ} ds
management team had experience in providing grants to community andind u&ry prOJe/?%‘
But d fi
activities. But these projects were simpler, lower cost an run‘?ﬁm\s Ieng}h rom L \\
ni

The Cabinet directive arrived in an organisation that was urKe Qéﬁnt pressufg and hgdjust enough experience
funding small projects to think that it had the capability 'co\i)\vx roject to respend tothe directive.

4
AN v b e
NN\

Programme Outcomes and Object<‘\k\e5/ Q\\\\f\

TN O

e //C)L

The desired outcomes of the programme were toH \\\ N
o remove end of life TVs from the was}e ;tream ( N \:/\

e increase recycling mfrastr@)tﬂ&@nd;éctor capabdst}« =
e improve knowledge about J/e ling to n‘?&qthe development of a long term e-waste management regime

e raise publicawagenes vt ’hazard eper disposal of TVs and the benefits of recycling, and to build public
support for e-Wﬂste n: fagement.* x
b S

The explicit objectlves<were to:

1. dlveﬂbWOO TVS}FQ%K%M subsidise the cost of recycling these®

2. estabﬁsﬁ mfare than< E/H ations offering takeback services for TVs
@/t“bllsh more Ke ecycler collection sites for TVs
Evelop thefsig/:;;q) ;lnd capacity of the TV recycling sector
5. educat,eé‘l\e\l@; about the benefits of recycling.
Addltloﬁ,m 1gnpfq\t objectives can be deduced from programme plans and Ministerial approvals:
6. —meetWaste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) standards for the recovery and disposal of e-waste

/

hY,
r;. ild support from suppliers, retailers, owners, councils and recyclers for a long term approach to e-waste
“Orfahagement

8. increase MfE’s and the sector’s knowledge of e-waste®

CAB minute (10) 30/10
3 See http://lwww.mfe.govt.nz/sites/default/files/media/About/performance-improvement-framework-follow-up-review.pdf

Briefing note to Minister Adams, ‘TV TakeBack Programme and transition to mandatory producer responsibilities for TVs’, August 2012
5 This was initially 500,000. The figure was revised down in February 2013 when targets, subsidy process and owner contributions were set.

:czmmraﬂ;.m@m:w, ' |Page 6/01,30
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9. meet deadlines for the Digital Switchover

10. operate within the $12.5m budget for communication, collection, recycling and programme management

activities.

/\@/) /2

The Results

Objective

1. Recycle 320,000 TVsby1
December 2014; 80% of TVs by
weight to be reused or recycled

2. Establish more than 200 retail
locations offering takeback
services for TVs

3. Establish more than 40 new
recycler collection sites for TVs

4. Develop the capability and
capacity of the TV recycling

sector

5. Educateth a :;tthe
benefits of recicli

6. EEE¥standards fo

nd dispo
vild sup @pliers,
retailer: ,% ~councils and
recygleds ¥Or a'tong term
approach4o e-waste
e t
C

e MfE’s and the sector’s
owledge of e-waste

@ )
Achievement Assessment
230,000 units were recovered an 13;\/,@;5:\5 were recy 72% of collection
Across the 3 firms, 34% of the és\yprocess target achieved;
43% of recycling
target
This is not explicitly p\c:@
documentation E%Q %igt
130 counci & p
programme. A

is orted.

ogramme Exceeded

Exceeded

6,000 Units continues in e-waste  Partly achieved
e contributed significantly to its
who reprocessed 1,300 units won the

recycle g8,000 units and demonstrates

signiﬁca\s ity
$2.7§~wa\g ed for infrastructure and equipment. RCN
asset rom WMF grants are probably lost.

The ramme had a target of achieving 50% awareness of the Partly achieved
TV Takéback programme at the time their regions switched over.
THis was achieved in phases 1 and 2 but not 3 and 4.

wo contractors met WEEE standards with the exception of Partly achieved
plastics that could not be exported.

Reports are anecdotal and mixed. Some contractors and retailers ~ Partly achieved
are positive about their experience with the programme, while a

small number stated that they would be reluctant to participate

in similar activities in the future.

The two remaining recyclers have increased knowledge of e- Partly achieved
waste recovery, reprocessing, compliance and costs. They report

strong relationships with local collection sites and councils. MfE

has a better understanding of the drivers for, and decision-

makers in, international e-waste minimisation. It also

understands the whole framework needed to establish and

6  Weinfer from programme plans and briefing papers that this might include one-off and long term volumes of e-waste; willingness of parties to
participate and pay for recycling; end-to-end processes; costs and revenues; environmental and business risks; environmental outcomes

7 waste electrical and electronic equipment
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Objective Achievement Assessment

sustain a future e-waste regime. But quantitative mformattoryon
e-waste flows, benefits and costs is still poor. ?

