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Tēnā koe  
 

On 19 September 2022, you emailed the Ministry of Social Development (the 
Ministry) requesting, under the Official Information Act 1982 (the Act), the 
following information: 

1. A copy of Tim Boyd’s CV used to apply for the MSD position. 

2. His official job title/s at MSD. 

3. His remuneration at MSD. 

4. Any written briefings/advice provided by Boyd in 2020/2021 about doing 

a direct tender process i.e. non-competitive to appoint SAS as the 

provider for the data warehouse replacement programme, Te Haoroa 

5. Any tender/procurement documentation at MSD signing off on a direct 

tender process for the data warehouse project with SAS, including 

reasons why a competitive tender wasn’t entered into. 

6. The cost of the SAS contract. 

7. Copies of the agendas and all meeting documents for the Te Haoroa 

project board for the October, November, December 2020 and January 

2021 meetings. 

8. The terms of reference for the review MSD has said it will be conducting 

into work done by Boyd while at MSD. 

9. The name of the party engaged to carry out the review. 

10. The cost. 

11. If completed, please provide a copy of the review. 

On 17 October 2022, the Ministry emailed you to advise that more time was 

required to respond to your request under section 15(1) and 15A of the Act. 
The reason for the extension was that the consultations necessary to make a 
decision on the request were such that a proper response to the request could 

not reasonably be made within the original time limit.  

A response was due to be provided to you by 9 November 2022. I would like 

to extend my apologies for the delay in providing a response to you. 
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The Ministry was concerned by issues raised in your reporting for  
and the information that was brought to light about Mr Boyd. It was not 

information previously known to the Ministry. 

In light of this information, the Ministry wanted to review the work Mr Boyd 

had done for us, and the processes and checks surrounding his work for the 
Ministry.  

An internal desktop review covered key work, activities, and advice. It sought 

to establish whether any work within Mr Boyd’s responsibility, whether 
processes or contracts, were a cause for concern. The review overall identified 

no substantive concerns about his work for the Ministry. 

Mr Boyd was involved in some commercial engagement during his contract 
with the Ministry. He had no access to client or payment systems; and a review 

of his emails revealed no unusual activity. Though Mr Boyd was not directly 
involved in processing payments to suppliers, the Ministry checked that all 

payments made to suppliers related to contracts that he was involved in 
matched verified and legitimate bank accounts for these suppliers. No concerns 
were raised following these checks.  

I have grouped your questions for the sake of clarity. 

1. A copy of Tim Boyd’s CV used to apply for the MSD position. 

This section of your request are refused under section 9(2)(a) of the Act in 
order to protect the privacy of natural persons. The need to protect the privacy 

of this individual outweighs any public interest in this information. 

2. His official job title/s at MSD. 

Tim Boyd undertook the following responsibilities as a contractor with the 
Ministry: 

• SAS License Negotiation Specialist 

• Commercial Manager 

• Commercial Lead 

Mr Boyd worked in an advisory capacity and had no financial delegations or 
any final decision rights over any contracts. He had no staff reporting directly 

to him in these roles and did not have final approval authority over any 
budgets.  
 

6. The cost of the SAS contract. 

This aspect of your request is refused under section 9(2)(j) of the Act to enable 

the Ministry to carry on, without prejudice or disadvantage, negotiations 
(including commercial and industrial negotiations). The greater public interest 
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is in ensuring that government agencies can continue to negotiate without 
prejudice. 

The Whole of Life Costs (WOLC) for the Te Hāoroa programme is $116.1m. 
This is available in the public domain. Please refer to page 12 of the following 

Implementation Business Case to view this information: 
www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-
resources/information-releases/cabinet-papers/2022/te-haoroa/appendix-1-

ministry-of-social-development-te-haoroa-implementation-business-case.pdf.  

4. Any written briefings/advice provided by Boyd in 2020/2021 about doing 

a direct tender process i.e. non-competitive to appoint SAS as the 

provider for the data warehouse replacement programme, Te Haoroa 

5. Any tender/procurement documentation at MSD signing off on a direct 

tender process for the data warehouse project with SAS, including 

reasons why a competitive tender wasn’t entered into. 

7. Copies of the agendas and all meeting documents for the Te Haoroa 

project board for the October, November, December 2020 and January 

2021 meetings. 

Please find the following documents attached to this response: 

• Te Hāoroa programme – Product Management Committee meeting 

pack, dated 14 October 2020 

• Te Hāoroa programme – Product Management Committee meeting 

minutes, dated 5 November 2020 

• Te Hāoroa programme – Product Management Committee meeting 

minutes, dated 10 December 2020 

• Te Hāoroa programme – Product Management Committee meeting 

minutes, dated 28 January 2021 

• Memo – Te Hāoroa Product Committee – Approach to partnering, 

technology, and delivery, dated 5 October 2020 

• Request for Proposal (RFP), Direct Source SAS Institute (NZ) Limited, 

dated 23 December 2020 

Advice regarding a direct tender process was prepared by the Data Warehouse 
Replacement Programme team which Tim Boyd was employed in. Please refer 

to the December 2020 committee meeting pack for this information.  

You will note that some information is withheld under section 9(2)(b)(ii) of the 

Act as, if released, it would be likely to prejudice the commercial position of 
the person who supplied or who is the subject of the information. The greater 

public interest is in ensuring that the commercial position can be maintained. 
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The Ministry identified that SAS’s response to the RFP is also in scope of your 
request. This document is withheld in full under section 9(2)(b)(ii) of the Act 

as, if released, it would be likely to prejudice the commercial position of the 
person who supplied or who is the subject of the information. The greater 

public interest is in ensuring that the commercial position can be maintained. 

3. His remuneration at MSD. 

8. The terms of reference for the review MSD has said it will be conducting 

into work done by Boyd while at MSD. 

9. The name of the party engaged to carry out the review. 

10. The cost. 

11.  If completed, please provide a copy of the review. 

As this was an internal review, there was no terms of reference or cost. Please 

find a copy of the completed review attached to this response. Appendix 1 of 
this review covers the intended scope of the review.  

You will note that some information is withheld under section 9(2)(b)(ii) of the 

Act as, if released, it would be likely to prejudice the commercial position of 
the person who supplied or who is the subject of the information. The greater 

public interest is in ensuring that the commercial position can be maintained. 

Appendix Two of this document contains the overall value of Tim Boyd’s 
contractual agreements with the Ministry. The specific values of the contractual 

agreements between Tim Boyd and the Ministry are withheld under section 
9(2)(a) of the Act in order to protect the privacy of natural persons. The need 

to protect the privacy of this individual outweighs any public interest in this 
information.  

However, the Ministry recognises the public interest in the value of these 

contractual agreements. To meet this interest, while also protecting the 
privacy interests in this information, I have decided to provide you with a life 

of contract value, in a $100,000 band. 

The total value of all contractual agreements between the Ministry and the 
third-party recruiter was between $850,000 to $950,000. This covers the 

period of 25 March 2019 to 30 September 2021.  A contractor working 40 
hours per week over this 30-month period would have a daily rate of 

approximately $1,300 to $1,500 for this total contract value. The recruiter’s 
fees and All-of-Government contract fees were included in the rate paid to the 
third-party recruiter. 

This total value is within our expectations for the costs of engaging a specialist 
commercial contractor of this nature over a 30-month period. The rate paid by 

the Ministry was consistent with market rate for this specialist work.  

The principles and purposes of the Official Information Act 1982 under which 

you made your request are: 
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• to create greater openness and transparency about the plans, work and 
activities of the Government,  

• to increase the ability of the public to participate in the making and 
administration of our laws and policies and  

• to lead to greater accountability in the conduct of public affairs.   

This Ministry fully supports those principles and purposes. The Ministry 
therefore intends to make the information contained in this letter and any 

attached documents available to the wider public. The Ministry will do this by 
publishing this letter and attachments on the Ministry’s website. Your personal 

details will be deleted, and the Ministry will not publish any information that 
would identify you as the person who requested the information. 

If you wish to discuss this response with us, please feel free to contact 

OIA Requests@msd.govt.nz. 

If you are not satisfied with this response regarding Tim Boyd’s work at the 

Ministry, you have the right to seek an investigation and review by the 
Ombudsman. Information about how to make a complaint is available at 
www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or 0800 802 602.  

Ngā mihi nui  

 

Sacha O’Dea 
Deputy Chief Executive 

Strategy and Insights 



Te Hāoroa Product 
Management Committee

14 October 2020

Te Hāoroa
The extendable net

Ka pū te ruha, ka hao te rangatahi
[As an old net withers another is remade]
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Venue

Date: 14 October 2020 Time: Noon – 1:00PM
Venue: 
• 56 The Terrace, Level 5, Room 5.1  
For Jabber Users: 
https://join.msd.govt.nz/invited.sf?secret=QHnlpiVXIb6T.qKAFgzrhA&id
=802274740
Or
- Phone: 049163990, then enter 802274740
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Agenda Item Purpose Lead Time Notes

1. Welcome / apologies (5mins) Note: Agenda, introductions and attendance, 
apologies

Nic Noon Apologies

2. Approach to Partnering, 
Technology & Delivery (25mins)

Discussion: Memo for revised approach to 
Partnering, Technology & Delivery 

Chris 12:05pm Refer Word attachment

3. Programme status, work in 
progress, finances (5mins)

Note: Programme status Chris 12:30pm Status Update, including work in progress and financial report

4. Product Committee Work Plan 
(5mins)

Note: Schedule to be provided at the next 
meeting

Chris 12:35pm Team will do mini PI-Planning to establish revision schedule 
for documents, and when they will be ready for PMC

Balance is the time-critical work flowing from today’s Memo 
discussion, vs. the important but not so urgent updating of 
Initiate phase artefacts

5. Independent Advisor (10mins) Note: Reflections, suggestions
and a leadership challenge?

Kelvin 12:40pm Observations

6. Summary (5mins) Note: Notes and Actions Nic 12.50pm Wrap-up

Attachment: Memo for Approach to Partnering, Technology & 
Delivery 

4

Agenda
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2. Approach for Partnering, Technology & 
Delivery
Please refer attached Word document.

We are seeking agreement with the approach.
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3. Te Hāoroa - Programme Status 

• Data & Analytics Portfolio forming
• Whole of Insights, not just DMaID / Te Hāoroa

• Re-start phase for Te Hāoroa
• Mid-Sept: new RTE Roland Bell onboard 50% (also running BC19 

Infrastructure Modernisation)
• Other team members joining 
• Communication underway (of 27 August approach)

• MSD PI Planning completed although minimal non-Insights resources 
required

• Some Cloud Business Office & Enterprise Architecture time, advisory only; 
both booked
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3. Work In Progress
• Partnering, technology and delivery approach

• Memo for discussion and agreement today; key actions will flow

• Prepare RFP for Delivery Partner for issuing to market
• Draft to PMC by next meeting 22/10

• Establish team roles, expanding on the high level structure and team model presented 27 August
• Set up Finance relationships / confirm Finance Project structures / provide PI #16 forecast
• Revisit key Initiate Phase artefacts in light of new 27 August approach and recent Oranga Tamariki 

decision, for re-endorsement through October-November:
• Vision
• Terms of Reference for PMC
• Design Principles
• Scope

• OT and MSD to complete activities needed to finalise the financial split of the Programme
• Working with MCP and Information Group to contribute to cross government Māori Data 

Governance work and determine interim position on Māori data sovereignty
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3. Programme Finance Report – End Sep 20
s9(2)(b)(ii)

 



 



5. Independent Advisor

Notes, observations and reflections from the Independent Advisor.

Note:  Kelvins full assessment was provided at the 27 August PMC.
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6. Summary from Chair

Review key actions, notes and decisions:

• Note: Actions arising from discussion on approach to partnering, 
technology & delivery

• Note: Reflections, suggestions from the independent advisor

• Other notes and actions?

