b Hamilton

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

Notice is hereby given that an ordinary Meeting of the Council will be held on:

Date: Wednesday 6 December 2017

Time: 9.30am

Meeting Room: Council Chamber

Venue: Municipal Building, Garden Place, Hamilton
Council

Open Attachments Under Separate Cover
Housing Infrastructure Fund
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unless and until adopted. Should Councillors require further information relating to any reports, please contact the
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Appendix A

Multi-criteria analysis background, evaluation, IBC
Alternatives and Options Summary Tables and IBC Options
development

Relevance:

Section 3: Assessment of Infrastructure required to deliver more house faster

* Refinement of IBC objectives and Mult-criteria assessment framework

* Summary of long list to short list process to develop options

e Assessment of wastewater and transport options — discriptions and assessment
¢  Multi-criteria assessment spreadsheets
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SUBJECT: Peacocke Housing Infrastructure Options —Assessment Criteria

This file note summarises the agreed problems, benefits and investment objectives to develop assessment criteria to
assist in option refinement.
A separate spreadsheets assesses alternatives/options for transport and wastewater separately.

PROBLEMS
The problems for Hamilton are that:
1. Hamilton City Council's current infrastructure investment strategy does not service or access for enough
residential land for the 12, 296 homes the city will need by 2025 or the 33,188 homes the city will need by
2045,

2. The very high upfront costs of gateway strategic infrastructure for wastewater, stormwater, water supply,
arterial roads and bridges necessary to enable development exceeds community and Council capacity for
funding and constrains development.

BENEFITS

The Indicative Business Case’ identified the quantifiable benefits of addressing the problems as:

Transport benefits to Hamilton City ratepayers $378M
| Rates revenue to Hamilton City Council {and DCs) - $240M
Wealth created for househclds from dwelling capital value appreciation. $108M

Economic contributions to Hamilton City from economic activity:

¢ Infrastructure construction $399M
* Housing construction 51,536M
¢ Household expenditure. $3,171M

Table 1. Benefits {Quantifiable)

$240, 4%
$378,7%
$399, 7%

5108, 2% Housing

Infrastructure
Benefits ($M} M Household expenditure.

M Housing construction

M Infrastructure construction
m Transport benefits

® Rates revenue and DCs

W capital appreciation

Figure 1. Benefits split
Household expenditure and housing construction benefits make up 70% of benefits. Transport benefits make up less
than 10% of benefits. Non-quantifiable benefits include:
= The optimisation of strategic infrastructure networks, including the staging of transport networks and strategic

infrastructure, and the earlier opening up of the wider growth cell in Peacocke.

® The earlier realisation of wider economic benefits that impact on the well-being of the community, including social

infrastructure.

' |BC Section 1.4 — Main Benefits
Attachment 1_1_Mca Criteria 1
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= Wider regional benefits, including the efficient operation of freight corridors and the adherence to coherent

settlement patterns.

¢ National benefits including the key role Hamilton plays in the Waikato and Upper North Island transport network.

The Indicative Business Case” suggests the following measures for tracking benefits.

Benefit

Residential
development
{indicator of
access to housing
and resulting
economic gains)

development (area, lots)

Measure Monitoring/reporting Status
. Building consents (applications, -
¢ Dwellings (No) g .( PP Existing
completions)
* serviced land suitable for Subdivision consents Existing

Trunk infrastructure

reserve capacity {Capacity —

Existing {increase review

capacity {(households) connections) frequency)
e Travel time (duration) BlipTrack bluegt:to;h or TomTom Existing NZTA access
Transport — e Trip reliability {variation) BlipTrack bluetooth or TomTom Existing NZTA access
Travel time data
Traffic signal performance Existing HCC SCATS system
e Delays
Surveys (before and after) As required
Transport - . .
Safety, amenity ¢ Inferred — external traffic Surveys (before and after) As required
Table 2. Benefits and Measures (from IBC)

The low relative importance of the transport benefits means that the transport criteria may be over-complicated and
could be replaced with a single travel time value.

DEVELOPING INVESTMENT OBJECTIVES AND ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR THE DBC
The objectives and success criteria in the IBC Long list to short list assessment’ were:

Objective/Topic Objective/Criteria

1. Objective 1

2. Objective 2
3. Objective 3

4. Objective 4

: Increase the amount of developer ready land to support 11,638 dwellings by 2025
Increase the amount of developer ready land to support the balance of the NP5-UDC dwelling

Increase the amount of developer ready land that supports Hamilton to be the third city

economy in New Zealand by 2025

| requirements by 2045

To support affordable housing by 2025 through allocation of developer ready land for infill,

intensification and density increase

5. Strategic fit

6. Achievability

Alignment with other key council growth programmes and strategies over short, medium and

long term for transport and water

Overall programme and direct investment can be delivered in required timescales to required
standard/quality and corresponding indirect investment and outcomes can be realised,

including collaboration and partnering elements

7. Timingand Acceleration of core output (housing) is achieved and wider programmes are able to be
sequencing delivered as forecast or sped up

8. Financial Fit with funding constraints, maximises/optimises financial return and capital recycling over
viahility short, medium and long term

9. Market Developers are incentivised to expedite housing development by accelerating developments,
impacts public sector funding matches pace with private sector development and collaboration is

| fostered
10. Risk Appropriate controls/frameworks, management and governance including partnering, can be

management | established and maintained

Table 3.