9. Meet deadlines for the Digital The programme met the deadlines on a ‘just in time’ ba}ﬂs

Switchover \ \
AN V)
10. Operate within the $12.5m The Minister approved a $12m from the WMF apd%o 5 waﬁ
budget allocated from the departmental budget. The total’ programme ~ L

spend was $9.9m. (Note that the Iegacyzprﬂjer:t requiredto
recycle the unprocessed 98,000 unlts IS-$£|.‘g}n, 95Ult|ng in a}‘g
increased total spend of $2.2m across):oth pro;ects ) S~ \

'\ I
&* ..\\:‘--./ /

Match readiness

In 2006 government triggered decisions that would léad tq the dlgltal\sw:__, hoyer. While CRT televisions could be used
after the digital switchover, it was estimated-that up toﬁf)o,ooo Units mlght ‘be dumped into landfills about the time of
the switchover. In 2008 MfE had also worked wnth the electrorics ahd consumer appliance sectors to develop proposals
for an electronic product stewardship, reglme Jn' Zo1o the, Mmtstefapproved three WMF grants for e-waste. So while
the Cabinet directive was a surprlse(tbf!pfob?em ofenquf Inbe\CRT “TVs should not have been. Nor should the
Minister’s interest in e-waste proje;ts fondefi from th@WMF ha e been.

NN
As well as being blind to the eMel:giﬁg issue, MfE, dld not have processes and controls to manage a large programme,
like TV Takeback, funded ufider tﬁe«WMF Small pr@;ecgs receiving standard grants from the WMF are assessed by
specialist panels and regular}? manltored »Reapzents,of small grants usually contribute about 50% of the funding, so
with skin in the gan'ke’,,theré dre strong perform‘dnce incentives. A high trust model for grants monitoring is apt.
Programmes funded from the Ministry’s baselifie go through robust planning, prioritisation, budgeting, control and
performance’reportmgprocesses\

The sta Elér,dxcontrﬁ)applled 1ol basellgé funded projects are not applied to projects funded from the WMF.
Expr,essw{n/g ‘ofinterest are. soughfts élicit interest and capability, suitable organisations are selected, they are then
mvttm;i to agptﬁ for grants\ahd they get on with project delivery. Processes suitable for smaller WMF grants are not

s fﬁc:em‘.ly robust to r.ont?al alerge programme like TV Takeback. There may be multiple participants funded from the
WMF. MfE by defauit\becdmes the operational controller but has neither the experience nor resources to do this.
Organlsatuops Bay sthing at risk and monitoring and accountability measures are insufficient to provide the strong
control nee’déd f& offsét this.

)

DlagraT /QQMPQJBISON OF THE CONTROLS IN PLACE FOR PROJECTS FUNDED FROM MfE BASELINE, STANDARD WMF PROJECTS,
2 <ND COMPLEX MINISTER-INITIATED WMF APPLICATIONS

( /\ )

'amzm&b in @nml«:@ i Page 8,0f:30,
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Departmental planning and control processes
4 year planning and prioritisation
Competitive allocation of MFE resources
Financial and procurement controls
Internal and central agency oversight

MFE Baseline
F 3
Plans and processes ~ -
created on case by N
/. case basis A N
! N
Resources (from ! \ \ R Environmental
consolidated fund, ‘\ Semi-competitive S~ ; .
levies, etc) \ ‘invitation to apgly? ~ — ¥ interventions
4 \ \
\\\ \
Minister initiated S~
P — applications for - ~G \
- complex N \ \ 4
, 4 programmes \ Difficult for MfE, \
/ involvinglseveral \ get resource )
< / parties scope interv
Ministerial
and MFE
environmental
funds

A punishing first gramme initiati lanning

o February 201n.to, prepare a response to the Cabinet directive. Even then, the quality of the
problem definitio option g@ralysis was not robust and the benefits were not defined. There was little awareness of
a@

the co t the programme manager and team would need to deliver the programme.

I operatjona
ple explai ey were responding to the Cabinet decision in addition to their existing work. No
r took % s difficult to get support from across the Ministry and the work appeared to be of
T

E worked on the programme at this time. Without leadership, these people did as well

O@
of Interest (EQI) to identify the number and capability of firms that might participate in the
a of an EOl was sound, and identified the recycling and communications firms that would provide

ing factors during this phase were characterised by the Ministry’s lower project management maturity and
ptions around the applicability of the existing (and well-functioning) WMF processes. The Ministry’s lower
project management capability contributed to delays in clarifying requirements and understanding the Ministry's
accountability. Decision making was complex but a clear decision making framework was not agreed up front. The
work’s priority was unclear resulting in a subsequent lack of urgency. Scoping of the programme was also unclear
which contributed to failure to nail down the benefits and to focus on the must do's needed to realise those benefits.
The programme’s contractual, commercial and logistic complexities were not well understood. Programme
management and governance was insufficient for a programme of this nature, with difficulties in defining the role and
competencies of the programme manager, securing resourcing on more than a part-time basis, and establishing a
governance group of appropriate experience.
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A number of assumptions were made during the early phase which drove how the programme was established and run.
These centred on the existing WMF approaches. For example, the Ministry assumed the WMF processes (which had
served smaller WMF projects well) would be sufficient for the much bigger, multi-party programme. In the same v?',n/>
the fact that the three recycling firms had participated in earlier and smaller WMF projects, Ied@gjeMmmtry to assUme
they’d have the technical and financial wherewithal to participate in the larger scale prog mme <S e potenﬁ’ai— i . \/
contractors assumed that previous WMF practices (such as the WMF covering additio ts} would also apﬂaly to the

TV Takeback Programme. /\ : St

\“‘w,
Fundamentally, the greatest errors were a failure to assess the benefits and challeﬂa the approach the sio
recognition that the programme was larger and more complex than MfE coptd-handle |tself thé?&[uctance to get
technical and commercial advice from the get go; and delays in supporting @fa d escalatm@@bnef lack of

strong leadership.