Te Hāoroa PMC 14 October 2020 11
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5 Delivery Partner 

• Relationship of this workstream with 
Reference Architecture / Technology 
Selection 

• Procurement activities summary 

• Approval of direction of approach 

Chris / 

Roland 

PPT report 

p. 13 

 

Separate A3 “Selection of 

Technology and Delivery 

Partner” 

10 mins 

6 Independent Advisor 

• Any further reflections  

Kelvin  5 mins 

7 General business* Nic None advised  

8 Summary 

• Key actions, agreements, notes 

Nic  5 mins 

9 Next meeting: 

19 Nov 2020, location tba  

 

Jabber details: 

https://join.msd.govt.nz/invited.sf?secret=QHnlpiVXIb6T.qKAFgzrhA&id=802274740 

 

Phone: 049163990, then enter 802274740 
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We help New Zealanders to help themselves to be safe, strong and independent 

Ko ta mātou he whakamana tangata kia tū haumaru, kia tū kaha, kia tū motuhake 

Minutes 

 

  
BC19 – Te Hāoroa - Product Management Committee 

(PMC) 

Date: 14 October 2020 Time: 12:00pm – 1.00pm 

Venue: 56TT, L5, Room 5.1 

Attendees:  

- Nic Blakeley (Chair) 

- Chris LaGrange 

- Roland Bell 

- Rob Hodgson 

- Anurag Madan 

- Janet Green 

- Pennie Pearce 

- Sim Bull 

- Kelvin Watson 

- Jason Dwen 

- Lena Sapunova 

 

In support: 

- Grant Keen 

- Vinay Badigar 

- Tim Boyd 

- Chris LaGrange 

- Roland Bell 

- Chantel Piper 

Apologies:  

- Marissa Whight 

 

 

Agenda Items 

 

1 Apologies  

a. Marissa Whight 

 

2 Approach to Partnering, Technology, & Delivery Memo 

We discussed the Memo that was distributed. PMC was asked to agree with five 

recommendations (including one request to agree “in principle”.) 

 

Brief notes of the discussion and confirmed options agreed, follow. 
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Partnering approach (type of partnership) (paras 15-18) 

Question was: (para 15) 

What role should external suppliers have and what is the nature of that partnership? 

 

Chris talked through how we’d evaluated four separate options for partnering: 

- Look at each of the components (technical and non-technical) and look at individual 

suppliers for those 

- Look at internal delivery and just resource contractors 

- System delivery option with vendor delivery lead and vendor owned outcomes 

- Integrator coming in where both the partner and the MSD teams work together to 

agree what the deliverables by phase are, agree to what they’re committing to in 

each delivery increment, mutually working together in blended teams. 

 

PP: the “con” about it being harder to hold the vendor to account for the 

recommended option A4 was possible over-stated, with our SAFe delivery model it 

should be clear that they are jointly responsible with us for achieving each 

Programme Increment outcome. Part of the contract is that they’re working in 

partnership with us and they’re jointly accountable for achieving the PI objectives 

 

JG: question then was how to contract the vendor. 

 

KW: felt that the team had traversed the topic well. 

 

PMC agreed option A4:  

System integrator with partnered delivery with MSD, jointly-owned outcomes. 

Agree to engage a delivery partner, working in a single blended team with MSD staff, 

and contracted based on skills and capabilities as part of a longer-term relationship 

 

Partnering approach (strategy and roadmap) (paras 18-20) 

Question was: (para 18) 

Should further work be undertaken on strategy before bringing on a partner? 

 

Chris said a big part of the planning that needs to be done is to determine what the 

workstreams, the deliverables, and the key milestones will be on the programme. 

This work could either be done before we bring the partner in so that we could plan 

that into the delivery model, or we bring the partner in now and we engage with the 

partner to create our roadmap and delivery plan. The general recommendation is that 

we bring the partner on board to work with us in development of the roadmap, it also 

means the partner has a stake in the roadmap and they have an opportunity to 

advise and guide early and not use the lack of input to the roadmap as a reason why 

they can’t potentially deliver something later on. 

 

JG: recommended option fits with what we’ve already agreed.  

 

KW: asked what we had to inform a potential vendor, once they were on board? 

 

Team responded that – notwithstanding we were-baselining foundation artefacts 

given new strategic context particularly around Oranga Tamariki going separately – 

there were many artefacts we could share with a vendor.  
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PMC agreed option B1:  

Create roadmap once partner is on board, drawing on strategy work already 

undertaken. 

Agree to select a delivery partner and develop a roadmap jointly, drawing on strategy 

work already undertaken. 

 

 

Technology Selection (paras 21-27) 

Question was: (para 21) 

When and how should technology be selected? 

 

Previously we had been evaluating C1 and C2 which were options to either run a full 

procurement process for a technology stack, potentially run MVPs and pilots, and then 

purchase and select a new full technology set.  

 

The alternative proposed was using the partner to help us with the procurement of 

the components of the technology stack, building MVPs and pilots concurrently to 

evaluate the different technology options, and looking at what we ultimately decide 

on. 

 

The C3 option is one that has been developed over the past few weeks, which is 

stepping back and doing an assessment of the existing product set that we’re licensed 

for, and what the 2020 version of that looks like and assessing how much of this is fit 

for purpose. This would mean working with the existing tech vendor, SAS, to look at 

what they recommend around the use of their product set. 

 

RH – there are some parts of the way we use SAS at the moment that we know isn’t 

fit for purpose  

 

PP – the starting point will be we will first look to whether SAS does what we need for 

the future, and if it does then there’s no reason to change. If it doesn’t then we’ll look 

to fill the gaps.  

 

RH – we’re talking with SAS now, if the call is to go ahead with this we will have 

some workshops with SAS on the different elements over the next couple of weeks 

and come back quickly with a view. 

 

JD – can we explain the user community and what that looks like in say, two years 

time? 

 

ACTION: Roland to capture the action on personas / user journeys. See new Action 

Item #Oct14-1. 

 

SB – can we explicitly link to C3 and the statements up front about MSD’s 

commitment to Māori, in relation to external users in addition to internal users. 

Involving Iwi early signals intent. Related was the issue of Māori Data Sovereignty 

and the paper on this and other Information Management issues.   

 

ACTION: Roland – have a conversation with Sim about consulting / engaging. See 

new Action Item #Oct14-2. 

 

PP - asked if we were intending to go Cloud.  
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Team responded that Cloud was a preference for eventual solutions.  

 

AM – we should not constrain ourselves to SAS only, if SAS was not a good fit we 

should look elsewhere. Team agreed. 

 

KW – made three points: 

- Beware old behaviours; how might we avoid them? 

- Beware “just use SAS” – only use SAS tooling if appropriate 

- If we don’t need to go to market, what’s in it for SAS? What might we get in return? 

 

PMC agreed option C3:  

Bring on partner, then run procurement process, if required, for technology subset 

that needs to change (potentially including Pilots and/or MVPs). 

Agree in principle to select existing technology where it is still fit-for-purpose (in 

particular, SAS) and to source technology for the remaining areas where there are 

gaps, subject to further due diligence (including discussion with IR). 

 

 

Delivery Approach (migration vs greenfield) (paras 28-29) 

Question was: (para 28) 

How should development of data products be approached on the new platform? 

 

In a previous phase of the programme a migration approach had been evaluated 

(option D1), what we determined through this phase is that the platform is far too 

complicated and there is far too much technical debt for this to be an achievable 

exercise within a reasonable timeframe.  

 

Evaluated the idea of redeveloping existing data products, or just closing the existing 

platform and rebuilding those products (D2). The challenge is the products may no 

longer be fit for purpose. 

Third option is creating a greenfield platform. 

 

PP – it’s the right way to go as long as one of the objectives of this programme is to 

turn the IAP off. 

 

RH – there is a link here to the technology, strategy and roadmaps – there will be 

some products that need to sit on the IAP until the functionality can be put 

somewhere else. 

 

AM – from MSD Inc. perspective, we need to make sure we identify all work needed 

to be done [building new plus retiring IAP]. 

 

PP – is it an objective of this programme to solve that problem of finding where these 

things should go, if not into the future data platform? 

 

Team said our responsibility included: 

- Building new 

- Retiring IAP 

- Identifying work to be done, working with others to execute 
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- We were stewards [of the data products] and we weren’t necessarily saying it was 

our scope from a work programme or even a funding perspective to solve the 

problem of where all functionality should go; but it was our role to guide. 

 

RH – Insights as a Resiliency Board which is prioritising work and overseeing the 

plans to keep the current IAP alive. There is a question about whether that should be 

in the scope of this PMC because you’ve got that view across the old and the new, or 

you want to have that separate because it is something that could be run separately. 

 

CL – one option we could do is bring a paper to the next session around what the 

Resiliency Board is currently covering. 

 

ACTION: Chris to bring back paper on scope of Resiliency Board and 

recommendation(s) for how PMC might expand its scope of governance to that work 

too, in addition to Te Hāoroa. See new Action Item #Oct14-3. 

 

PMC agreed option D3:  

Create new data platform as greenfield. 

Agree to create the new data platform as greenfield, creating only fresh data 

architecture and new data products over time to meet users’ needs. 

 

Delivery Methodology (waterfall vs agile) (paras 30-31) 

Question was: (para 30) 

What type of model/methodology should underpin development? 

 

Chris said how the previous Initiate phase of the programme had been commissioned 

as waterfall, what we’re proposing is using a deliberate shift to using full scale agile 

framework, moving to an agile programme increment based delivery approach where 

we’re delivering data products. 

 

PMC agreed option E2:  

Switch to scaled agile delivery, aligned with Data & Analytics portfolio. 

Agree to deliver under a scaled agile SAFe model with a new development 

progressively transferring from the old to the new platform. 

 

Next Steps 

ACTION: Chris & Roland to confirm a date for the Reference Architecture once a 

work plan is built with SAS. See new Action Item #Oct14-4. 

 

Team was starting the procurement process for Delivery Partner, this will be a 

process that goes right through to the end of the year or early next year. 

 

RH asked – would people be interested in a briefing on the approach that OT is taking 

at the next PMC?  

 

KW – responded that a comparison would be interesting. 

 

ACTION: Chris/Roland to assemble a comparison of the two approaches to data 

warehouse replacement and come back to PMC. See new Action Item #Oct14-5. 
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PP – stressed to the team not to under-estimate the complexity of Cloud and the 

need to involve her team. Team agreed. 

 

 

3 Programme status, work in progress, finances 

Roland talked through an update on pp. 6-8 of the PPT report.  

 

PP – ref p. 7 and revisiting baseline artefacts: asked for Roland to get input from her 

team, speak to Hannah M and Connie W in the first instance. See new Action Item 

#Oct14-6. 

 

 

Ref p. 8: Roland is meeting finance, confirming the structures – Opex & Capex 

budgets and will produce a forecast plus a view of expenditure against forecast from 

the next meeting onwards.  

 

 

 

 



 



 



 



 



Venue

Date: 5 November 2020 Time: 1:30 – 2:30PM

Venue: 

• 56 The Terrace, Level 8, Room 8.7  

For Jabber Users: 

https://join.msd.govt.nz/invited.sf?secret=QHnlpiVXIb6T.qKAFgzrhA&id
=802274740

Or

- Phone: 049163990, then enter 802274740
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Explanation of artefacts

• We are trialling a set of templates Roland has used for BC19 
Infrastructure Modernisation programme
• Separate Word doc Agenda
• One-page A3 dashboard-style overview Report (PPT format) that gives 

overview of all work within Te Hāoroa and summary of usual metrics / 
indicators (financials, risks, issues etc.) 