IBC Objectives and Success Criteria

? Table 18 — Benefits Management

*7. Annex

Attachment 1_1_Meca Criteria
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At the project planning meeting on 3/8/17 NZTA, HCC and MBIE refined the investment objectives to assist in

refinement of the IBC infrastructure proposal. Hamilton’s investment objectives for the Peacocke Housing

Infrastructure Detailed Business Case are to {(numbers in brackets refer to |IBC objectives and criteria above):

Investment Objective Ref to IBC Criteria

Support Hamilton to be the third city economy in New Zealand by 2025 {1, 5)
Increase the amount of developer ready land to meet NPS-UDC requirements (2, 3)
Support provision of affordable housing . {4, 8)

' (1,4,5,9)

' (5,6,7, 10)
' (6,8,9, 10)

1

2

3
. 4. Build a ‘vibrant’ community that integrates with Hamilton
. 5. Enable coordinated land use and strategic infrastructure
6

Ensure financial sustainability for Council and Community

Table 4. DBC Investment Objectives

Multi-criteria assessment of options assists in selection of the final preferred option for implementation. The criteria” are:

ltem 10

Attachment 4

Assessment Area Criteria Weighting | Considerations
Economic contribution 16.7% Proportion of total quantifiable benefits available
Serviced land meets NPS-UDC 16.7% 3,153 dwellings in 10 years
. 0
targets At min Customer LOS 8,103 dwellings in 30 years
Support affordable housing 16.7% | Consistency with structure plan
Investment - -
Objectives Build a vibrant community 16.7% Consistency with structure plan
. . . . 0
{33.3% of overall) integrated with Hamilton Connections (all modes) to rest of city
Coordinated land use and 16.7% Consistency with trunk infrastructure strategic
strategic infrastructure e plans and Southern Links)
Financial sustainability for Whole of life cost
. . 16.7% R
Council and Community Benefit cost ratio
Technical 16.7% Certainty/confidence in solution
Consentability 16.7% Consents needed/risks/time
o Safety and design 16.7% Certainty/confidence in solution
Implementability — -
(22.2% of overall) Affc.:rdablllty - Operational/ 16.7% Operational costs
Maintenance
Affordability - Financial 16.7% Implementation costs {and cost of funding?)
Stakeholders/Customers 16.7% Tangata Whenua, Developer, LTP support
Safety 11% Relief of traffic from les unsuitable routes
Cultural 11% Water impact, river impact, cultural recognition
Built Environment - 11% . Impacts (beyond consented —e.g. SLinks)
Natural environment - 11% . Impacts {beyond consented —e.g. SLinks)
Assessment of Community - social 11% Access to jobs, services, shops, etc.
Effects Community — human health 11% Risks/opportunities for impacts
{33% of overall)
Community - property 11% Impacts, risks, maori land, other infrastructure
. Environmental screen, waters needs met,
System Integration 11% transport demand met
Economics 11% Su!Jport economic growth,. er.'lha nee !aotentlal of
adjacent land {new and existing corridors)

Table 5. Multi-Criteria Assessment — Draft Criteria

* https://www.nzta.govt.nz/about-us/consultations/multi-criteria-analysis-for-transport-business-cases-guidance/
Attachment 1_1_Mca Criteria 3
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PEACOCKE HOUSING INFRASTRUCTURE DETAILED BUSINESS CASE OPTION DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY

1- WASTEWATER

a. IBC Long List — Based on Previous Investigations including Cambridge, Airport and Peacocke

and Combined, and FAR)
Southern Area Waste Water Study Table 6-5

IBC Infrastructure Long List {in addition to test against Rotokauri

Comments

Rejected Taken forward
for IBC Short List as

Mot acceptable

HCC deals with Peacocke, Waipa sorts selves
Relies on Waipa agreement — possible future

option

Eliminated in previous study because of cost,

time or environmental risks.

Relies on Waipa agreement — possible future
option

Eliminated in previous study because of cost,

time or environmental risks.

DM Do nothing

LL1 Peacocke to Pukete pumped, Rest to Cambridge
LL2 All WW to Pukete

LL3 All WW to Cambridge

LL4 New WWTP in Peacocke

LLS 3 decentralised WWTPs in area
LL& Land based treatment

LL7 Decentralised and land based
LLE Decentralised and reuse water
LL9 Land disposal and LL4 WWTP
LL1O Grinders and small bore pumps
LL11 On site disposal

LL12 Waterless toilets

Earlier Investigations

Gravity connection from Peacocke to Pukete

Western Interceptor Connection

Construction not practically or economically
feasible in available corrideors.
No capacity

b. 1BC Long List — Based on Previous Investigations including Cambridge, Airport and Peacocke

previous)

Southern Area Waste Water Study Table 7-2 and MWH Supplementary and Peer Review

IBC Infrastructure Short List (taken from viable options from

Rejected Taken forward Comments

for DBC Short List

SLO Do Nothing Mot acceptable

SL1 Peacocke to Pukete pumped, Airport and Cambridge SL1 Preferred Option As planned in HCC infrastructure strategy —only
to Cambridge option that meets timeframe

SL2 All WW to Pukete Not precluded None of these options meet timeframe needed

SL3 All WW to Cambridge Not precluded for 5 — 10 years start.