A new Minister for the Environment was appointed in March 2012 req} ng’further é‘% n@d fresh decision-
making. This resulted in some delays. Had initial briefings beer)/ f\gn/allty, the Lg1{|t well have been less.

In August 2012, just two months before the start of Phase :(‘a ne tmg Operatlc’ms Direttor took ownership of the
programme, strengthened governance and appointed rr’:t\sn  Seaff memb ras Programme Manager. By this stage
about six MfE people were working on the programm %he ere al

House. There was also high turnover in this ‘virtuahtearm!® ith’ people b
fluctuations in their BAU workload.

artit ie-and dispersed across Environment
llocated and withdrawn in response to

The new Programme Manager negotiate;lt"—x‘ ull-time comrr{x}t/ifie)ILQ team and located them together. The team
now comprised eight staff and the Program )énager. In addi Q\l‘i[‘th“e interim Director was working 50-75% of his
time on TV Takeback. AL D\

N

There was still no detailed programme p!an and sch ghl @ ons needed to be made on the fly. And, with the
information system still in de\.‘elop’mer}t the team\waﬁor ing with only anecdotal information.

A brave fight back - prog(\mmeﬂeiwery

From such a difficul %rt the/ﬁrogramme am\responded remarkably well. The first stage of the digital switchover
covered Hawke's By d,th\ef\West Coast — } \gnough to be a real test, but still of manageable dimensions to work

throughi issues as they\ The as no findncial contribution from TV owners during this pilot and this increased
community.r pqn ere was g mwork with the MCH communications team, and relationships with the
retailers,{ ;y;le(\a?

d counc(fis/ze& ng. The team identified a number of health and safety issues and took swift

correctwe %tmi} The te this period as both exhausting and reassuring.

Du@hgence occury e thi(ecycling firms had started work and the report was received in November 2012.
Medlum risks were ld ntifi \or RCN, primarily because they were newly established, and high risks were flagged for
SIMS because {thekﬁ to charge TV owners $25 per unit. The due diligence report was silent on further risk
monltorlng,fa{ld &ertiply raised no major concerns.

The |nfggj}tior‘r\system was implemented during Phase 2. The team was under pressure to support operational
activi thefe was little time to verify and analyse performance information - a case of the urgent trumping the

Thz re§>lers commissioned their own technical audits. A standard approach designed by MfE might have resulted in
mdre-consist information on technical performance.

The team evaluated the pilot and, based on preliminary results, MfE presented the Minister with options for volumes,
recycling subsidies and user contributions. In February 2012 the Minister approved the updated targets, subsidy prices
and maximum owner contribution. Phase 2 (covering the rest of the South Island) went live that month.

Responses in some centres were unexpectedly high, with some stores being inundated with CRT TVs. While this
created a logistical headache for retailers, it increased customer numbers and business. As a short-term activity many
retailers loved it, but their enthusiasm soon waned when storage and transport problems outweighed increased sales.

[r__'—ﬁ@mmrmm Confidence : IO
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Especially at the beginning of the programme, community response was high and media coverage was enthusiastic.
Despite the inherent hazards of a new programme handling heavy TVs and dismantling toxic waste, there were no

operational incidents.
The issue of export permits under the Basel Convention was problematic, with it often ta nths to P
approval. During this time contracts with offshore processors sometimes expired and thee rt

negotiating export deals again, all the time incurring storage and finance costs.

At this stage contractor performance was going to plan. RemarkIT was on tar Q0D UNits.
SIMS had recycled their quota of 1,500 units and withdrawn from the programine hroughout
phases 3 and 4 (August 2013 to March 2014) RCN accelerated its collecti ction points
and removed the requirement for an owner contribution. From one pe tfrom another it
might have triggered concerns — the lowest priced operator was e important to

acknowledge that during this period a relatively new team was f here wasn't any time

for reflection.
The successes during this stage were attributable to:

e stronger governance and clearer direction

e freeing the team from other commitments, ating then andprovi positive team leadership

c
¢ having a small lower risk pilot with sufficient tigne next phase

e ahigh level of goodwill between participants a 2 y during phases 1 and 2

e active learning after each phase

5l Page 11 of 30
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And as with any new programme there were significant challenges.
e Decision making was complex and time consuming A

Decision making during this period was complex: retailers and collection stations were pqttjf;f’ operational / \\
arrangements into place with recyclers, who in turn were negotiating with MfE, who th\eﬁ“ﬁaé'tq,-seek det?iled; N
approvals from the Minister. Some parties took this in their stride, while a few becamé d‘ipﬂir-ﬁm:strated.\/ﬁ v

/ )
e Uncertainties weren’t well understood and new waters were being charted Q/ N