• Accompanying PPT for deeper-dive into areas of the Agenda or the A3
• Other separate docs as we need them

• Any feedback welcomed, on how best to facilitate conversations / get 
PMC feedback in the most effective way for you as consumers
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3. Status Report walkthrough

• Ref separate A3 Status Report covering standing agenda items

• Both Agenda and A3 Status Report will indicate where this PPT goes 
into a deeper-dive for any item 
• Indicated on A3 Status Report as  

Te Hāoroa PMC 5 November 2020 6
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3.2 Terms of Reference for Approval

• The Terms of Reference for Te Hāoroa Programme has been revised to 
reflect current direction, current PMC members and the strategic 
decision to build a new data platform separate from Oranga Tamariki

• It is attached separately and we request endorsement today

Te Hāoroa PMC 5 November 2020 7

 



 



4. Reference Architecture / Technology 
Selection (p. 1 of 4): bridge to last PMC
• At 14/10 meeting we agreed:

• “.. in principle to select existing technology where it is still fit-for-purpose (in 
particular, SAS) and to source technology for the remaining areas where there are 
gaps, subject to further due diligence (including discussion with IR)”

• Status of due diligence items in para. 36.a from Memo tabled 14/10:
• i. “we seek formal Probity and MSD Procurement advice that direct initial 

engagement with our incumbent vendor is appropriate”
• => confirmed, ref email Bill Inglis (Probity) to Tim Boyd 2/10; and email Harry Lotz (MSD 

Procurement) to Tim Boyd 2/10

• iii. “we initiate lessons-learned conversations with IR and other organisations with 
experience of similar initiatives”
• => initial meeting done, others being planned

Te Hāoroa PMC 5 November 2020 9
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4. Reference Architecture / Technology 
Selection (p. 2 of 4): status of due diligence
• Status of due diligence items in para. 36.a from Memo tabled 14/10:

• ii.“we receive output from an internal MSD fit-for-purpose / SWOT exercise 
considering our existing tooling”

Done:
• => Six three-hour workshops with SAS and MSD technical team concluded Fri 30/10 p.m.
In progress for this week and next:
• => SAS finalise their recommendations of products for the Reference Architecture
• => MSD assesses the weighting of each component in the Reference Architecture
• => MSD assesses fit of potential future capabilities with SAS tooling, for each functional 

component, to build candidate technology selection

• Although this exercise is not yet complete, a number of findings have 
emerged that will input to some key technology decisions for us

• FYI for PMC today
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4. Reference Architecture / Technology 
Selection (p. 4 of 4)
• We are not in a position yet to request PMC to confirm the decision 

to “to select existing technology where it is still fit-for-purpose (in 
particular, SAS) and to source technology for the remaining areas 
where there are gaps, subject to further due diligence (including 
discussion with IR)”

• We will keep PMC updated with due diligence progress

• Suffice that we believe the biggest focus areas for our attention, ref 
diagram on p. 11, are
• Data Management

• Administration 
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5. Delivery Partner

• Ref comments on A3 Status Report re Delivery Partner
• Recent decisions and discussions do not change broadly what MSD seeks in 

a Delivery Partner (i.e. capabilities for org change, data governance, data 
architecture…)
• Initial work has been done to articulate required capabilities and will be circulated 

ahead of the next PMC

• They key question is timing, and how much of the Technology Selection to 
we need to have completed, before going to market for Delivery Partner?

• Team current view is that we can & should go to market prior to Christmas, 
even without knowing the full candidate technology stack
• And we get the Delivery Partner to assist us in activities relating to final selection

• See also separate A3 “Selection of Technology and Delivery Partner” 
showing the relationship of the two workstreams 
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6. Independent Advisor

Notes, observations and reflections from the Independent Advisor.
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7. General Business

Any advised?
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8. Summary from Chair

Review key actions, notes and decisions:

• Note: A3 Status Report

• Agree: the revised PMC Terms of Reference

• Note: progress on the Reference Architecture and Technology Selection, 
and endorse our direction of travel / our next focus areas

• Note: progress on our Secondary Procurement Process for a Delivery 
Partner and endorse our planned actions for that workstream

• Other notes and actions?
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Document Review and Sign-off 
 

Acceptance of Terms of Reference 

This version of the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Te Hāoroa Programme Product 

Management Committee (PMC) builds on previously approved versions and incorporates 

changes to reflect: 

• The strategic decision that Oranga Tamariki will pursue its own data warehouse 

replacement programme, and is no longer represented on the governance board; 

and 

• The re-envisaging of the programme as outlined in the inaugural meeting of this 

PMC on 27th August 2020.  
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1 Document Purpose 
This document contains the Terms of Reference for the Te Hāoroa Programme (nee 

Data Warehouse replacement) Product Management Committee (PMC). 

This will be a living document and will be updated during the programme lifecycle of this 

three-year change initiative, as the PMC considers and approves, fit for purpose 

governance. 

 

2 References – Related Documents 
This document should be read in conjunction with the following: 

• B19 Technology Business Case  

• B19 Technology Business Case Package 1 Management Case 

• Data Warehouse Scope document 

• Programme Assurance Plan 

• .. noting that as at 3 November 2020 the last two of these documents are still 

subject to re-baselining for the same reasons as this ToR. 

The Management Case describes the relationship between this programme and the other 

governance and assurance mechanisms in use.  

The Scope is the founding document describing the expected outcomes and deliverables 

for which this PMC has oversight. 

3 Product Management Committee Purpose 

3.1 Te Hāoroa Programme Executive Summary 

The Ministry’s data warehouse has a high risk of breaching of privacy rules. It is also at 

high risk of operational failure resulting in clients’ benefits and service to clients being 

disrupted and the inability to deliver organisational strategic goals due to the unusually 

high maintenance, unplanned work, recovery, and support load. 

The investment objectives in the Business Case are: 

• Enable the trusted and transparent use of data. 

• Known and monitored data quality, providing greater confidence in the evidence 

being produced to support good decision making. 

• Greater system reliability and resilience. 

• Smarter decision making across channels - at speed and scale. 

• Flexibility to support strategic shifts and future demands for service innovation. 

• Higher percentage of work dedicated towards value generation. 

• Single client view is robust and usable for policy and operations. 

This is a programme led by MSD.  

3.2 Primary Functions 

The primary function of the PMC is to take responsibility for the achievement of in-scope 

objectives to enable the benefits as agreed in the programme business case.  The PMC will 

maintain oversight of programme deliverables, provide direction to the programme, as 

well as monitor and review the programme status. 
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The PMC provides a stabilising influence and gives direction, guidance and decision 

makinug to support the successful delivery of the programme.  This guidance extends to 

ensuring the readiness of the business to realise the business benefits of the programme. 

In practice these responsibilities are carried out by performing the following functions: 

• Ensuring the programme has appropriate management structures and controls in 

place to deliver its intended products. 

• Ensuring the programme has an achievable benefits realisation plan and the 

programme is managed to enable the realisation of the identified benefits. 

• Ensuring the programme is appropriately resourced. 

• Ensuring that programme risks are managed. 

• Ensuring the continued strategic alignment of the programme throughout its 

duration. 

• Providing assistance to the programme when issues are escalated. 

• Ensuring the programme is managed to the agreed schedule, budget, scope, 

quality and benefits profile. 

• Ensuring that scope aligns with the agreed business requirements of the Business 

Owner and key stakeholder groups. 

• Controlling changes to the programme via the variation request process as 

emergent risks and issues force changes to be considered.  

• Monitoring and review of critical dependencies.  

• Resolving programme conflicts/disputes, reconciling differences of opinion & 

approach. 

• Formal acceptance of programme products (deliverables). 

• Monitoring and review of the programmes progress and status at regular PMC 

meetings.  

3.3 Approval Responsibilities 

The PMC is responsible for approving major programme elements within the defined scope 

of the programme, such as: 

• Prioritisation of programme objectives and outcomes. 

• Epics and Lightweight Business Cases to meet programme objectives and 

outcomes. 

• The use of the programme budget is appropriate.   

• Any changes to the programme budget do not negatively impact identified benefits. 

• Risk management strategies to address potential threats to the programme's 

success have been identified, estimated and approved, and that the threats are 

regularly re-assessed. 

• Programme management and quality assurance practices. 

• Approval/endorsement of programme plans, schedules, budget, scope and benefits. 

• Approve/reject deviations from agreed plans via the Variation Request process. 

• Provide approval for final products (deliverables).  

• Approve the formal closing of the Programme via the Closure Report. 

 



 



 



 

Te Hāoroa Programme (nee Data Warehouse replacement) – Product Management Committee Terms of Reference   Page 7 of 8 

4 PMC Roles & Responsibilities 
PMC members are not directly responsible for managing programme activities, but provide 

support and guidance for those who do.  Thus, individually, PMC members should: 

• Understand the strategic implications and outcomes of initiatives being pursued 

through programme outputs. 

• Understand the strategic implications and outcomes of the programme and ensure 

these are supported by the programme outputs. 

• Be genuinely interested in the initiative and be an advocate for broad support for 

the outcomes being pursued in the programme. 

• Appreciate the significance of the programme for some or all major stakeholders 

and represent their interests. 

• Have a broad understanding of programme management issues and approach 

being adopted. 

• Provide support and guidance to the Programme Manager to enable them to 

manage the programme. 

In practice, this means they: 

• Review the status of the programme via regular status reports. 

• Ensure the programme's outputs meet the requirements of the end users and key 

stakeholders i.e. the programme’s products (deliverables) are fit for purpose and 

not ‘gold plated’ or sub-standard. 

• Help balance conflicting priorities and resources. 

• Provide guidance to the Programme Team and users of the programme's products 

(deliverables). 

• Consider ideas and provide guidance or assistance in resolving issues 

raised/escalated. 

• Check adherence of programme activities to standards of the MSD project 

management framework (PMF). 

• Conduct periodic reviews of the programme Business Case to ensure continued 

viability of the programme. 

• Foster positive communication outside of the Programme Team regarding the 

programme's progress and outcomes. 

• Report on high level programme progress to any higher governing authorities. 

 

It should be understood that neither Project/Programme Management nor the 

Programme Team alone can deliver on a programme. Every programme requires 

the active participation and action of the PMC to succeed. While Programme 

Management manages a programme on behalf of the Business Owner, the PMC 

both guides and enables Programme Management. 

 

Note: For further information on the role and responsibilities of the PMC, refer to the 

Programme Governance Guidance Information provided on doogle or within the Project 

Management Framework.  
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5 Administration of Board Matters 

5.1 Meeting Schedule and Process 

The PMC will meet fortnightly (or as required) to keep track of issues and the progress of 

the programme’s implementation and on-going support to its stakeholders. 

The SRO chairs the PMC and facilitates the Meetings. 

5.2 Method of Working 

Agendas and papers will be circulated to all members at least 2 working days prior to the 

scheduled meeting. 

It is expected that members will have read the papers in advance of the meeting to 

facilitate expedited decision making and reduce delays. 

Minutes will be kept of all meetings and reviewed by the Chair (or delegate), before 

circulation to the Board members and approved by the Board at the following meeting. 

5.3 Conflicts of Interest 

All members are responsible for declaring any actual, potential or perceived conflicts of 

interest.  In all cases where a conflict of interest exists, or may be reasonably perceived to 

exist, the Chair will decide on whether the member, having disclosed the interest: 

• May participate as an active member of the PMC 

• May attend the PMC meetings as a non decision-making role 

• Is not suitable to sit on or attend PMC Meetings. 

 

5.4 Evaluating PMC Performance 

The PMC will ensure that an assessment of its performance and this Terms of Reference is 

undertaken at least once every 6 months to ensure that it is effective, provides quality 

service and meets the expectations of the SRO. This will be done as part of the assurance 

process, as defined in the Management Plan.   
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We help New Zealanders to help themselves to be safe, strong and independent 

Ko ta mātou he whakamana tangata kia tū haumaru, kia tū kaha, kia tū motuhake 

Minutes 
BC19 – Te Hāoroa - Product Management Committee 
(PMC) 

Date: 3 December 2020 Time: 1.00pm – 2.00pm 

Venue: 89TT, Level 2, Room 2.1 

Attendees:  

- Nic Blakeley (Chair) 
- Rob Hodgson 
- Janet Green 
- Pennie Pearce 
- Kelvin Watson 
- Chris LaGrange 

 
In support: 

- Vinay Badigar 
- Tim Boyd 
- Roland Bell 
- Saul Leighton 
- Chantel Piper 

Apologies:  
- Sim Bull 
- Anurag Madan 
- Jason Dwen 
- Grant Keen 
- Marissa Whight 

 
 

Agenda Items 

 

1 Apologies  

a. Sim Bull, Anurag Madan, Jason Dwen, Grant Keen, Marissa Whight. 

b. We concluded we did have a quorum. 