SL4 New WWTP in Peacocke Not precluded SL1 can be staged/futureproofed to protect

SLS Land disposal and LL4 WWTP Not precluded future conversion

c. |BC Preferred Option — Costs and details in Opus Report

IBC Preferred Option (Assessed in Opus report)

Southern Area Waste Water Study Table 7-2 and MWH Supplementary and Peer Review

Taken forward and Comments

expanded for DBC

sL1 Peacocke to Pukete, pumped plus options to protect

future for Cambridge links, staging for
capacity/demand and rising main, routes

Protects all short list
options

Route being confirmed.

d. DBC Options

DBC short list

Stakeholder Assessment — Costs and details in Opus Report

Taken forward and Comments

expanded for DBC

WS0 Do Nothing

Mot acceptable

Ws1 Full capacity, bridge, route TBA, No Cambridge options

Precludes Cambridge option

ws2 Full capacity, bridge, route TBA, Future Proof
Cambridge options

WD1 Yes —long term
answer

Take forward as single option — variations in
staging/procurement to be refined in

Ws3 Stage 1 capacity initially, respond CB later, Bridge or

thrust, route TBA

commercial and management case but do not
affect preferred option.

WD2 Staging option

Ws4 Developer led interim solution(s), Full capacity later

Environmental risk unacceptable — may procure
via/in conjunction with development

e. DBC Preferred Option — Refine Staging Options (WD1, 2) in Detailed Business Case

Comments

DBC Preferred Option [Assessed in Opus report)

wD1/2 Peacocke to Pukete, pumped plus options to
protect future for Cambridge links, staging

for capacity/demand and rising main, routes

m Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

Protects all short list options. Management, commercial and economic cases will refine
the option to determine how best to future proof or stage for Cambridge and optimise
value for money in implementation

12/9/17 DBC Option Development Summary 1
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2- TRANSPORT

a. IBC Long List — Based on Southern Links previous and SAR network analysis

IBC Infrastructure Long List (in addition to test against Rotokauri Rejected Taken forward
and Combined, and FAR) for IBC Short List as
Southern Links ACRE (Area, Corridor, Route, Easement) and SAR
Do nothing

Do minimum - HIF infrastructure close to Southern Links do
minimum —relevant for SLinks economics

Scheme Assessment and Notice of Requirement

Comments

May be able to sweat assets in interim

Not optimum solution — minimum for access for
some of Peacocke

Southern Links infrastructure — staging variation

Preferred

b. IBC Long List — Test of whether any alternatives to Southern Links was Practicable

IBC Infrastructure Short List (taken from viable options from Rejected Taken forward Comments
previous) for DBC Short List

Southern Links SAR, IBC Long list check

TLO Do Nothing May be able to sweat assets in interim

TL1 Southern Links Gardens Bridge 4 lane Best traffic option, greatest benefits and
flexibility, lowest risk, high cost

TL2 Cobham Connection Mot enough capacity

TL3 Alternative alignments Mot practical in timeframe

TL4 Passenger Transport link to Cobham Drive Service solution —future option

TLS Southern Links Gardens Bridge 2 lane High bridge risk — poor transit option

c. IBC Preferred Option — Southern Links components consistent with Structure Plan

Taken forward and Comments
IBC Preferred Option (Assessed in Opus report]
ption (As ¢ } port) expanded for DBC
TSl Southern Links Gardens Bridee 4 lane and intersection Freferred Optimum control for staging and integration
options

d. DBC Options - Minor Variations- Intersections
Taken forward and Comments

expanded for DBC

DBC short list

Stakeholder Assessment
TS0 Do nothing May be able to sweat assets in interim
TS1 Gardens Bridge 4 lane (Wairere Drive Extension)and Preferred Low risk, consistent with SLinks
structure plan road alignments and intersections _
TS2 Gardens Bridge 4 lane {Wairere Drive Extension)and Structure plan and designation inconsistencies

alternative intersection options and no significant savings or additional benefits

e. DBC Preferred Option — Refine Staging Options in Detailed Business Case

DBC Preferred Option [Assessed in Opus report) Comments
TS1 Gardens Bridge 4 lane (Wairere Drive Management, commercial and economic cases will refine the option to determine how
Extension) and structure plan road best to stage and optimise value for money in implementation.

alignments and intersections

3- POTABLE WATER

Jnly one option — connect to existing distribution and reservoir system as connections become available or are needed (generally with
nternal with road construction)

'11 Hamilton City Council
[} Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa 12/9/17 DBC Option Development Summary 2
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PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

OPTION SL1 : PEACOCKE TO PUKETE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT

|PROPOSAL DETAILS

HIF indicative Business Case proposal.
Combination of gravity and pumped local
collection to storage/transfer pump

station.

e Rising main river crossing [expected to be
over river via Southern Links gardens

Rising mllﬂlpngu
Treatment
River
crossing
(expected to
use bridge)

1e
tructure - Pracocke

requirement

bridge).
Option e Rising main route via ring road or parallel
description: road corridors to link to extension of Far
Eastern Interceptor near Crosby Road.
e  Basis for transfer pump station and storage
— Full capacity development of Peacocke.
¢ Nochange/independent of Airport and
Cambridge proposals.
No change to Air
Cambridge
Estimated | Lower I Upper
total public Capital cost (Sm) (whole sector): || $5100M ” 5110M
:E;Eﬁ;g Net property cost {Sm): || 51M (nominal) “ 1M (nominal)
Opex [Sm/fyr): || SEM “ S7M

|| Similar all options “

Similar all options

[
|
|
l
l Maintenance (Sm/yr):
I
R

Present value of cost {HCC). (sm): || $55.9M I $65.0M

Estimated BCR range: || >5 “ ~18

Timing of Optimal .