Z =/
In the areas with high collection rates, the recyclers needed to arrange additi_o:pq?sto}aga In many cgm
increased costs were covered from the WMF. But in other areas with Iow_g_olléctibn?y/olumes, r{a\c\yclers\ha}d booked
storage space and incurred costs but were not receiving income to coy,e’r' )qie sunk costs. Thiswas new territory
for everyone involved and consequently, risk allocation was not ex/gl)i’t-if_c_'n”cthe_:cfontracti'r_l ‘p\sb‘c{é d issues were
resolved on a case by case basis as events occurred. Requests fo (ﬂidngbstoragef infrastrycture costs were
often approved. When toxic plastics could not be exported recycle S{C}St revenue stream and incurred an
additional cost. The WMF rejected requests for price adjuy/%ﬁs\\/ / e

¢ Programme and performance information was inad ua ) & \‘\

The IT system had been something of an afterthought-ai \\A%sﬁfot implérmented-until the beginning of phase 2.

People reported that the system wasn't ideal and tcai ‘E{g‘wa’s incor_np_let\em)z&! retailers, collection stations and

recyclers had problems they contacted the TVIB *?eém and, fora tih:g‘e,':sgﬁp_igrt consumed one full-time person in

an already hectic team. There was little time t\o\v\tiri_ﬁ’/‘,_and anal%}f\d;@aﬂce information.
e Work pressure increased staff turn(}yefr’wmch reduced ca}iii'nw fiich exacerbated the pressure, which
\ . )y
\ L4 \ /

AV
required more people =

J N O
= NG o
Without a clear plan, the progr§79/m> \}a effant on 5 knowledge and continuity. Although people on the
programme team had beeng\l\ea_\se@ﬁrx{m their othenduti s\} there was continuing turnover.
NS A
< é

/o~
)

Injury time - the collapsg’om{l\lf_{/

When RCN requ?@brié&g’ﬁr‘%nce th@;;?&@m@ team became concerned about its financial position and

requested an inv \t(gaﬁ?m by Grant Thorn\teh«in ovember 2013-February 2014. This uncovered a weak financial

position, debts to Inla\ngﬁgvenue nd other pa?ties, and high management fees to associated parties. The

investigatiowg that colle tew were in storage and were not being recycled. The programme team
0

respon /d% “RCN an\ﬁ%t parties are currently subject to an investigation by the Serious Fraud Office.

W racti ﬁS/ at wer@erf\e.g appropriate for smaller co-funded projects appeared to create a *high trust’ mindset
\a@ﬁmgn ed to\afajge sense\of comfort across the programme. In our view the programme should have initiated
du&dfqﬁ?\e ce review s\/earlké[\éﬁd in greater depth, but it is uncertain whether issues around RCN would have been

o

pickedup with 6{%@\;‘Eé,énalysis of plans, budgets and payments to associated parties. Independent auditing of
processes,%%d\§c nical compliance certainly would have discovered that units were not being recycled over this

eight mont iod. But the fact is that the programme did identify and act on concerns within a reasonable
timeﬁ%\
- <
N,
f ( Y

| ,\ \
\ \\h\__—/)/.l

—_——
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Conclusion

Response and problem analysis

The first objective of this review was to evaluate commissioning, including an analysis try’s capability@nd

capacity to undertake the programme, and if other options were explored and be

It has been necessary to look broader than this at all the circumstances aroun
initiation. In short, there were numerous omissions and failures during this

Programme leadership and decision-making

The second objective was to evaluate the programme governanc @e

ough the he programme,

@ rfused. 5\\1;5: Programme Sponsor was
boapd and th embers were allowed to focus on

focusing on key decision making.

During planning stages leadership was absent and decision¢
appointed in June 2012, a fresh Programme Manager ca

delivering the programme. Things began to recover. @

Project disciplines
Our third objective was to assess project manag iscipline re them with best practice.

Project disciplines were largely absent a heginning of @%. From mid-2012 the PMO manager provided
some support and helped the team ¢ programme. This contributed to the steady

improvement in leadership and t . Lessons from this programme have contributed to
some improvements in project epent practi sourcing within MfE.

230,000 units.

The final score? @Q
The programme resulé\?? ection of ofthe target 320,000 units and recycled 34% (by weight) of those
Y

&
Despite the hal@a} *aly TVs and %a’terials, there were no reported incidents. This is a remarkable result.
Publicity media coVerage were posjtive, with the exception of the RCN receivership.

m as lifted apacity and experience of the e-recycling sector with two of the three recyclers now
iffsant capaqi aslifted the game of the sector in many ways: stronger relationships, improved Basel
and safety practices.

has brought a degree of maturity and experience to e-waste debates. It's helped people

gntly the Ar grari
whatr %ﬁe{ ities are best done locally and which ones require international muscle, and when it's best to
?%ZS

reproces WEEE standards or to dump it in controlled landfills.

Peopléi

wi

tenfiewed were emphatic that, for e-recycling to become sustainable in New Zealand, it needs to operate
ppert of a mandatory product stewardship regime. It is possible that this programme might take New
step or two closer acceptance of regulation for electronic products.

e worked through the many problems and frustrations, mostly with good humour. In interviews, most people
were complimentary about the TV Takeback Programme. A few said they don’t want to work with MfE again, but they
were in the minority.