 

2 Previous Minutes and Actions 

- Previous minutes have been approved 

- Actions 

 Aug27-1 and Aug27-5 have been closed. 

 Keep Aug27-6 open. 

 Close Oct14-2. 

 Oct14-3 push to New Year. 

 Oct14-5 push to New Year, noting comment that this is a light touch 
only compare & contrast. 

 Oct14-6 – close. 

 Nov5-1, 5-2, 5-3 – close. 

 Keep open Nov5-4, 5-5.   

 Re Nov5-5: engagement with ACC is underway. 
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Discussion around the cost model with OT; can we cover in General Business, or next 
time? See new Action Item Dec3-5.  

There will be two more meetings this year and there are two decisions to be made 
before Christmas – delivery partner will be the focus today, technology question around 
SAS with be the focus at next week’s meeting. 

 

On track to have paper ready for next week’s meeting. 

 

3 Status Report Walkthrough 

- Overall status is green (note later comment below however that it actually feels 
amber not green). 

- Aiming to table on 10/12 is what functional areas there are, if any, for which we 
ask SAS alone for a formal proposal – or do we go out to market? 

- If we did go out to market it does not preclude SAS responding. 

- Delivery partner selection is the Memo today. 

- Budget discussions with OT – what is the most reasonable way to determine the 
split – do a relative sizing of the general metrics that would inform the cost to 
build and run a platform for each organisation  

- We will look at metrics such as number of users, number of data sources, 
number of reports. We have agreed on a set of measures and have agreed on a 
set of weightings for these measures – now collecting the underlying metrics. 

- Should be in a position next week to work out what the percentage split would 
be. 

- Use this percentage sizing to determine what amount of capital and opex to 
give each organisation. 

- There is a risk around the budget, however at the moment we are tracking. 

- Everyone is happy with the changes made to the ToR 

- The overall feel from the committee is that we are more like an amber at the 
moment rather than a green, given the outstanding actions and questions to 
answer. 

- Things we need to focus on as a Committee are the technology selection and 
budget (with Oranga Tamariki). 

 

3.3 Financials 

- Recut the forecast and there have been a number of new assumptions brought 
in. 

- Key things are – this is opex only, all the work we will be doing is opex. This is 
because we are in a discovery phase, we’re not working on any assets at the 
moment. 

- It would be worth looking at the features for PI17, what’s intended for PI18 and 
check this with finance; see new Action Item Dec3-4. 

- Rob is going to have a discussion with Anita about what they need in the short 
term. 

- Other big determinant of budget consumption is when the Delivery Partner will 
come on board. 

- Will report every second PMC on finances.  

 

3.9 Assurance 

- Discussion on when the best time was to bring in ITQ/TQA. Roland to work with 
Janet; see new Action Item Dec3-2. 

 

 

 



  3 

4 Technology Selection 

- Completed 22 hours of vendor briefings with SAS. 

- Had meetings and discussions with FMG, Inland Revenue, and ACC. 

- Completing and finalising the scoring on a detailed technology assessment. 

- Completing market research – Gartner and Forrester. 

- Now in the process of condensing all of this material together and finalising the 
findings for next week. 

5 Delivery Partner 

- The memo covers three core components – partnering model, scope of 
services, capabilities needed from the delivery partner. 

- Looking to approve today: the formal approval of the partnering model, the 
scope of services, and the capabilities that we need. 

- The procurement approach will be brought back with the technology selection 
paper. See new Action Item Dec3-3. 

- Partnering model – using a blended team approach integrating both delivery 
partner staff and MSD staff into Agile delivery teams. 

- If we wanted the delivery partner to integrate some technologies – getting the 
different technologies to work together – this would fit the category of an 
outcome we could contract to. 

- Change the wording from time and materials to mi estone and feature delivery-
based approach. 

- Scope of services – engage the delivery partner to develop a roadmap jointly 
with MSD. 

- Dependent on sorting the financials with OT – can’t go out to market before we 
know what our budget is. 

- Have to recognise a risk around this – one of the issues is bias – by picking this 
partner they will naturally be biased towards the products they are familiar 
with. 

- Can you go out with a list of technologies and potentially what the architecture 
is, or do you talk about it in terms of functions? 

- Workstreams – rename these feature sets? Or groups of features. 

- Capabilities – core things we need to select the vendors against. 

- Data warehouse and business intelligence skills are core. 

- Data product development and data delivery is core. 

- Management operations of the data products is core. 

- Data governance and data architecture is also core. 

 Then there will be the supporting capabilities. 

- In addition to weighting we also have critical capabilities that they must have. 

- Is there a sense of how many organisations will fit this list? 

- Possibly about a dozen firms in NZ who will fit this list – this is based on the 63 
responses to the data consultancy panel RFP. 

- Do we want someone who has experience working in a blended team? 

- We want to meet the team face to face. 

- Some of these capabilities are core, some are preferred or nice to have. 

- Don’t approve this today – we’re quite close but we don’t actually need to – we 
have next week and the rest of the procurement conversation. 

- Workstreams – apart from language change we were comfortable with that set. 

- Capabilities – reflect on this conversation to try and give a sense of what’s most 
critical and the what and how aspects to it. 

- Bring back for next time with the other Memo. 
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Memo 
 

  To: Te Hāoroa Product Management Committee 

From: Chris LaGrange, GM DMaID (Representing Core team) 

Date: 10 December 2020 

Security level: IN CONFIDENCE 

 

Evaluation of current SAS products for Te 
Hāoroa data platform 
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1 Risk Ratings:  

 High – Can cause impacts to cost, time or complexity, with limited ability to 
control. 

 Medium - Can cause impacts to cost, time or complexity but can be controlled 
within the programme. 

 Low - Can cause impacts to cost, time or complexity but would be tolerable.  
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Memo 
 

  To: Te Hāoroa Product Management Committee 

From: Chris LaGrange, GM DMaID (Representing Core team) 

Date: 310 December 2020 

Security level: IN CONFIDENCE 

 

Delivery Partner Selection Approach 

Purpose and strategic alignment 

1. This paper seeks the Committee’s agreement the scope and approach to selecting a 
delivery partner for the Te Hāoroa programme.  

MSD’s Commitment to Māori  

2. MSD holds personal data on behalf of Māori who use MSD’s services that will be 
stored in MSD’s new data platform. MSD is committed to treating this data with 
respect and demonstrating Mana Manaaki. 

3. MSD is engaging in the all-of-government dialogue with Māori, led by Statistics NZ, 
on Māori data governance. This dialogue goes beyond the boundaries of this project 
but is relevant when thinking about issues such as: the quality of data on ethnicity 
and iwi affiliation, the ability to share information easily with iwi partners, and the 
geographic location data is stored. 

Introduction 

At the Product Management Committee on 5 October 2020 the following decisions were 
agreed: 

Partnering approach 

a) agree to engage a delivery partner, working in a single blended team with MSD 
staff, and contracted based on skills and capabilities as part of a longer-term 
relationship 

b) agree to select a delivery partner and develop a roadmap jointly, drawing on 
strategy work already undertaken 

Based on the above actions, the Te Hāoroa programme team has undertaken the 
following activities: 
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 Developed the scope of services and evaluation criteria that will be used to 
evaluate and select the delivery partner 

 Determined options for the procurement process to select the delivery partner 

Summary of Decision 

We recommend that the Product Management Committee: 

a) Note that while Business Committee and Product Management Committee noted 
the partnering model when it was first proposed (13 August and 27 August 
meetings respectively), further to decisions made at 14 October PMC we are 
today providing more detail on how we will work with the delivery partner (pp. 3-
4); 

b) Approve the proposed scope of services we require from the delivery partner, 
and the capabilities we expect them to demonstrate (pp. 5-7). 

 

Consideration: Partner Selection and Technology Selection  

The decision on technology approach may impact the approach taken to engaging the 
delivery partner.  Because of this, the approach to engage the delivery partner will be 
included in the Technology approach decision paper scheduled to be presented at the 
next Te Hāoroa Product Management Committee.  

Some work streamfeature sets will require technical skills and experience from the 
delivery partner in the relevant technology products.  The delivery partner may be 
needed for some parts of the technology selection process, albeit only where 
procurement rules permit. Other work streamfeature sets in the programme are not 
dependent on specific technology choices.   

The work that will require partner capabilities relevant to the technology selected are 
identified below. 

Context for Decision 

The Te Hāoroa partnering model was first discussed with Business Committee on 13 
August, who noted the details and that the model was to be confirmed and agreed by 
the new Product Management Committee.  

On 27 August the partnering model was discussed with Te Hāoroa Product Management 
Committee although not formally approved. 

In this Memo, further to the decisions at 5 October Product Management Committee to 
agree the partnering approach, we elaborate further details in terms of the procurement 
approach, the intention to use blended teams, and the services and capabilities we will 
need for the programme. 
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Partnering model 

Delivery of the Te Hāoroa programme will require capabilities and capacity to 
supplement MSD internal staff.  Based on the decision (noted above) the intent is to on-
board a partner in a blended team model, creating a hybrid programme team made up 
of MSD staff and delivery partner staff.  A single vendor may not provide all capabilities 
needed, such as the SAS skills needed for IAP work, so some work may need to be 
separately contracted, or subcontracted.       

Procurement Approach  

Under this model the recommended commercial approach is to select a time and 
materials based engagement, following a secondary procurement process using 
approved government panels and engage on a Programme Increment (PI) by 
Programme Increment basis (three monthly), collaboratively planning feature-based 
delivery and resourcing requirements with the Delivery Partner. This way the Delivery 
Partner participates in the planning process and has certainty for the next three months, 
and is able to ramp resourcing up and down in full consultation with MSD.  The shared 
partner/MSD responsibilities will make outcome or deliverable based commercial 
agreements difficult to manage, as delivery of these outcomes will require ongoing input, 
collaboration, and responsibilities from both the partner staff and MSD staff.   Some 
components of the delivery plan could however be contracted for outcomes, this will be 
evaluated during development of the full programme roadmap. 

Blended Team Approach 

A number of MSD staff will also be required to work as part of the programme team.  
The delivery partner will also need to provide backfill resources to take on MSD staff 
responsibilities, to free our people to participate in the programme. This allows MSD staff 
to develop new capabilities needed working alongside delivery partner experts.   The 
delivery partner staff will become integrated into the day to day operations and delivery 
of the IAP, allowing the transition of management of the IAP to the delivery partner over 
time. Handover of essential skills and knowledge between both MSD and the delivery 
partner is embedded over the full duration of the programme.  
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The structure of the programme team will be composed as follows:  

 

Programme Teams 

The Product Management Committee will oversee both development of the IAP and the 
Te Hāoroa platform.  This function will evaluate Epics and features, and make decisions 
on how best to deliver them, either on the current IAP or the new Te Hāoroa platform, 
considering both short term and long-term goals, across current and future platforms.  
This will allow Te Hāoroa to run as part of the Data and Analytics portfolio integrated 
with the IAP pipeline of work rather than run separately. 
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Under the Product Management Committee, three groups will form the delivery structure 
for the programme: 

 IAP Delivery: This is the existing DMAID team in Insights MSD.  This group 
will continue operations and delivery on the IAP platform.   

 Te Hāoroa Delivery: This group will implement, develop and operate the new 
data platform.   

 Change and Capability: This team will establish new capabilities, governance, 
ways of working, operating models, and other non-technical practices. 

MSD and the delivery partner will establish agile delivery teams, which will include both 
partner and MSD staff as team members.  It is expected that initially, a small number of 
teams, comprised mainly of delivery partner staff with some MSD SMEs will commence 
work.  Each programme increment the number of teams, and composition of teams, will 
be assessed, and additional teams may be established, or current teams may wind 
down.  This will be based on successful delivery of programme increment goals.  