5 Likely: 5
need: programme: years ikely years
IAF profile: Strategicl| H (2015} VH (2018} Effectiveness: || M Efficiency:|| =5=H
fit:
OUTCOME OBIJECTIVES
IObjecti\.re: HPerformance against objectives ” Rating
. 4 |[Proportion of total benefits

Economic contribution vailable 100% 3
perviced land meets |i3 453 gyellings in 10 years 100%
NPS- UDC targets (At|[7, 20 00> 0 o0 L00% 3
nin LOS) , wellings in 30 years b

upport affordable . '
|ﬁou5ing Consistency with structure plan 100% 3
Build a vibrant Consistency with structure plan

o . 100%

lcommunity integrated |[Connections (all modes) to rest / ]
with Hamilton of city n/a

oordlnateq land use Consmtency with trunk 80% (would need additional work to allow for

nd strategic infrastructure strategic plans cambrid . 3
infrastructure and Southern Links) ambridge option)
Financial Whole of life cost
custainability Benefit cost ratio As for IBC 3

Rationale for selection or rejection of option: Meets all objectives (but could be improved to protect options for

Airport and Cambridge treatment plant)

m Hamilton CIE
1

y Council

unihera o Kirikiriroa
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PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

rMPLEMENTABILITY APPRAISAL (REFER MWH SOUTHERN SECTOR WASTEWATER INVESTIGATION)

No untried technology.

Technical: 3 e Detailed BC options include grinding, pump and main sizing, river crossing
options, storage capacity {e.g. for staging or operational optimisation.)
e Designation or consent needed for pump station (as for all options)
Consentability: 1 s Pipes generally expected in road reserve.
. ®  Nounusual factors.
Operational/ ) o
. 2 . Links to existing infrastructure
Maintenance: . . . .
e Consistent with HCC infrastructure strategies
Fafety and design, Risk 5 *  Nounusual hazards
consideration:
*  Similar to other
Financial: 3
e |If not “future proofed” then Waipa DC and Airport options could be
Public/Stakeholders: 1 compromised. Waipa DC and Airport have no fixed plans and no options

available within required timeframe.

rVIULTI-CRITERIA ASSESSMENT

Scale of|| Signifi
Criterion ) cale o lgn- feane Supporting information (Refer MWH Southern Sector Wastewater Investigation)
impact || e of impact
i/la\f;::-lvRisk 0 2 Mo unusual risks
Cultural: 0 3 Neutral Refer MWH
Built
. 0 0 Neutral
Environment
Matural
i 2 2 Refer MWH
Environment
g;r;}rﬂur‘nt\j)’S 1 2 Consistent with HCC infrastructure strategy
H
dmen 0 3 Refer MWH
health:
Property: 3 1 Refer MWH. Land expected to be available from Southern Links surplus disposal.
Integration: . ) )
1 2 Consistent with HCC infrastructure strategy
(technology)
Economy 3 3 Full economic benefits = full area (from IBC, not MWH)

Scale: -3 Bad to +3 Good. (MWH 5 point scale)Significance — 0 Nil to +3 lots (MWH weighting equivalent)

h Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa
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PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

OPTION SL2 (AND VARIATIONS): ALL PUMP TO PUKETE WWTP

|PROPOSAL DETAILS

Option *
descripti
on:

e  Within Peacocke similar to HIF indicative Business Case propofis
but needs bigger pipes and pumps.

s Combination of gravity and pumped local collection to
storage/transfer pump station.

e Rising main river crossing (expected to be over river via

Southern Links Gardens Bridge.

Rising main route via ring road or parallel road corridors to link

to extension of Far Eastern Interceptor near Crosby Road.

e  Basis for transfer pump station and storage — Full capacity
development of Peacocke, Airport and Cambridge.

s No agreements, commitments, consents or infrastructure for
Airport and Cambridge connections.

Cam
pum
Puk

g majnda.Ruketslre
A \
River
crossing e :
{expected to

bridge "
pedto
te WWTP

nt Plant
L

Present value of cost (HCC). (Sm): “

$55.9M plus $12M of $20M ||

$65.9M plus $12M of 520M

|Estirnated BCR range: “

>5 “

~16 {relative assessment)

Estimate | || Lower || Upper |
d tg;‘jal | Capital cost {$m) (whole sector): || S110M || 5130M |
Eeuct:r | Net property cost (Sm): || 51M {nominal) || 51M {nominal) |
funding | Opex ($m/30yr): || 55M || STM |
require | Maintenance ($m/30yr): “ Similar all options “ Similar all options |
ment:
| |
|

Timing of

need:

Optimal
programme:

‘ 5years

Likely:

5 years

| IAF profile:” Strategic fit: H H (2015) VH (2018) ||gffecﬁueness:” L

|| Efficiency: || =5 =H

OUTCOME OBIJECTIVES SL2: ALL PUMP TO TO PUKETE WWTP

|0bjcctiuc: HPerfnrmance against objectives l
Economic Froportion of total benefits o
Lontribution Lvailable 100% 2
Serviced land meets S 100%

NPS- UDC targets (At 1 20 dwellings in 10 years 100% 1
; 8,103 dwellings in 30 years :

min LOS) (as long as agreement is reached)
ISupport affordable Consistency with structure 100% 3
housing plan

Build a vibrant IConsistency with structure 100%

dild & V!t Ie_mte ted plan Higher costs, not fully consistent with HCC 3
ngﬂ::;i‘l;g; grate Connec’;ions (all modes) to strategy, no support from Waipa DC or airport in

rest of city timeframe

Oordinatec.l land use _Consistency With t"'”?K 80% (would need additional work to allow for

nd strategic infrastructure strategic plans brid ) -1
infrastructure land Southern Links) Cambridge option)