So despite a poor state of readiness and shocking first half, hard work and goodwill from most of the participants
achieved a partly successful outcome. An admirable result for an organisation with no preparation and a team with
limited operational know-how.

BT VIR Y 1 **‘ﬁ“’“ﬂm‘}l
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So What? Learnings for MfE 5
, /%j , /_;i/\ \
Lessons Already Applied \><\> 3 7 (\ )( )

> \ =~
The TV Takeback Programme has already been dissected and improvements havén{nade across MfE }ndﬁ’d{ng:
e reinforcing accountability so that issues are tackled promptly, resour@—é]allocated and eg&s\uppo%ed

e increasing the profile of waste in MfE and scanning emerging issues- P N

e reinforcing the PMO so that it can guide governance boards, suppOpt prgl teams angd pran]o sound project
disciplines from the outset AN (\' / \ \__"x /

N

N/
e strengthening links across MfE between sector strategy, poﬁcy, 9nwronmentel repost\\}g and funds management

e starting to reframe funds management so that MfE).lse Lof\/s 1evers-y\pohcy, 1nformat|on regulation,
remediation and innovation —to effect env1ron akout omes

o reflecting on what MfE does best as a policy agency} hen and ha |§S/®uld work through other parties.
Those were the (relatively) easy learnings to apply. Son@knotty challenges t

.//a\‘-_ { O ,\\
7 \\\
/’ﬁ} \ < // ) \\Q /)

It's extremely unlikely that Ne(tv Z@ d W|II eve égé/ ave 600,000 end of life CRT TVs. Just as it was unlikely that
the Rena would run aground an theAstrolabe R 031 or that MfE would get enmeshed in remediation of toxic
sites in 2004. But lt'S galmdst\;ze}téin that s;téatrens\}i develop where MfE is expected to respond to operational
matters (or deter what response is re urred\who should be responsible and who might pay). The crucial steps to
address these chafie}/gs/s/vvrll be: N

1 Strengthen WMF”processQ‘to han;lle large and high risk programmes

aimn

Further Challenges

roc’esses wo k\) L&J‘r prOJects funded from MfE’s baseline. WMF processes, we are told, are perfectly
e fors aller jécts that are co-funded by applicants. The current processes, when applied to urgent
%(IT‘U"(IPIE parties, are clearly inadequate.

/ O ra'f'nmes ék’we
Fmd asi r(\\){)) resource the scoping of major WMF programmes

The%\/?akab ckProgramme has required a $9.9M investment over four years. Programmes of this scale and
conipl demand early and top quality planning. The trajectory of this programme is typical of situations
anning was ‘undercooked'. Money might be saved on inception, but overspends and problems later in

) roject far outweigh any economies. In our experience, 7 - 15% of a programme budget might be allocated

7 \to nning, consultation, communication and monitoring. A reasonable sum was allocated for programme
};qoplng and planning, but it was initiated too late and, in this case, using external people did not work. So the
,programme had to stumble on, borrowing resources from other parts of MfE. In the end the programme did
consume $1é’37M (or 14% of its budget) on programme management, but it certainly wasn't the most effective
way to doit.

This creates a conundrum: how can MfE adequately plan and commission high-value projects if it cannot access
these funds and cannot reprioritise ‘in flight’ activities to the required extent?

This comprised $908,000 from MfE internal resources, $439,000 from MfE funded contracts, and $90,000 from WMF funded contracts

-ozaufmﬁzzum @nﬁmxma : Page 14 of 30
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3 Respond rapidly

When MfE received the Cabinet directive in August 2010, delays resulted in lost opportunities. And the longer
the delays, the more MfE boxed itself into (i) responding with an operational project, apd:ﬁ'i leadingthat /.

. : : . Vi <N
project. We recommend that the ELT and directors in MfE have a response checklist to uidé people tor n
positively to Ministers and other stakeholders. (We also acknowledge the challeng%sb\@’ding to djvérse
unpredictable expectations.) '

N
d

(/\ </'\\:/\ (\/
4 Target interventions to deliver tightly defined benefits — and track perfoerce :> .
N
) {
European e-waste standards have a seductive quality. They entice people towards'gold-statidard approaches to
‘cradle to cradle’ waste management. Reprocessing lead in CRT tuQe@o xample, takesonavalue in its own
. \’ o X—

right regardless of competing opportunity costs. e \ s, J
AN 4 RN,

But what were the specific outcomes New Zealand wanted to.aehjeve? eprocess( g a hegvy metal, or

preventing it entering the environment and the food chgiﬁ?fjftﬁelafitér, a Iin/aéifl}aﬂ'd iltwill achieve the same

end. Similarly with BFR plastics. They are toxic burnt at[ow té‘rﬁ.per'ature_s/qfrf)\roc\as\\s/ed into other products, but

are equally harmless whether they are processed at gB‘agc-r@_at_jitéd plant offshore or landfilled in New Zealand. If

the benefit was to achieve maximum reprocessi;{é,\vth\ the program T etj)‘c\s-"g’]oals. If it was to build a long
N —

term e-waste capability then priority might have'heermgiven to p essiQ nietals and plastics and landfilling the
CRT tubes. W \)
For a myriad of reasons this programme had patefiy performa rmation and no benefit measures. With

timely programme information a:@f enefits measures;_ft@_g_ 1thave been possible to make tradeoffs between
volume, cost, treatment methp}\e/!’n.’ckl? .el,flts. /H\ {