 

 

Delivery Partner Scope of Services Needed 

To provide the services required, the delivery partner will be required to provide staff, 
intellectual property, and services for the following capabilities. 

Programme Roadmap and Delivery Plan 

The delivery partner will initially be engaged to work with the MSD programme team, 
key stakeholders, and other relevant MSD staff to develop a detailed roadmap and 
delivery plan for the programme.  It is envisaged that this plan will include the following 
work streamsfeature sets1, although some work streamsfeature sets may not include the 
delivery partner in some parts, as noted below: 

Technology selection, deployment, configuration and administration: We 
will conduct a procurement process to determine technology and tools.  After this 
process, installation, configuration, and ongoing establishment and operation of 
management and administration practices will follow.  After technology 
selection, the skills needed for the deployment and subsequent phases of 
this work are technology dependent. 

Data Product Roadmap Development and Product Delivery:  Provides the 
core delivery service for Programme outcomes following implementation of the 
technology infrastructure and software, aligned to the MSD portfolio roadmaps, 
also working to deliver core MSD data products shared across portfolios, such as 
client, service, location, benefit, etc.   The capabilities needed for the 
delivery phase of this work are technology selection dependent.  

 
1 A feature set is a Scaled Agile term for a group of like features, often planned for delivery by the 
same team. 
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Organisational Change Management: Actively involving stakeholders, using 
effective communications, training and skills development, user migration 
planning and user adoption strategies will need continuous planning and 
management to be successful, over the full life of the Programme. 

Governance & Assurance: In addition to Programme governance, 
establishment of MSD data governance practices to ensure we are focusing on 
delivering quality and value with data, balanced by responsibly. Some parts may 
exclude the delivery partner, including programme governance, and an 
independent quality assurance (IQA) and technical quality assurance (TQA) 
function. 

Data Architecture: Data architecture practices will be needed for developing, 
deploying and using models, policies, rules and standards that govern which data 
is collected, and how it is stored, arranged, integrated, and put to use in data 
systems.  This work will document MSDs current data landscape, model the 
platforms intended data architecture, and provide guidelines for managing data 
from initial capture in source systems to analysis and use to make decisions.  

Data and Analytics Operating Model implementation: Implement an 
improved future-state data and analytics operating model for MSD, including 
establishing clear roles and responsibilities across data and analytics teams, 
procedures, policies, and controls, and ongoing delivery and operational support 
practices.  

IAP Remediation: An existing, separately funded resilience Programme is in 
flight.  The delivery partner will be used to continue work on security, hardware, 
application, and technical debt remediation on the IAP platform, to ensure 
business continuity until decommissioning.  SAS Capabilities are needed for 
this work. 

IAP Delivery and Operation:  To enable MSD staff to transition to Te Haoroa, 
the delivery partner will backfill MSD staff on IAP delivery and operations.  This 
process will be gradual, MSD staff transitioning over time as work requirements 
and capabilities permit.  SAS Capabilities are needed for this work. 

IAP Decommissioning:  This workstream will manage the actual data 
migration, user migration, function migration and service transition needed to 
complete the decommissioning.  Identification, management and resolution of key 
dependencies on the IAP will be performed by this function, which are essential to 
ensure a non-disruptive end of life plan for the IAP.   SAS Capabilities are 
needed for this work. 

Oranga Tamariki Offboarding: Oranga Tamariki’s migration off the IAP needs 
to be completed.  To achieve this the Programme will require data migration, new 
data interfaces,  interagency data sharing agreements, shared services 
agreements, and other changes.  SAS Capabilities are needed for this work. 

Service management: The Programme will need to manage the new platform, 
and oversee the IAP platform until decommissioning.  This work will include 
selection and implementation of management models for IAP and new platform 

 



We help New Zealanders to be safe, strong and independent  
Manaaki tangata, manaaki Whānau 

7 

operations, including managed services, integrated services, or hybrid 
vendor/MSD teams. SAS Capabilities are needed for this work. 

Cloud Establishment: This work streamfeature set will work in partnership with 
the Cloud Business Office, MSD IT, CISO, IT Security, and information 
governance, to ensure the successful adoption of cloud capabilities and services.  

Capability introduction and improvement: New development practices, 
software product skills, data management skills, data literacy, and new 
operational practices are needed.   This workstream will provide learning and 
development, mentoring and coaching, and expert advice, to enable the 
capability lift required.  

Once the roadmap and detailed plans for these work streamfeature sets are complete, 
the Product Management Committee should evaluate the plans to confirm what roles and 
responsibilities the delivery partner then assumes for the execution phase of the 
roadmap.  

 

Delivery Partner Required Capabilities 

To successfully deliver the above services, the following capabilities, in order of 
importance, will need to be strongly demonstrated by the selected delivery partner: 

Data warehouses & Business Intelligence/Analytics platform integration, 
architecture, development and management  (Critical Capability) This capability 
should be a central practice in the partners organisation, and the partner should have an 
established track record in these practices in New Zealand. Relevant experience, and a 
strong competency with sufficient staff capacity in the selected technologies for the 
platform are essential. This should include expertise in all phases of the platform 
lifecycle, such as capacity planning and management, release management and 
continuous integration  incident and problem management,  

Expertise in data product development, delivery and management. (Critical 
Capability)  The primary activity for the Te Hāoroa Programme, the development and 
ongoing delivery of data products should be a core competency for the delivery 
partner.  This should include expertise in data and analytics product lifecycles, patterns, 
approaches and frameworks.   

Expertise in data governance. (Critical Capability)  Successful implementation of a 
data governance practice in MSD will require strong capability from the partner.  This 
should include experience with common data governance solution frameworks such as 
DAMA, DGI/Data Governance Institute, Erwin Data Intelligence, GDE DEMS, etc. Direct 
experience in the implementation of data governance processes, principles, policies, 
controls, standards and best practices is essential.     

Expertise in data architecture. (Critical Capability)  As a primary deliverable for the 
programme, data architecture should be a core competency for the partner. This should 
include the development, use and management of enterprise information and data 
architectures, data platform architectures, and data modelling.  Strong capability in 
common data platform architecture and modelling practices, such as dimensional 
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modelling, is essential.  Experience in distributed data models and architecture on cloud 
is also essential.  

Expertise in SAS. (Primary Capability, could be subcontracted)  These To 
successfully support the delivery, management and eventual decommissioning of the IAP 
platform, the partner will need core competency in the management, administration and 
delivery of SAS products on both SAS 9 and Viya.  

Experience in Organisational change management (Primary Capability, could be 
subcontracted)  , including stakeholder management, user adoption, communications 
planning, and risk management. The successful implementation and roll-out of the 
platform, governance, operating model, and tools will require strong and ongoing change 
management capability.  

Expertise in the development and implementation of data and analytics 
operational and organisational models. (Primary Capability, could be 
subcontracted)  These models should include data management and delivery, 
administration and support, self service, data quality management, training and 
capability development, and organisational roles and responsibilities.  Experience in the 
implementation of these models should be demonstrated.  

Expertise in agile delivery and SAFe. (Preferred Capability)  The partner 
organisation should have experienced agile practitioners and experience in delivery of 
data platforms using agile methods.  Strong experience in SAFe, data ops & dev ops is 
highly preferable.  This expertise will ensure the partner can execute successfully within 
the MSD investment and delivery system.   

Experience in large New Zealand public sector organisations. (Preferred 
Capability) A strong understanding the working culture, policies and practices of public 
sector organisations will ensure the roadmaps, plans and solutions are achievable, 
realistic and align to MSDs operating model.  

Experience in management and leadership consulting. (Preferred Capability) To 
be successful the programme needs to be well aligned to MSDs vision and strategy and 
be engaged with other strategic and operational initiatives.  Core competency in 
strategic planning, leadership engagement and advice,  enterprise planning, and 
programme performance management (using KPIs and metrics) are essential.  

Delivery Partner Capabilities 

To successfully deliver the above services, the following capabilities will need to be 
strongly demonstrated by the selected delivery partner: 

Data warehouses & Business Intelligence/Analytics platform integration, 
architecture, development and management including expertise in all phases of the 
platform lifecycle, such as capacity planning and management, release management and 
continuous integration, incident and problem management,  

Expertise in data product development, delivery and management.  This should 
include expertise in data and analytics product lifecycles, patterns, approaches and 
frameworks.   
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Expertise in data governance.  Direct experience in the implementation of data 
governance processes, principles, policies, controls, standards and best practices is 
essential.     

Expertise in data architecture.  Strong capability in common data platform 
architecture and modelling practices, such as dimensional modelling, is essential.  
Experience in distributed data models and architecture on cloud is also essential.  

Expertise in the development and implementation of data and analytics 
operational and organisational models. These models should include data 
management and delivery, administration and support, self service, data quality 
management, training and capability development, and organisational roles and 
responsibilities.   

Expertise in agile delivery and SAFe.  Strong experience in SAFe, data ops & dev ops 
is highly preferable.   

Expertise in SAS. To successfully support the delivery, management and eventual 
decommissioning of the IAP platform.  

Experience in large New Zealand public sector organisations.  A strong 
understanding the working culture, policies and practices of public sector organisations. 

Experience in management and leadership consulting.  Core competency in 
strategic planning, leadership engagement and advice, enterprise planning, and 
programme performance management (using KPIs and metrics) are essential.  

Experience in Organisational change management, including stakeholder 
management, user adoption, communications planning, and risk management.  
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7 Independent Advisor* 

• Any further reflections  

Kelvin See PPT report p. 16 5 mins 

8 General business* Nic None advised  

9 Summary* 

• Key actions, agreements, notes 

Nic  5 mins 

8 Next meeting: 

Suggest three weeks hence i.e. 18 February 

 

Jabber details: 

https://join.msd.govt.nz/invited.sf?secret=QHnlpiVXIb6T.qKAFgzrhA&id=802274740 

 

Phone: 049163990, then enter 802274740 
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We help New Zealanders to help themselves to be safe, strong and independent 

Ko ta mātou he whakamana tangata kia tū haumaru, kia tū kaha, kia tū motuhake 

Minutes 

 

  
BC19 – Te Hāoroa - Product Management Committee 

(PMC) 

Date: 10 December 2020 Time: 2.00pm – 3.00pm 

Venue: 89TT, Level 2, Room 2.1 & 2.2 

Attendees:  

- Nic Blakeley (Chair) 

- Rob Hodgson 

- Pennie Pearce 

- Kelvin Watson 

- Chris LaGrange 

- Anurag Madan 

- Jason Dwen 

 

In support: 

- Grant Keen 

- Vinay Badigar 

- Tim Boyd 

- Roland Bell 

- Saul Leighton 

- Chantel Piper 

- Lena Sapunova 

Apologies:  

- Sim Bull 

- Marissa Whight 

- Janet Green 

 

 

 

Agenda Items 

 

1 Apologies  

a. Sim Bull, Marissa Whight, Janet Green. 

b. We concluded we did have a quorum. 

 

2 Previous Minutes and Actions 

- Previous minutes were approved 

- Actions 

▪ No items closed, comments from 3/12 meeting still stand; most are 

now not due til end of February. 

▪ Key focus for today is two Memos for approval rather than Actions. 

  

3 Reference Architecture / Technology Selection 

- PMC discussed the “Evaluation of current SAS products for Te Hāoroa data 

platform” memo. 
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- The Core Team had not reached a consensus and therefore did not make a 

preferred option recommendation. 

- The discussion covered: 

▪ Option 1: Ask incumbent technology provider (SAS) to respond with 

proposal to utilise SAS products in the future data platform;  

▪ Option 2: go to market for selection of technology products (an 

option that would not preclude SAS from responding along with 

other vendors). 

- The Chair invited team members to share any views and commended the effort 

of the analysis. 