Financial Whole of life cost
lsus.tair1z:1l:)i]itg.nr Benefit cost ratio As for BC 3

of option:

Rationale for selection or rejection

Only meets objectives if future-proofed (bigger pumps, pipes, etc) to protect options
for Airport and Cambridge treatment at Pukete

m Hamilton City Council
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PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

FMPLEMENTABILITY APPRAISAL SL2: ALL PUMP TO TO PUKETE WWTP

|

No untried technology. Significant investment for CB connection

Technical: 1 e Detailed BC options include grinding, pump and main sizing, river crossing
options, storage capacity (e.g. for staging or operational optimisation.)
= Designation or consent needed for pump station {as for all options)
Consentability: 0 e Pipes generally expected in road reserve.
s Nocommitment from Waipa or Airport
. s Needs Wiapa and Airport agreement
Operational/ ) pa and e ;
. 1 . Links to existing infrastructure
Maintenance: . . . .
*  Consistent with HCC infrastructure strategies
bafety and design, Risk | *  Nounusual hazards
consideration:
®  Similar to others as far as HCC is concerned
Financial: 3 e Increased costs once Waipa connected presumed met by Waipa
e |If not “future proofed” then Waipa DC and Airport options could be
Public/Stakeholders: 1 compromised. Waipa DC and Airport have no fixed plans and no options

available within required timeframe.

rVIULTI-CRITERIA ASSESSMENT

Scale Significanc
Criterion of e of impact|| Supporting information {Refer MWH Southern Sector Wastewater Investigation)
impact
Lafet
[\.«?\:’HVRisk 0 0 No unusual risks
Cultural: 1 3 Neutral Refer MWH
Built
. 1 0 Neutral
Environment
Natural
ae 3 2 Refer MWH
environment
g;:rnur*nty{S 1 2 Consistent with HCC infrastructure strategy
Hurnan
3 3 Refer MWH
health:
Property: 3 1 Refer MWH. Land expected to be available from Southern Links surplus disposal.
Integration: . _ )
3 2 Consistent with HCC infrastructure strategy
(technology)
Economy 3 3 Full economic benefits — full area (from IBC, not MWH)

Scale: -3 Bad to +3 Good. (MWH 5 point scale)Significance — 0 Nil to +3 lots {MWH weighting equivalent)

h Hamilton City Council
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PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMA

RY:

OPTION SL3: ALL PUMP TO UPGRADED CAMBRIDGE WWTP

|PROPOSAL DETAILS

H.'F Strategic Infrastructure - Peacocke.
1
& Within Peacocke similar to HIF indicative Business Case
proposal but needs bigger pipes and pumps.
e Combination of gravity and pumped local collection to
storage/transfer pump station.
Option e Rising main river crossing {expected to be over river via
L Southern Links Gardens Bridge.
descriptio - . o . .
. e Rising main route via ring road or parallel road corridors to link
= to extension of Far Eastern Interceptor near Crosby Road.
e Basis for transfer pump station and storage — Full capacity
development of Peacocke, Airport and Cambridge.
* Noagreements, commitments, consents or infrastructure for
Airport and Cambridge connections.
Estimated [ ” Lowar H Upper |
total [ Capital cost (Sm) {whole sector): “ $90M || $110M |
public [ Net property cost (Sm): “ 51M {nominal) || 1M {nominal) |
sector
funding l Opex ($m/30yr): “ S5M H S7M |
requirem | Maintenance {Sm/30yr): “ Similar all options || Similar all options |
ent: | Present value of cost (HCC). ($m): || s55.9M plus s12m of $20m|| $65.9M plus $12M of 520M |
Estimated BCR range: || >5 || ~16 (relative assessment) |
Timing of Optimal 5 years Likely: 5years
need: programme:
. g Effecti ..
IAF profile: Strategic fit: ‘ H {2015) VH (2018) ‘ - wenss L Efficiency: =5 =H
OUTCOME OBJECTIVES SL3 : ALL PUMP TO UPGRADED CAMBRIDGE WWTP
IObjccti\.'c: HPerformance against objectives ‘
Economic contribution Proportlon of total benefits 50% - benefits delayed -1
vailable
Serviced land meets S 20%
NPS- UDC targets (At]L. oo dwellings in 10 years 100% 2
_ 8,103 dwellings in 30 years . ) _
min LOS) (No capacity at Cambridge — no certainty)
upport affordable IConsistency with structure o
|ﬁou5ing plan 100% 3
Build a vibrant Egr;sjstency with structure 100% .
Sg{;rﬂ:m}&éﬁtegrated Connections (all modes) to Higher costs, not full\,_r conmstenF with HCC strategy, 1
rest of city no support from Waipa DC or airport in timeframe
Oordlnateq land use COﬂSlstency with “”'.‘K 40% (would need additional work to allow for
nd strategic infrastructure strategic Cambrid ion (local collecti £ -1
infrastructure lans and Southern Links) ambridge option (local collection out of sequence)
Financial WMvhole of life cost
Lustainabi]ity Benefit cost ratio As for IBC 2

| Rationale for selection or rejection of option:

|| REJECT - High risk option in timeframe — not precluded by IBC Option

m Hamilton City Council
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Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:
FMPLEMENTABILITY APPRAISAL SL3 : ALL PUMP TO UPGRADED CAMBRIDGE WWTP ‘

s No untried technology. Significant investment for CB connection
Technical: 3 e Detailed BC options include grinding, pump and main sizing, river crossing
options, storage capacity (e.g. for staging or operational optimisation.)