/o / N

An investment logic map (I_Izﬁll)f‘njég;ht;h\a/ve for;gd\o}eft team and stakeholders to prioritise the ‘needs’

from the ‘likes’ and to U'pqgify_}k@heneﬁts,./{hé Qea_ 10f the ILM process is that it can be completed quickly

and forces clear definitionof the problem, benefits and priorities. ILMs often describe mid-term benefits at a

high level. In these\’atsa;cieﬁ‘ﬁfdetaile/d\a\r%\di:imh\e‘}diate benefits must be crystal clear, measurable —and

measured. It's note ythat th%e H-evaluation of the digital switchover recommended the development of
N\

. N . ..
asimple stgiﬁtx_;al r’>\o el to track rrignce and inform decisions.
SN v

We therefo%\r\écq%'ﬁ'lend that, at the%ry start of a programme, the team

- <\'e a;,eé‘ﬁ ILMto déﬁﬁe\’gﬁé‘problem, benefits and scope

D elop a StatIStI\T\mQ ef'to forecast demand, measure benefits and inform decisions
\_\. -

{ ifpmediately~desigh & simple and useful information system.
s A\

e
*\/gy(d\ﬁ@)wggest t}(FM\FE\% ﬁfle a library of collateral that teams can use or adapt. If the resource library was

rimarilya‘o\r ‘Mfw might be best managed by the PMO. If used across the Natural Resources Sector, then the
the theappropriate home.

NRS:J/J}
5 Rec g(mico plexity and risk
Id a

fg'ﬁﬂﬁ ther Rena run aground the degree of urgency would be obvious. But the complexity of programmes
——likeTV Takeback can emerge slowly and a course might be charted before the team appreciates the full picture.
| (ﬁ\ﬂ\)fe\'ré\commend that MfE prepare a ‘complexity assessment guide’ to profile a potential programme. Factors
"‘\'\\J/’m’ight include:
- the clarity of purpose of the programme

- current knowledge of end-to-end processes, drivers, costs and benefits

- decision-makers, stakeholders and the degree of influence MfE can exercise

- the degree of technical complexity

- the practical experience that MfE and its partners have in the area

CommercialliniConfidence:



Ministry for the Environment, TV Takeback Programme
Independent Quality Assurance Review
Programme Evaluation [November 2014]

- urgency of response.’

6 Scope the problem and assess options — quickly
The programme’s scope was poorly defined and unrealistically broad. Was ItJUS terin projec eal
with end of life TVs, part of a long-term product stewardship, or an effort to ity suppdrtand

sector capability? The outcomes were not prioritised and the benefits wer

We suggest that MfE use a simplified version of Treasury’s BBC Lite bu se ¥model to tig define
benefits and identify options. We also express caution. Preparing business cases can be e an agpform that
loses touch with business imperatives and timeframes. When re@o a poten |onal situation

time is of the essence, so the trick will be to balance a syste robu h&g; d a timely

response.
7 Assemble a small team of constructive critics to ch ions a ce
Even with the best leadership and smartest pollc ' | progra quired an appreciation of the
commercial, logistic, contractual and techmca astem em — across New Zealand and
internationally. MfE will never have all thos; |ately on ahcl
We recommend that MfE quickly gathe of ‘c ive\critics’ with practical experience in:
- standing up complex programmes t notlce

- designing and commissi ices to achl lqt\ efined benefits
- working with (ideally j ?dxx likely co r{fawgﬁsﬂogistic partners
- commumcatlons, ectatlo 1 influéncing behaviour

- delivering tec
- working in an g'rl

y'and mak e offs to maximise benefits.

We suggest a i t and e It might be useful to have a core group in place — they may
well add va fE pro freshwater reform and RMA simplification. We also recommend
that thl{%l el’ conduct:

essions for crucialpfans and recommendations

W ge gate rgb\mzpomts in the project.
8 alise’processe ( issioning major programmes

rviews w eople how MfE might respond in similar situations. Several people were emphatic that
thtshoul er hmeshed in operational interventions. We disagree. That conclusion is simplistic and
unrealistic, Therg is a crucial step between problem analysis and execution. It's commissioning. MfE can
out edelivery’ activities but it can’t contract out of service design, contracting and accountability.
ioning involves:

ssessing the value of the planned benefits and setting global parameters for the programme
dentifying stakeholders who should be involved in decision-making and design
@ understanding sector drivers, capability and incentives and determining how to influence system

behaviour and outcomes

- evaluating options and developing the best mix of interventions — incentives, regulation, reporting and
innovation

- where service delivery is involved, developing the best procurement approach (partnering, competitive
provision, development of sector capability) and designing the contractual approach

®  Seeforexample the risk profile assessment (RPA) used by central agencies for capital intensive projects http://www.ssc.aovt.nz/gateway-rpa-agency-
responsibilities. While the RPA was designed for different requirements, the approach is probably similar.