- PMC had a broad discussion including: 

▪ The relative merits of staff using a known platform, existing 

confidence in vendor support, stability, security, and migration; 

▪ Whether the perceived technology gaps in some instances were 

worth pursuing a full market response, for example should the 

public service be on the bleeding edge of technology or prioritise 

stability; 

▪ Whether the decision point was significant enough to trigger a re-

visitation of our technology roadmap; 

▪ Public value and the easing of the change management burden for 

our staff by keeping with the same vendor and broad technology 

set, albeit a new architecture; 

▪ The different experience of staff at technical vs. executive level 

engagements with the vendor  

- The Chair sought the view of the Independent Advisor who could see the case 

for both options but recommended Option 1 on balance. Based on the advice 

provided in the paper, and the majority view of voting PMC members, Option 1 

was confirmed. 

- The Chair undertook to affirm the decision with the Deputy Chief Executive 

People & Capability, Stephen Crombie, and the Chief Executive, Debbie Power. 

 

4 Delivery Partner Selection Approach 

- Memo had been discussed at the 3/12 PMC. Changes in today’s version were: 

▪ Replacing “workstream” with ”feature set”; 

▪ Changing description of the procurement approach to match MSD’s 

three-monthly PI planning whereby objectives and resourcing are 

set for each successive PI and that this is done in collaboration with 

the Delivery Partner; 

▪ Outlining importance of the “Delivery Partner Required Capabilities” 

(Critical, Primary or Preferred). 

- Memo / Approach was approved. 

 

5 Independent Advisor 

- No additional comments.   

 

6 General Business 

- None. 

 

7 Summary 

- Chair to talk to Debbie and Stephen regarding the decision.  

 

 



 



 



 



 



Venue

Date: 28 January 2021 Time: 1:30 – 2:30PM

Venue: 

•89TT room 6.1

For Jabber Users: 

https://join.msd.govt.nz/invited.sf?secret=QHnlpiVXIb6T.qKAFgzrhA&id
=802274740

Or

- Phone: 049163990, then enter 802274740

Te Hāoroa PMC 28 January 2021 2
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3. Status Report walkthrough

• Ref separate A3 Status Report covering standing agenda items on the 
following pages
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Te Hāoroa (Data Warehouse Replacement)
Artefact Re-baselining activities for PI #17

• A view of the activities under “Artefact Re-baselining” is provided below. 
• This plus the SAS RFP timeline (p. 12 of the meeting-pack) and the Delivery Partner RFP timeline (p. 14 of the meeting-pack) are the major current 

activities relating to Technology Selection and Delivery Partner Selection.
• The source work breakdown structure (WBS) is a living document in EDRMS and will be used for planning, tracking and reporting. 
• We will add to this as further activities are planned, e.g. activities for Data Discovery
• We will use standard SAFe Iteration/Sprint Planning plus Demos/Retrospectives to plan, track and pivot as necessary through the PI.

 



3.3 Financials – to end Dec 2020
s9(2)(b)(ii)

 



4. Technology Selection – SAS Direct Source RFP

• Met with SAS 20/1 for clarifications re the Direct Source RFP issued on 23/ 12.

• RFP included section “Proposal Non-core Products and Services” which listed many of the services 
we would otherwise require from Delivery Partner. Concept is that SAS, optionally with a partner, 
can propose those services should they chose.

• SAS and Tenzing have agreed prime contractor / subcontractor arrangements. Tenzing has 
confirmed it will waive the right to respond to the upcoming Delivery Partner RFP.
• A clarification session has been booked for Friday 29/1 with SAS+Tenzing.

• SAS + Tenzing have notified their intention to respond to “all core/non-core and optional 
components of the RFP“. 
• We will aim to discover on Friday exactly what this means e.g. if they intend to propose non-SAS technical 

components.

• We are navigating carefully and will seek Probity & Procurement advice to balance the potential 
benefits of this partnership, with the principle risk that vendors responding to the DP RFP 
perceive that the playing field is not level.

• PTO for estimated timeline for bringing SAS + Tenzing on board, should they be successful.

Te Hāoroa PMC 28 January 2021 11

 



4. Technology Selection - SAS RFP timeline
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The above are conservative estimates of duration (see column “approx duration”) of the sequence of major activities in procurement.
We will look to shorten these timeframes wherever possible, being careful not to sacrifice quality in the process and in our choosing and engaging of the 
Delivery Partner.

 



5. Delivery Partner

• Ref commentary on previous slide. 

• There are still services we need from a Delivery Partner that we do 
not expect SAS/Tenzing to propose.

• Further discussions needed, including advice from Probity and 
Procurement, to inform final shape of DP RFP.

• PTO for estimated timeline for bringing DP on board – a conservative 
view.

• We are seeking opportunities to bring this schedule back; start tasks 
earlier / reduce elapsed time.
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5. Delivery Partner - timeline
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The above are conservative estimates of duration (see column “approx duration”) of the sequence of major activities in procurement.
We will look to shorten these timeframes wherever possible, being careful not to sacrifice quality in the process and in our choosing and engaging of the 
Delivery Partner.

 



6. Special discussion: budget and Oranga 
Tamariki
• Ref Nic’s email 22/12 re 75/25 budget split for both CAPEX and OPEX.

• Questions remain:
• For OPEX for FY20/21, is this a straight 75/25 split for the full FY? Or is it a 

split for ½ the year given that’s when the agreement was reached?

• What will turn in principle to a final decision on the split?

• If our FY20/21 OPEX $2m budget becomes $1.5m:
• DP costs for FY are currently estimated at $580k assuming an (aggressive and 

unlikely) April-May ramp-up

• We could look hard at re-classifying the work the DP was doing, assuming 
they are associated with “enduring assets”

Te Hāoroa PMC 28 January 2021 15

 



7. Independent Advisor

Notes, observations and reflections from the Independent Advisor.

Te Hāoroa PMC 28 January 2021 16

 



8. General Business

Any advised?

Te Hāoroa PMC 28 January 2021 17

 



9. Summary from Chair

Review key actions, notes and any decisions.
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Memo 

 

  To: Te Hāoroa Product Management Committee 

From: Chris LaGrange, GM DMaID (Representing Core team) 

Date: 5 October 2020 

Security level: IN CONFIDENCE 

 Approach to partnering, technology, and delivery 

Purpose and strategic alignment 

1. This paper seeks the Committee’s agreement to the key elements of the approach to 

next phase of Te Hāoroa: partnering, technology, and delivery approach. 

MSD’s Commitment to Māori  

2. MSD holds personal data on behalf of Māori who use MSD’s services that will be 

stored in MSD’s new data platform. MSD is committed to treating this data with 

respect and demonstrating Mana Manaaki. 

3. MSD is engaging in the all-of-government dialogue with Māori, led by Statistics NZ, 

on Māori data governance. This dialogue goes beyond the boundaries of this project 

but is relevant when thinking about issues such as: the quality of data on ethnicity 

and iwi affiliation, the ability to share information easily with iwi partners, and the 

geographic location data is stored. 

Recommendations  

4. We recommend that the Product Management Committee:  

 

Partnering approach 

a) agree to engage a delivery partner, working in a single blended team with 

MSD staff, and contracted based on skills and capabilities as part of a longer-

term relationship 

b) agree to select a delivery partner and develop a roadmap jointly, drawing on 

strategy work already undertaken 

Technology selection 

c) agree in principle to continue with existing tools / products where they are  

still fit-for-purpose and to source tools / products for the remaining areas 

where there are gaps, subject to further due diligence (including, but not 

limited to discussion with IR) 
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Delivery approach 

d) agree to create the new data platform as greenfield, creating fresh data 

architecture and new data products over time to meet users’ needs  

e) agree to deliver under a scaled agile methodology with a new development 

progressively transferring from the old to the new platform 

Next steps 

f) note that the key next steps based on the above decisions are to: 

i. confirm the technology selection approach following due diligence (at 

the next Committee meeting) 

ii. initiate a procurement process for a delivery partner (at the next 

Committee meeting, then running until end of 2020, for onboarding in 

early 2021) 

iii. initiate software tools and products, scoping, review, assessment, 

selection and license negotiations with SAS.  

 

Context 

Process to date 

5. The Government funded a new data platform for MSD as part of a wider technology 

business case in Budget 2019 with two objectives: to reduce the risk of operational 

failure, and to create assets of enduring value. The assumption at the time of writing 

for the Business Case was that the Information Analysis Platform (IAP) Shared 

Service for Oranga Tamariki would continue and that the needs of both agencies 

would be served in a single new future platform. The project commenced in July 2019 

with a joint Governance board. 

6. The first phase of the project involved bringing on an expert advisor, Accenture, to 

support development of the overall strategy. This engagement was completed in 

March 2020 and delivered a set of artefacts including vision, business requirements, 

scope and a cloud adoption framework. Work was then put on hold due to covid-19. 

7. The Programme Board agreed in principle that MSD and Oranga Tamariki would 

separate due to significant differences in requirements, complexity, and readiness. 

This decision was confirmed by MSD’s Business Committee, but Corporate Services 

Oversight Committee (CSOC) reserved judgement until it understood the financial 

costs of separation. 

8. The project is now at a transition point from the initial strategy phase to a delivery 

phase, and from a joint focus with Oranga Tamariki to a sole focus on MSD. Decisions 

are needed now on the key elements of the approach to the next phase. 

Benefits of a new data platform 

9. MSD’s data platform is a critical enabler for policy, research, and operations. A strong 

data platform underpins MSD’s ability to provide high-quality data and insights to 

support decision-making by Ministers, staff, partners, and clients. 

10. Creating, developing and operating a new data platform is a complex undertaking and 

requires changes across the areas of people, processes and technology. A key 

constraint in the current platform is that the data architecture has been built up over 

twenty years and is now heavily laden with technical debt. 

  

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



  11 

Implications 

32. Maintaining and investing in a current vendor for those areas where there is marginal 

benefit to change, is likely to be less expensive in the long run than replacing those 

existing components, assuming ongoing costs (for consumption / subscription or 

license / maintenance) are similar to other market offerings.  

33. Reduced technical change will reduce delivery risk; and keeping the same or similar 

tooling will reduce the change impact for users, reducing re-training requirements 

and allowing users to be productive more quickly with the new platform. 

34. Breaking down the work and following an approach of incremental and progressive 

delivery of pilots and MVPs leading to the building out of the new platform will reduce 

delivery risk while providing business value early, as each focussed pilot / MVP 

deliverable is achieved. This will also provide a feedback loop, so that we can change 

course with limited waste if a particular process or tooling pilot fails to achieve 

desired outcomes.  

35. We have previously stressed the importance of organisational change. At appropriate 

points on our journey, teams of users from across MSD will need to stop sub-optimal 

ways of working with the data warehouse and start working in a different way. We 

are expecting to require executive support for these changes as they are essential. 

Next Steps 

36. The key next steps to give effect to the decisions proposed in this paper are as 

follows. A summary timeline graphic is provided as an Appendix. 

a) confirm the technology selection approach following due diligence, the due 

diligence steps being: 

i. we seek formal Probity and MSD Procurement advice that direct initial 

engagement with our incumbent vendor is appropriate 

ii. we receive output from an internal MSD fit-for-purpose / SWOT 

exercise considering our existing tooling 

iii. we initiate lessons-learned conversations with IR and other 

organisations with experience of similar initiatives 

b) initiate a procurement process for a delivery partner 

i. via a market RFP that we will bring to PMC 22/10 for approval 

c) initiate software tools and products, scoping, review, assessment, selection 

and license negotiations with SAS 

i. once the technology selection approach is full approved at the 22/10 

PMC 

37. We would present the outputs of due diligence (some of which will be started but not 

completed, i.e. engagement with external organisations) and the draft delivery 

partner RFP for the Committee’s consideration at the next meeting in two weeks. A 

rough timeline for the procurement for the delivery partner would be: 

• October – Committee agreement to RFP and prepare documentation 

• November/December – initiate procurement and hold briefings 

• January/February – partner selection 
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• March – partner onboarding 

38. Technology selection for the remaining components, where our incumbent vendors’ 

offerings do not adequately meet our needs, will commence following delivery partner 

onboarding. The delivery partner will provide key capabilities for the scoping, review 

and assessment activities for the gap areas and will assist us in the future 

procurement exercises. 
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Appendix – Summary of Timeline 
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Request for Proposal 
(RFP)  
 

Direct source 
SAS Institute (NZ) Limited 
 

Replacement of the MSD Datawarehouse with a new Data Platform 

 

 

       RFP released: 23 December 2020  

       Deadline for Questions: 5pm 29 January 2021 

       Deadline for Proposals: 5pm 12 February 2021 
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23 December 2020 

 

Mr. Geoff Beynon 

Chief Executive Officer 

SAS Institute (NZ) Ltd 

Level 12, 89 The Terrace 

Wellington, 6011 

Email: geoff.beynon@sas.com  

 

 

Re: Request for Direct Source Proposal – Replacement of the MSD 
Datawarehouse with a new Data Platform 

 

Dear Geoff, 

1. The Ministry hereby requests SAS Institute (NZ) Ltd (SAS) provide it with a 
proposal for Products, Services and Deliverables to support the replacement of the 
on premises IAP data warehouse with a new hosted data platform at the Ministry. 