= Designation or consent needed for pump station {as for all options)
Consentability: -1 e Pipes generally expected in road reserve.
s Nocommitment from Waipa or Airport

s Needs Wiapa and Airport agreement

Operational
P / -1 *  Links to uncertain infrastructure out of HCC control

Maintenance:
*  Consistent with HCC infrastructure strategies

Lafety and design, Risk s Nounusual hazards

. . ]
consideration:
®  Similar to others as far as HCC is concerned
Financial: 2 e Increased costs once Waipa connected presumed met by Waipa
e Consistent with prior plans but timing and funding at risk. Waipa DC and Airport
Public/Stakeholders: 2 have no fixed plans and no options available within required timeframe.

rVIULTI-CRITERIA ASSESSMENT SL3 : ALL PUMP TO UPGRADED CAMBRIDGE WWTP
| Significanc
- Scale of || & of . . .
Criterion . Supperting information (Refer MWH Southern Sector Wastewater Investigation)
impact impact
Rafety )
MWH Risk 0 0 No unusual risks
Cultural: 0 3 Neutral Refer MWH
Built
H i 1 0 Less urban impact

Environment
Natural

: 3 2 Refer MWH — new treatment plant — higher standards
Environment
ICommunity/ : ) :

. 1 2 Not consistent with HCC infrastructure strategy
Bocial:
Human

1 3 Refer MWH

health:
Property: 0 1 Refer MWH. Land expected to be available from Southern Links surplus disposal.
[Nt tion:
niegration 1 2 Significant risk of delays from agreements, approvals, consents, funding, etc.
(technology)
Economy 3 3 delayed economic benefits — full area (from IBC, not MWH) but helps airport

Scale: -3 Bad to +3 Good. (inferred from MWH 5 point scale)Significance — 0 Nil to +3 lots (MWH weighting equivalent)

h Hamilton City Council
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Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

OPTION SL4 : ALL PUMP TO NEW PEACOCKE/MYSTERY CREEK WWTP

|PROPOSAL DETAILS

HJF Strategic Infrastructure - Peacocke
\ v
& Within Peacocke similar to HIF indicative Business Case A ) g
proposal but needs bigger pipes and pumps. 3
e Combination of gravity and pumped local collection to
storage/transfer pump station.
= Rising main river crossing (expected to be over river via
Option Southern Links Gardens Bridge.
Hescription: e  Rising main route via ring road or parallel road corridors to
P ' link to extension of Far Eastern Interceptor near Crosby
Road.
e Basis for transfer pump station and storage — Full capacity
development of Peacocke, Airport and Cambridge.
s Noagreements, commitments, consents or infrastructure
for Airport and Cambridge connections.
| || Lower || Upper |
Estimated | Capital cost {Sm) (whole sector): || 590M || 5110M |
total public | Net property cost {Sm): || S$1M {nominal) || 51M (nominal) |
sector
funding | Opex (Sm/30yr): H $5M ” S7M |
requirement: | Maintenance (Sm/30yr): || Similar all options || Similar all options |
| Present value of cost (HCC). (sm): || $55.9M plus $12M of 520M || $65.9M plus $12M of 520M |
|Estimated BCR range: || >5 || ~16 (relative assessment) |
Timing of Optimal 5 years Likely: 5 years
need: programme:
| IAF profile: || Strategic fit: || H {2015) VH (2018) “ Effectiveness: “ L || Efficiency: ” >5 =H l

OUTCOME OBJECTIVES SL4 : ALL PUMP TO NEW PEACOCKE/MYSTERY CREEK WWTP

8,103 dwellings in 30 years

|Objcctivc: HPerformance against objectives ‘
Economic Proportion of total benefits 50% - benefits delayed 2
contribution available

IServiced land meets ) : 20%

NPS- UDC targets 3,153 dwellings in 10 years 100% 3

(At min LOS) {No new plant planned — no certainty)
ISupport affordable  |[Consistency with structure o
: 100% 3
housing plan
Build a vibrant Consistency with structure 100%
lcommunity plan Higher costs, not fully consistent with HCC 3
integrated with Connections (all modes) to strategy, no support from Waipa DC or
Harnilton rest of city

airport in timeframe

[Coordinated land

Consistency with trunk

40% (would need additional work to allow for

use and strategic infrastructure strategic plans Cambridge option (local collection out of -2
infrastructure and Southern Links) sequence)

Financial hole of life cost

Isustainabi]ity Févenefit cost ratio As for IBC 3

| Rationale for selection or rejection of option:

REJECT — very high risk option — no chance in timeframe

m Hamilton City Council
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Council

Hamilton City Council
06 December 2017 m

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:
FMPLEMENTABILITY APPRAISAL SL4 : ALL PUMP TO NEW PEACOCKE/MYSTERY CREEK WWTP ‘

s No untried technology. Significant investment for CB connection
Technical: 3 e Detailed BC options include grinding, pump and main sizing, river crossing
options, storage capacity (e.g. for staging or operational optimisation.)