** Information on Treasury’ Better Business Case (BBC) model is available at http://www.infrastructure.govt.nz/bbc/resources.html.
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- developing the implementation approach and testing operability
- designing and implementing information and evaluation systems.

The concept of commissioning is well developed in social, health and justice sectors bu,t/we/are not aware of \
exemplars in environmental management. There are, no doubt, examples of prOJecgts\tha{ S commrssreﬂmg
concepts and practices. We suggest that MfE work with regional councils and Natu alResq\urces Secto Qn fes

to document examples of commissioning-like projects. These case studies, whg&é rgbm woulg e mvaiua e

for a team charged with commissioning MfE’s next programme, They mrg?(a%i\elg}earnmg and 5@/\)’8“0!’1
between these agencies.

9 Streamline decision processes ,m Q

Funding decisions needed to be approved by the Minister, as r |red Under the Wast@b&m\isation Act. During

this programme retailers and collection stations were puttmg/ 31 arrange lace with
recyclers, who in turn were negotiating with MfE, who th/enhad\toseﬁk detalle’d\a\ Is from the Minister.

This carried significant costs, but is recognised as a stati.a(ry requh’ement

The initial advice and plans presented to the Mlnr ter m ht\rﬁt have engend da great deal of confidence.
Had Ministers been presented with clear, evid sed and cred|blé ;S\/pbsals they might well have ioosened
their reins on detailed funding decisions. iﬂ\x

At the beginning of any future programme, We rec mend t’ﬁa &TfE \/

- map out what decisions need/t’"be made, by whorﬁand Q what notice

- define the strategic an qrsrons that need fo be~taken by the Minister

- define the operational ds ;;gsronﬁ\t it need, f@ak&n by contractors and councils, for example.

Some people took the d&rays m§ecrsron ma L?n the»fﬁtnde while others became frustrated. It's highly likely
that any future progra hine iTh also experlenc ;}7“5 drﬁ/culty We recommend that, when engaging contractors
and participants n}fut{re ammes, K@E\See ut its processes, constraints and ground rules. While they
mightn’t be any ha ‘i{yrﬁople won’tb‘e{ y surprise.

10 Plan, assrgnf amdasup ort great s%
Over the Iasth‘uryéars, 70 MfE people Worked on the programme: 32 were policy or funds analysts, 10
con/trac\ rs Ia)y‘temporary&t , foyr programme managers, 7-8 lawyers, and 17 managers or directors on the
oa

goyernance rd. M é,On a part-time basis in addition to their regular jobs. It wasn’t until August
m&zthatpeople re fr /d»\f&)m their ‘other jobs’ to be able to commit full-time to the programme. People
O sta\tedtﬁat ho n and stress was high. A number commented on the huge stress and personal cost

paid by sta hat for long term experience and career development, time on the programme was
mvaluabIQ dggg\the absence of and stress on these people impacted on their ‘home teams’ as well.

fewer le could have been seconded and supported during the programme, the work would have been done
tter quicker, and total disruption across MfE would have been less. Early scoping, planning and
p: |0nt|sat|on are essential. But this in turn requires access to funding, whether from MfE baseline or the

It is ljki % lth earIy planning and prioritisation, the right resourcing level would have been identified,
a

( Qe viconmental funds.

\jere were many contractors and parties involved the programme, contracts were loose and plans were light.
Projects are sometimes like that, even with better planning. We recommend that for future programmes, MfE:
- identify mid-term resource requirements and release staff on a full time basis
- recognise the benefits and efficiencies that come from staff continuity
- co-locate people as soon as practicable and provide strong team leadership
- minimise turnover by targeting the root causes of unreasonable workload and stress

- support people to transition into the new roles and use it as a chance to build new skills and stretch their
resilience

r o @mmgzw,m @'mmaugu Page i@m
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~ ensure continuity in governance roles as well as the programme team.

MfE has already made significant improvements as the result of the TV Takeback Programpae? These

recommendations will enable MfE to respond to future programmes with evidence-basedirfterventions, be
coordination, stronger organisation and cost-effective outcomes. it has the ability to i
quickly. These next steps won't be easy. It's imperative to build these foundations ywill be yirtu
impossible to implement after the next request for an operational intervention.

- Commercial in'Confidence E . Page 19 of 30
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Now What?
Suggested Good Practice for Future O @ona

Interventions
AL TS
o )
9

like the next time MfE is called on to
imple racess might look like.
@. wn peop, d experience with the Rena,
nes, The tﬁ? xercise would then be a simple

This section outlines our preliminary thoughts on what good practi lo

respond to an operational issue. This is intended to trigger debate

resource that draws out the successes, lessons and resot oty these proji%

This is not intended to form a response manval o@ k't@ constrai w ard frustrate the project team.
"It is better to have a simple model backed by c\)t people er way round.”

Q@% K ff

@\
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Ministry for the Environment, TV Takeback Programme
Independent Quality Assurance Review
Programme Evaluation [November 2014]

Recommendations

When # Recommendation i)
1. Find ways to fund high quality scoping for major proj Dir Operations
2. Prepare a‘response checklist’ guide to help peop Dir Operations

from Ministers and other stakeholders for ope
based on the outline of suggested good praeti

3.  Prepare asimple ‘complexity assessmerf Dir Operations

and risk prior to scoping and design.