2. This is a direct source request to SAS. All information contained in this request for 
proposal is confidential and is provided in accordance with the confidentiality 
provisions accepted by way of separate agreement that has been entered into 
between the Ministry and SAS. 

3. This programme of work is funded from the BC19 business case and it is anticipated 
that this programme will run on approved business case funding for a term of a 
further three years from2021. The term and form of any contract, if so awarded 
will be subject to negotiation and mutual acceptance by MSD and SAS. 

4. Should SAS intend to submit a proposal to meet this direct source request for 
proposal, please provide email confirmation by close of business on 5 January 2021 
to: 

a. procurement@msd.govt.nz;  
b. bill.inglis@mchalegroup.co.nz; and  
c. timothy.boyd004@msd.govt.nz 

5. The Ministry requests SAS review and recognise its obligations with respect to Mana 
Ōrite1. MSD is partnering with Statistics New Zealand and other public sector 
agencies to give effect to the Mana Ōrite agreement. In addition to these 
obligations, the Ministry also has current and future obligations that relate to Maori 
data sovereignty and legal jurisdiction of data. The Ministry requests SAS 
acknowledge these obligations and recognise in a proposal the existence of these 
obligations and provide an undertaking to use best efforts to work with the Ministry 
to give effect to these obligations. 

 
1 Please see https://www.stats.govt.nz/about-us/what-we-do/mana-orite-relationship-agreement/ 
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6. The Ministry advises that the procurement of other Products, Services and 
Deliverables that it may require to replace its Datawarehouse with a new Data 
Platform are not set out in this proposal request. 

7. In electing to respond to this request for proposal, SAS would not be precluded 
from submitting a response to any subsequent request for proposal, should the 
Ministry elect to issue such a request. 

8. The Ministry will host two initial interactive clarifications workshops during the week 
of 18 January 2021, with two further interactive clarifications workshops available 
to be hosted, if so required, during the week of 25 January 2021. Please contact 
Ms. Paula Murphy, paula.murphy005@msd.govt.nz  at the Ministry in order to 
confirm workshop dates, timing and attendees.  

9. On receipt of a proposal from SAS, the Ministry will then formally evaluate the 
proposal received in accordance with the timetable set out at APPENDIX 1 and in 
alignment with the evaluation and scoring criteria that is set out in this request for 
proposal. 

10. This request for proposal and the subsequent evaluation of a response from SAS 
will be conducted in accordance with the Government Rules of Sourcing2 and the 
Ministry’s own procurement policies and procedures. It is a requirement that the 
Ministry evaluates the proposal received with respect to categories that include but 
are not limited to: 

 

 
11. In addition, this procurement shall be overseen by McHale Group in their capacity 

as independent probity advisor to the Programme. A letter from McHale Group for 
your attention is attached to this letter request as APPENDIX 2. 

12. Attached to this letter request as APPENDIX 3 is a response form. Please use this 
form as a guide to complete your proposal. Your proposal, together with any 
supporting information that is not set out in the response form must be submitted 
by email by close of business on 12 February 2021. Please email a proposal to: 

a. procurement@msd.govt.nz;  
b. bill.inglis@mchalegroup.co.nz; and  
c. timothy.Boyd004@msd.govt.nz 

13. Unless explicitly stated to the contrary, in managing this procurement MSD will 
endeavour to act fairly and reasonably in all of its dealings with SAS and any third 
parties, and to follow due process which is open and transparent.  

 
2 https://www.procurement.govt.nz/procurement/principles-charter-and-rules/government-
procurement-rules/  

1. Public value 

2. Alignment to Government and Ministry Objectives 

3. Risk 

4. Capacity and Capability 

5. Price 

6. Due Diligence 
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14. MSD shall adhere to the government’s standard RFP Process, Terms and Conditions 
which apply to this procurement including but not limited to the standard All of 
Government Terms and Conditions and the Government Rules of Sourcing. 
 

A. Proposal Pre-conditions 
 

15. In preparing a proposal, the Ministry considers the following pre-conditions as 
mandatory and all pre-conditions MUST be met for a proposal to be considered for 
evaluation. Evidence to support each pre-condition must be set out in a proposal 
to be submitted. 

1. Demonstrated success in previous Programme(s) with similar products, 
services and deliverables; 

2. Demonstrated availability of key personnel including onshore resource, for 
the duration of the term of any contract awarded; 

3. Demonstrated availability of key personnel during New Zealand business 
hours as required for the duration of the term of any contract awarded;  

4. Demonstrated ability to competently deliver within a SAFe delivery 
framework; 

5. No actual, declared or perceived conflicts of interest.3 

 

B. Proposal Principles for consideration 
 

16. In preparing a proposal, the Ministry considers the principles  set out at APPENDIX 
4 should be reviewed by SAS and considered in a proposal. The Ministry considers 
that the following principles should be reviewed by SAS and SHOULD be considered 
in a proposal: 

1. Cloud First, where practicable to do so 

2. Reduce Asset Ownership 

3. Elastic and Scalable  

4. Modular 

5. Secure by Design 

 

C. Proposal Preferences for consideration 
 

17. In preparing a proposal, the Ministry considers the preferences set out at APPENDIX 
5 should be reviewed by SAS and considered in a proposal. The Ministry considers 
that the following preferences should be reviewed by SAS and SHOULD considered 
in a proposal: 

 
3 Please note that as a current supplier to MSD, SAS has been deemed not to have any actual, 
declared or perceived conflicts for the purposes of this request for proposal unless advised herein 
by SAS to the contrary. 
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1. Agreement Term: Three years with optional two one-year extensions; 

2. Existing Contract for SAS Software tools and products licenses to be 
incorporated into a new agreement structure that meets the Ministry’s 
current, transition and future state requirements during the agreement 
term; 

3. Flexibility to install products and or run services in any suitable 
configuration of on premise, hybrid and or in private and or public cloud; 

4. Preference for Open Standards Architecture; 

5. Preference for modular, flexible, dynamic licensing and or contract terms 
that permit flexibility and scalability to meet the Ministry’s current, 
transition and future state requirements during the agreement term; 

 

D. Proposal Core Products and Services 
 

18. In preparing a proposal, the Ministry considers the Products and Services set out 
in the Reference Architecture at APPENDIX 6 should be reviewed by SAS and 
considered in a proposal. In addition, the Ministry considers that the following 
Products and Services are core for inclusion in a proposal. Accordingly, these 
Products and Services MUST be included in a proposal. MSD acknowledges that not 
all Products and or Services set out in the Reference Architecture may be required 
to be either supplied and or configured for current, transition and or future state 
requirements to be met. However, any Product and or Services recommended 
should not preclude MSD from at a future date, having such Products and or 
Services configured: 

1. Cloud Hosting Product/Services; 

2. Cloud Storage Product/Services; 

3. Cloud Compute Product/Services; 

4. Data Ingestion Products/Services; 

5. Enterprise Data Layer Products/Services; 

6. Data Driven Business Solutions Products/Services; 

7. Data Visualisation Products/Services; 

8. Data Analytics Products/Services; 

9. Data Decisioning Products/Services; 

10. Data Management and Governance Products/Services; 

11. Data Orchestration Products/Services; 

 

19. Whereby SAS proposes a third-party Product or Service that is not its own Product 
or Service, please set out in a proposal:  

a. The recommended third-party Product or Service(s); 
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b. The basis for any recommendations made; 
c. The terms on which the product or service will be made available (i.e. re-

sold, price, recommended, bundled, to be directly licensed or contracted by 
the Ministry). 
 

E. Proposal Core Deliverables 
 

20. In preparing a proposal, the Ministry considers that that the following Deliverables 
are core for inclusion in a proposal. Accordingly, these Deliverables MUST be 
included in a proposal: 

 
21. Whereby SAS proposes a third party to deliver a Deliverable, please set out in a 

proposal:  
a. The recommended third party(s) 
b. The basis for any recommendations made; 
c. The terms on which the deliverable will be delivered, (i.e. time and 

materials, price, subscription or service). 
 

F. Proposal Non-core Products and Services 
 

22. In preparing a proposal, the Ministry considers the Products and Services set out 
in the Reference Architecture at APPENDIX 6, should be reviewed by SAS and 
considered in a proposal. In addition, the Ministry considers that the following 
Products and Services are non-core for inclusion in a proposal. Accordingly, these 
Products and Services MAY be included in a proposal. Whereby SAS proposes to 
partner with any third party for the provision of any of these Products and Services, 

1. Reference Architecture Roadmap from Current, to Transition and to Future 
State; 

2. SAS Product life-cycle roadmap from 9.4 to Viya for the next 36 months; 

3. MSD SAS Product life-cycle roadmap from 9.4 to Viya for the next 36 
months; 

4. Integration Services; 

5. Configuration Services; 

6. Proof of Concept Services; 

7. Support Services; 

8. Training Services; 

9. High level Gap Analysis and Recommendations report of MSD required 
capabilities; 

10. Migration Plan, including migration support and risk controls for new data 
products that require migration due to SAS product upgrades from 9.4 to 
Viya; 
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any third party should be listed and further information provided so that MSD may 
evaluate the third party as part of its evaluation of a proposal: 

1. Global Hosting Services for the new Platform; 

2. IAP Managed Services – Hardware, Software, Products & Personnel; 

3. New Platform Managed Services; 

4. New Current, Transition and Future State Operating Model; 

5. Identity and Access Management Managed Services for cloud platform; 

6.  Data Product Roadmap Development Services; 

7. Data Product Development Services; 

8.  Data Product Management Managed Services; 

9. End-of-Life decommissioning Services for the IAP; 

10. Organisational Change Management Services. 

 

23. Whereby SAS proposes a third-party Product or Service, please set out in a 
proposal:  

a. The recommended third-party Product or Service(s); 
b. The basis for any recommendations made; 
c. The terms on which the product or service will be made available (i.e. re-

sold, price, recommended  bundled, to be directly licensed or contracted by 
the Ministry). 
 

G. Proposal Additional Products, Services and Deliverables  
 

24. In preparing a proposal, the Ministry shall consider any additional Products, 
Services and or Deliverables that are not set out in this request for proposal. 
Whereby SAS proposes any additional Product, Services and or Deliverables, please 
set out in a proposal:  

d. The recommended additional Products, Services and Deliverables; 
e. The basis for any recommendations made; 
f. The terms on which the Product, Service and Deliverable will be made 

available (i.e. re-sold, price, recommended, bundled, to be directly licensed 
or contracted by the Ministry). 
 