= Designation or consent needed for pump station {as for all options)
Consentability: -3 e Pipes generally expected in road reserve.
s Nocommitment from Waipa or Airport

s Needs Wiapa and Airport agreement

Operational
P / Links to uncertain infrastructure out of HCC control

Maintenance:
*  Consistent with HCC infrastructure strategies

Lafety and design, Risk s Nounusual hazards

. . -1
consideration:
®  Similar to others as far as HCC is concerned
Financial: 1 e Increased costs once Waipa connected presumed met by Waipa
e Consistent with prior plans but timing and funding at risk. Waipa DC and Airport
Public/Stakeholders: 3 have no fixed plans and no options available within required timeframe.

ltem 10

Attachment 4

r\/lUl.Tl-CRlTERlA ASSESSMENT SL4 : ALL PUMP TO NEW PEACOCKE/MYSTERY CREEK WWTP

o Scale of Significance .. . s

Criterion ) N Supporting information (Refer MWH Southern Sector Wastewater Investigation)
impact of impact

i/la\f;::-lvRisk 0 0 No unusual risks
Cultural: 0 3 Neutral Refer MWH
Built )

. 1 0 Less urban impact
Environment
MNatural i

. 0 2 Refer MWH = new treatment plant — higher standards
Eenvironment
COh:m]ur‘nt\jf o] 2 Not consistent with HCC infrastructure strategy
Social:
Hurnan

1 3 Refer MWH

health:
Property: 0 1 Refer MWH. Land expected to be available from Southern Links surplus disposal.
ntegration:

g 2 2 Significant risk of delays from agreements, approvals, consents, funding, etc.
(technology)
Economy 3 3 delayed economic benefits — full area {from IBC, not MWH) but helps airport

Scale: -3 Bad to +3 Good. (inferred from MWH 5 point scale)Significance — 0 Nil to +3 lots (MWH weighting equivalent)

h Hamilton City Council
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Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

OPTION TL1 GARDENS BRIDGE CONNECTION 4 LANE

|PROPOSAL DETAILS

Option
description:

® |BC preferred option

e dlane deck
®  Gateway/iconic structure

Consistent with Southern Links staging
Regional arterial link across Gardens Bridge

HIF Strategic Infrastructure - Peacocke

Gardens
Br idge'

| ” Lower || Upper |
Estimated | Capital cost (Sm) incl. property: ” S179M || S$250M |
total public | Net property cost {Sm): || the || The |
sector — —
funding | Opex ($m/30yr): || Not significant || Not significant |
requirement: | Maintenance ($m/30yr): || Not significant || Not significant |
| Present value of cost {(HCC). (Sm): “ $179M || $250M |

|Estimated BCR range: || 2.9 ” >18 |

Timing of | Optimal S years H Likely: “ 10 years

need: programme:
| 1aF profile: || strategie fit: || H(2015) vH (2018) || Effectiveness: || H || etficiency: | >s=H ”
OUTCOME OBJECTIVES TL1 GARDENS BRIDGE CONNECTION 4 LANE
[Objective: ‘Perfurmam:e against objectives
Economic contribution Propomon of total benefits 100% of benefits 3

available

IServiced land meets . .
NPS- UDC targets (At|[r. oo dwellings in 10 years Full NPS UDC targets delivered 3

_ 8,103 dwellings in 30 years
min LOS)

upport affordable Consistency with structure :
|ﬁou5ing blan 100% consistent 3
Build a vibrant Consistency with structure
cgtinmi;:t;?r:]tegrated plan Connections to Ruakura, University, ring road, 3
wvith Hamilton Connect_|on5 (all modes) to Ham E

rest of city

oordinated land use |[Consistency with trunk

nd strategic infrastructure strategic plans 100% consistent 3
infrastructure nd Southern Links)
Financial Whole of life cost i
Lustainabi]ity Renefit cost ratio 2.9 as for IBC {transport benefits alone) 3

| Rationale for selection or rejection of option:

” PREFERRED — designated, agreed, consistent with Structure Plan

m Hamilton City Council
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06 December 2017

]

Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

FMPLEMENTABILITY APPRAISAL TL1 GARDENS BRIDGE CONNECTION 4 LANE

|

*  Simple
Technical: 3

= Minor consents only
IConsentability: 1
Dperational/ . * Similar
Maintenance:
Kafety and design, Risk X *  Similar
consideration:

¢ |nlongterm infrastructure plan
Financial: 3

*  AsforlBC
Public/Stakeholders: 1

MULTI-CRITERIA ASSESSMENT TL1 GARDENS BRIDGE CONNECTION 4 LANE

Significanc
- Scaleof || & of . . .
Criterion N N Supporting information (Refer MWH Southern Sector Wastewater Investigation)
impact impact
Bafety
, 3 1 Relieves SH3 and hospital area

MWH Risk P
Cultural: 1 1 Consulted {ongoing) as part of Southern Links
Built .

. 0 1 Relieves SH3
Environment
Natural

) 2 1 Consulted — best option
anronment
ICommunity/ 3 1 Access to Uni, Ruakura and Ham E
Locial: Urban design gateway feature
Human 1 1 SH 3 slight benefits
health: Supports active modes
Property: 2 1 Designated — under way
[ntegration: 3 1 Consistent with Infr strategy
(technology) Allows for transit lanes
Economy 3 1 As forIBC

Scale: -3 Bad to +32 Good. Significance —all even = 11%

Hamilton City Council
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Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

OPTION TL2 COBHAM DRIVE CONNECTION

|PROPOSAL DETAILS

®  Alternative arterial link to Peacocke HJF Strategic Infrastructure - Peacocke

e Mangakotukutuku gully crossing

& Connection to Cobham Drive — Dual laning of Cobham Bridge

e Similar E-W connection
Option
descripti
on:
Estimate | || Lower “ Upper |
d tlc;ltjal | Capital cost (Sm) incl. property: || 5250M H 5350M |
public
sector | Net property cost {Sm): || the H The |
funding | Opex (Sm/30yr): || Not significant H Not significant |
require | Maintenance ($m/30yr): || Not significant H Mot significant |
ment:

| Present value of cost (HCC). (Sm): || 5250M “ $350M |
|Estirnated BCR range: || >5 “ ~16 (relative assessment) |
Optimal
Timing of need: ptima ‘ 5 years “ Likely: H S years
programme:

| IAF profile: ” Strategic fit: ” H (2015) VH (2018) “Effectr'veness: || L || Efficiency: “ >5 =H |