Now 4. Compilecollateralfromearlier rogramme th\a}c dbe usedin future . PMO

programmes.

5. With Naturai Resources Se%z%v?ncies andr ils, develop exemplars to Director
case study emerging example ommissjeni ivities in the environmental NRSU
sector.

6.  Strengthen PMO

o define the problem, benefits and scope. Dir Operations

h the authority to deliver the programme, and Dir Operations
ccess.

o'mieet essential requirements first, and potentially expand Programme
Manager

ive model to describe end-to-end processes, forecast demand, Programme
Manager

gSource requirements, form a team, free them from their current jobs, and Programme
em to adjust to the demands, pace and stresses of their programme roles. Manager

11. es
e
réspanse to a i m a small team of ‘constructive critics’ with practical experience covering standing Dir Operations
«
|

omplex programmes at short notice; designing and commissioning services to

potential re
for an opefati achieve tightly defined benefits; commercial and logistics management;
respo communications and behaviour change; delivering technical projects (as appropriate
to the situation).
13. Design and quickly deploy a simple and useful information system. Programme
Manager
14. Map out what decisions will need to be made over the course of the programme, by Programme
whom and with what notice, specifically: Manager

- strategic and funding decisions by the Minister

- service design decisions by MfE people

- operational decisions by contractors, councils, etc

- set the ground rules and manage expectations for decision-making processes and
timeframes.
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When #

Throughout any 16

programme

Ministry for the Environment, TV Takeback Programme
Independent Quality Assurance Review
Programme Evaluation [November 2014]

Recommendation Who
Support the team to adjust to different roles in high-paced programmes; monit Programme
stresses and problems for the team; take early corrective action to address the'rgo Manager
causes of issues before turnover becomes a problem; and use the program a

development opportunity for the people and the Ministry.

Ensure appropriate MfE Procurement Team and Legal Team involy, n in
planning and delivery activities.

Convene the review panel to conduct:
—  challenge sessions for crucial plans and recommendai
—  brief stage gate reviews at key points in the proj

Dir Operations
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Ministry for the Environment, TV Takeback Programme
Independent Quality Assurance Review
Programme Evaluation [November 2014]

Management Comment and Signoff

%
Management Comment \/ @

As this report has identified, TVTB was a challenging and complex programme, \@ ect information)
the backdrop of a dynamic and busy time in the Ministry. In this context, thesuccessfubrecycling e tele

testament to the staff involved.

ad dgainst

However there is no escaping that some decisions (or non-decisions)

programmes and risks, and are more forthcoming and proact

But changes are still required in other areas. Directors jved summa is rt with a view to embedding
these changes in people, processes and systems.
The Ministry is committed to ongoing and sustained.change to ens projects of this nature learn from the
TVTB experience. /\\

N4 N
Next Steps
We are happy to meet with epders and sta iscuss the report, specific issues relating to TV Takeback, and
the broader opportuni Q.a the lesson fE.

%Y N
poc Mnoff@v

o
Mike $2Rdongs [date]

~Operations and Programme Sponsor
ry*for the Environment
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Ministry for the Environment, TV Takeback Programme
Independent Quality Assurance Review
Programme Evaluation [November 2014]

Appendix A - Review Scope and Approach A
(@//\ &;A }
4 \ /' C
Scope / \V’ A ’9
\ \>

In Scope Components \\

The scope of this review included the following: /f %
e Conduct targeted interviews and workshops with project team 2%\;:5 ancf ey stak B%QE\EB sistin the

evaluation of and to identify lessons associated with the TV Tak the following

mme, l@

components:
— Governance and decision making ,/c/%
—  Ministry capacity and capability in undertaking th @ é\
—  Project scope and objectives, including analysig® deliv N/
—  Project management and control mechamsm”&&jﬁ‘?g tnme, n&

dependencies and quality) against good pTa\ e 4 govem(;\‘i\\se ting
— Procurement approach, including suppller comm;ssmnlng

—  Contract Management and delive {\f sugpllors comm/sl Ed%{he procurement processes)
p és and Iessons\ fiadthat can be incorporated into other projects
\\\

st, benefits, risks, issues,

e ldentify strengths, |mprovement gp
or within the Ministry.

e  Preparation of aninitial dra Evaluatm’n& Lessori; &e@kepor’c suitable for Ministerial and wider
government agency- Ievehcgusﬂ‘rnptlon )to th Sponsor for a factual accuracy review.

e Preparation of afina Iua Lessons Report providing an independent view of project lessons,
their causes and sugge (\a;tlons

Scope Exclusmns,z

e Any mvestlga\on ang naIyS| of specific sdppliers, in particular RCN

e Anya fysm\opa/gcountlrw for

. A s@ oftheach.\/@
MTea%&)

onies associated with the TV Takeback Programme

of project objectives, critical success factors or benefits.

Team M %\2 Role Substantive Role

Peteré)‘ rl’nor Senior Consultant Senior Consultant

f\‘l’GRTG? ruth Engagement Lead Associate Director
ot

CommercialliniConfidence | ' = Page 30,0130