H. Proposal Evaluation Criteria 
 

25. A proposal which meets all pre-conditions will be evaluated by MSD in accordance 
with the Government Rules of Sourcing and the Ministry’s Policies and Procedures. 
Independent Probity oversight shall be provided by McHale Group Limited. The 
proposal evaluation criteria and guidance notes are set out below:   
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Category 

1 Public Value 

 Describe how you will assist the Ministry to improve publicly valued 
outcomes; 

 Describe how you will assist the Ministry to increase trust and legitimacy; 

 Describe how you will help the Ministry to increase the quality of service 
delivery; 

 Describe 

2 Alignment to Government and Ministry Objectives 

 Describe how you will assist the Ministry to meets its obligations pursuant 
to the Mana Ōrite agreement, including any addition obligations that relate 
to Maori data sovereignty and jurisdiction; 

 Describe how your core products, services and deliverables will align to the 
MSD principles set out in the proposal request; 

 
Describe how your core products, services and deliverables will align to the 
MSD preferences set out in the proposal request; 

 
Describe how your core products, services and deliverables will align to the 
MSD reference architecture set out in the proposal request; 

3 Capacity and Capability 

 Detail the team you propose to be involved in this work and where they will 
be geographically located; 

 Detail the capability of the Respondent’s key personnel that would be 
assigned to the programme; 

 Detail the capability of your team to deliver within a SAFe framework; 

4 Risk 

 Describe how you would ensure project continuity and cover for your 
proposed team members in New Zealand; 

 Describe how your managed and hosting services provide continuity of 
services in New Zealand; 

 Describe the steps you would take to ensure work is completed on time and 
aligns to programme objectives; 

 Describe how you will address integration risk for products, services and 
tools between current and new software versions, including third party 
software and services during the term of any contract awarded; 

 Describe how you will address migration risk for products, services and tools 
between current and new software versions during the term of any contract 
awarded; 

5 Price 

 
List Pricing for core Products, Services and Deliverables; 

 
List Pricing for non-core Products, Services and Deliverables; 
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List Pricing for additional Products, Services and Deliverables; 

 
List and outline any promotional pricing, discounts or other price offers that 
are available to the Ministry; 

6 Due Diligence 
 

Describe how you would provide information to support any further due 
diligence requests; 

 
List case studies and/or evidence of similar projects you have delivered that 
align to the programme’s objectives; 

 
Outline your successes and the lessons you learned from the challenges you 
faced in similar programme’s in New Zealand AND internationally; 

7 Additional Information 
 

List any assumptions you have made in relation to the Requirements.  

 
List any subcontractor arrangements, if you intend to use subcontractors to 
supplement your team 

 

I. Proposal Scoring 
 

26. The following scoring scale will be applied by MSD in evaluating a Proposal. 
Scores by individual panel members may be modified through a moderation 
process across the whole evaluation panel: 

Score Descriptor 

10 World-class additional relevant benefit in… 

9 Outstanding additional relevant benefit in… 

8 Very good additional relevant benefit in… 

7 Good additional relevant benefit in… 

6 Marginal additional relevant benefit in… 

5 Meets provision of needs in… 

4 Marginal deficiency in… 

3 Poor deficiency in… 

2 Very poor deficiency in… 

1 Critical deficiency in… 

0 No response to… 

 

J. MSD further Due Diligence 
 

27. In addition to the above evaluation criteria and scoring, the Ministry may undertake 
further due diligence in relation to the Supplier and or a proposal. The findings of 
which may be considered in the evaluation process: 
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Evaluation 
and due 
diligence 
options 

Criteria 

Fit for purpose Ability to deliver Value for money 

Written 
offer/tender 
documents 

   

Buyer 
clarifications 
of offer 

   

Reference 
checks 

   

Presentation    

Product 
testing 

   

Audited 
accounts / 
Credit check 

   

Companies 
office check 

   

Police/security 
check 

   

 

K. Proposal Summary of APPENDICES 
 

APPENDIX 1 – Proposal evaluation timetable 

APPENDIX 2 – Independent Probity Advisor letter 

APPENDIX 3 - Response Form 

APPENDIX 4 – MSD Principles 

APPENDIX 5 – MSD Preferences 

APPENDIX 6 – Reference Architecture 
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APPENDIX 1 – Proposal evaluation timetable 

This is the MSD timeline for this RFP.  
 

Steps in RFP process: Date: 
RFP Sent to Supplier 23 December 2020 

Supplier Briefings 18-29 January 2021 

Last date for Supplier questions  29 January 2021 
Last date for the Ministry to answer 
questions 5 February 2021 

RFP Closing Date 12 February 2021 

Ministry Evaluations                                         15 February to 12 March 2021 

RFP Outcome Notification 12 March 2021 
Ministry Due Diligence & Contract 
Negotiations  12 March to May 2021 

Contract Start Date (unless agreed 
prior)  June 2021 

  
MSD reserves the right at its sole election to amend this timetable at anytime.  
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APPENDIX 2 – Independent Probity Advisor letter 

 

An independent probity auditor has been appointed by MSD to overview the RFP processes 
and verify that the procedures set out in the RFP are complied with and that probity 
principles are adhered to.  

The Probity Auditor is not a member of the evaluation team.  

The Probity Auditor will:  

 provide independent, high-level opinion and advice to MSD on the probity of this RFP 
process and management of probity and conflicts of interest; and  

 audit this RFP process and report to MSD and its stakeholders for this RFP process on 
compliance with the Government’s Principles and Rules of Sourcing and best practice 
regarding probity on the RFP and its subsequent evaluation process.  

 

The Probity Auditor’s name and contact details are as follows:  

Mr. Bill Inglis  

Principal  

McHale Group Ltd  

PO Box 2134  

Wellington 6140  

NEW ZEALAND  

DDI: +64 4 496 5583  

Mobile: +64 27 555 7909  

Email: bill.inglis@mchalegroup.co.nz  

The Probity Auditor is not an employee of MSD. A Respondent concerned about any probity 
issue with the RFP process has the right to contact the Probity Auditor and request his 
review. The outcome will be documented with copies to the Respondent who raised the 
issue and MSD. 
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APPENDIX 3 - Response Form 
 
This form is to be used as a guide only. Where it is not practicable to use this form to 
submit pricing information, please submit pricing information in a form suitable for this 
request for proposal. 
 
https://www.procurement.govt.nz/search/?keyword=response+form&action=Search 
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APPENDIX 4 – MSD Principles 

The below guiding principles are taken from established MSD principles in the context of 
both MSD as a whole and specific to the Datawarehouse Replacement Te Hāoroa 
Programme. 

Principle 
Provenance 

Principle Details  Context 

Te Hāoroa   - 
Data Platform 
Design 
Considerations4 

Design and 
build for 
reusability 
and reduce 
data copies 
and 
movement 

The platform will seek to minimise or reduce the 
number of integration points, Transitional or 
single use copies of data and will reduce the 
steps between the storage and the consumption 
of data. Data duplication and data in sandpits 
will be purged regularly and automatically  
 
Wherever possible and subject to appropriate 
technical solution governance approval, 
artefacts within the Data Platform will be reused 
rather than copies proliferated. 

The solution 
must 
minimise data 
duplication 

Te Hāoroa   - 
Data Platform 
Design 
Considerations 
 

Governance 
and 
assurance 

To ensure data is protected, trusted, and 
authoritative, data within the platform will be 
managed, secured, retained, and disposed of in 
compliance with existing Information 
Governance, Information Management, 
Information Security, Information Lifecycle, 
and other policies and frameworks (e.g. DPUP 
policies and standards).All IT systems used by 
the Ministry must conform to NZ Government 
legislation and organisational policies, and 
should align with NZ Government and 
Organisational strategies and guidelines 

The solution 
must comply 
to MSD, 
government 
policies and 
NZ legislation 

Technology 
Strategy 
Overview 

Accessible 
data and 
rules 

We will design the data and rules in our systems 
to be accessible via means such as APIs which 
will provide easy sharing of information 
between internal Ministry systems and our 
trusted partners in the social ecosystem. 

The platform 
must support 
data sharing 

Technology 
Strategy 
Overview 

Modular 
Systems 

We will design our systems to be modularised, 
consolidating related functions with clearly 
defined interfaces. 

The solution 
must be 
modular 

Technology 
Strategy 
Overview 

Open 
standards 

We prefer interchangeable commodity 
technologies based on open and industry 
standards. Cloud content, services and 
applications will be cloud portable 

The solution 
must use 
open 
standards 

Principles for 
Information, 
Technology and 
Data & Analytics 

Deliver 
Value Early 
in an Agile 
manner 

We deliver measurable business outcomes as 
early as possible and learn as we go. 
Technology components are able to be tested 

The solution 
must be able 
to rapidly 
deliver 

 
4 MSD will provide SAS with source documentation as appropriate, through the clarification process 
in January. 
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and proved in production like deployments 
before being embedded.  

business 
value  

Principles for 
Information, 
Technology and 
Data & Analytics 

Secure by 
design 

Security is end-to-end, multi-layered, and in 
depth. 

The platform 
will deliver 
data 
protection by 
design 

Te Hāoroa   Platform 
elasticity & 
scalability 

The platform will be able to scale to meet 
business needs in a cost-effective way, 
Compute and Storage will be able to change 
incrementally and rapidly. The platform will be 
elastic and performant. 

The solution 
must be 
elastic and 
scalable 

Te Hāoroa   Partnership MSD and SAS will work in partnership to 
approve and endorse technology components 
and high-level architecture. Both parties will 
have clearly articulated risks and 
considerations before technology is 
implemented and both need to commit to 
MSD’s successful implementation. 

MSD and SAS 
must be in 
agreement 
and endorse 
the agreed 
solution and 
architecture 

Technology 
Strategy 
Overview 

Reduce 
asset 
ownership 

We prefer to consume appropriate IT services 
from partners and vendors for applications and 
services which are not unique to the Ministry 

The solution 
must 
minimise 
commodity IT 
functions 

TH - Data 
Platform Design 
Considerations 

Cloud First Data classified as "Restricted" or below will be 
stored in a public cloud storage facility, subject 
to the C&A approval process and confirmation 
that the appropriate security controls are in 
place. Data will be stored outside of the public 
cloud by exception only 

The solution 
must provide 
methods to 
store all data 
in the cloud  

Technology 
Strategy 
Overview 

Architect 
based on 
business 
Value 

We will ensure that investments focus on the 
areas of greatest business value, and are 
architected to sustainably achieve that value. 
Systems will be architected as a proportional 
response to requirements based on the 
business value and expected life of the system 

The platform 
must meet 
current 
requirements  
while 
providing 
flexibility to 
respond to 
future 
requirements 
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APPENDIX 5 – MSD Preferences 

In preparing a proposal, the Ministry considers the following preferences should be 
considered:  

Single and/or simple license 
construct 

Licence Term: 3+1+1  

Flexibility in licence model, 
architecture and product 
deployment. 

A license model that does not 
constrain MSD in terms of 
ability to pilot, deploy, migrate 
or retire individual software 
products, solution 
components, environments, or 
other configurable elements. 

An ability to adapt the licence 
model in the event of 
structure, operating model, or 
other NZ Government changes 
to ministerial authorities, 
responsibilities, laws or 
policies.  

Ability to install on premise, in 
private cloud, or on public 
cloud5, or in a hybrid model. 

Managed Services costs should 
not be incurred until solutions 
have achieved MSD 
Certification & Accreditation.   

 

Greenfields platform to replace 
current capability 

The approach to implement the 
replacement data warehouse 
will be to create a new data 
platform as greenfield.  

 

Ability to scale the platform The ability to scale compute, 
storage, users and other 
resources as and when 
needed. 

 

MSD autonomy MSD can elect to manage, 
operate and administer all 
parts of the platform directly 
where and if necessary. 

 

 

  

 
5 Please note that SAS can assume MSD is open to hosting in Australian data centres. 
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APPENDIX 6 – Reference Architecture 

 

Note: This is the same reference architecture diagram that MSD and SAS developed in 
October and November 2020. 

Products and Services should be proposed in alignment to this reference architecture.  

Where third party products have been identified, SAS should propose their recommended 
product or products that are considered suitable, compatible, and can be endorsed, and 
possibly supplied, for use by SAS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 