OUTCOME OBJECTIVES TL2 COBHAM DRIVE CONNECTION

option:

[Objective: Performance against objectives
Constraints at Cobham connections
Economic contribution| Proportion of total benefits available || restrict development to 100 households 1
15%

IServiced land meets . - i
NPS- UDC targets (At 13,153 dwellings in 10 years 1000 lots in 10 years and would/should 1
in LOS) g 5,103 dwellings in 30 years catch up in 30 years
Supplort affordable [Consistency with structure plan Would catch up in 30 years 3
housing
Build a vibrant onsistency with structure plan
community integrated [Connections (all modes) to rest of Fully consistent 3
with Harmnilton ity

oordinated land use . ) ) i | i d

nd strategic (~onsistency with trunk infrastructure||  Fails to complete ring road or support 1
nfrastructure strategic plans and Southern Links) waste water
Financial Whole of life cost 5250M 1

ustainability Benefit cost ratio Around 2 — probably less

Rationale for selection or rejection of REJECTED — not consistent with SLinks, relieving SH3 or WW option

m Hamilton City Council
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Council m Hamilton City Council
06 December 2017

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:
FMPLEMENTABILITY APPRAISAL TL2 COBHAM DRIVE CONNECTION ‘

s Simple
Technical: 3

= Minor consents only
IConsentability: 0
Dperational/ Ny e Similar
Maintenance:
Kafety and design, Risk 1 * Similar
consideration:

« Asfor|BC
Financial: 3

e Asfor IBC but not consistent with Access Strategy
Public/Stakeholders: 1

MULTI-CRITERIA ASSESSMENT TL2 COBHAM DRIVE CONNECTION

o Scale of significance L . L

Criterion ) A Supporting information (Refer MWH Southern Sector Wastewater Investigation)
impact of impact

pafety 1 1 Partly relieves SH3 and hospital
Cultural: 0 1 Consulted - risks for Mangakotukutuku being early?
Built

. 0 1 Less relief for SH3
Envirenment
Natural

i 3 1 As for IBC
environment
- it
SS;?aTunl v/ 1 1 Access to centre but with congestion and not new jobs
Human 0 1 Meutral
health:
Property: 3 1 Designated — passive engagement/purchase under way
Integration: .

1 1 Sequence change from infrastructure strategy

(technclogy)
Economy 3 1 As for IBC but limited/delayed

Scale: -3 Bad to +3 Good. Significance — all even =- 11%

h Hamilton City Council
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Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

OPTION TL3 DIFFERENT TO SOUTHERN LINKS ALIGNMENT

|PROPOSAL DETAILS

»yr Strategic ln(rus!mcgurc - Peacocke
A A
Conceptual gnly
Challenge option for SLinks designation conclusions
e Alternative north south connection to HCC network —e.g.
Option Galloway Street/Gardens
description:|| e  E-W connection equivalent but in different location to
designation
e Sunk costs lost from designation
| “ Lower || Upper |
Estimated
. Capital cost (Sm) incl. property: nfa >5250M nfa >5350M
total public | cap ($m) incl. property I /a>$ I /a>$ |
sector | Net property cost {Sm): ” similar || similar |
funding | Opex ($m/30yr): ” Not significant || Not significant |
requiremen N N —
" 1 | Maintenance ($m/30yr): ” Not significant || Not significant |
| Present value of cost. (Sm): “ nfa »5250M || nfa =5350M |

|Estimated BCR range: || <1 || ~2 |

Timing of Optimal

iming prima 10 years H Likely: H 15years

need: programme:
| 1aF profile: || strategic fit: || H(2015) vH (2018) || Effectiveness: |[ L || eticiency: | ~2=um H
OUTCOME OBIJECTIVES TL3 DIFFERENT TO SOUTHERN LINKS ALIGNMENT
[Objective: [Perfurmam:e against objectives
Economic contribution Proportnon of total benefits 100% 1

lavailable

Serviced land meets [3,153 dwellings in 10 years 100% - but risk if no access to development
NPS- UDC targets (Atlls'103 dwellings in 30 years b f ; 3
min LOS] : o] y area because of stormwater
EUPF’.O“ affordable IConsistency with structure plan Not consistent — renotify? -3

ousing
Build a vibrant IConsistency with structure plan Not istent — tify?
community integrated [[Connections (all modes) to rest of ° Co:lsi efr;_ ) retno e -3
ith Hamilton ity ot efricien

oordinated land use |[Consistency with trunk

nd strategic infrastructure strategic plans and Not consistent — renotify? -3
infrastructure [Southern Links)
Financial MVhole of life cost Sunk costs. inefficiant 4

ustainability Benefit cost ratio !

” REJECTED — 5 YEAR Delay and wrong answer for Southern Links

| Rationale for selection or rejection of option:

m Hamilton City Council
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06 December 2017

m Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

FMPLEMENTABILITY APPRAISAL TL3 DIFFERENT TO SOUTHERN LINKS ALIGNMENT

|

e Straightforward options

Technical: 3
= Nochance - redesignation
IConsentability: 0
Dperational/ e Less efficient
1
Maintenance:
Kafety and design, Risk *  Notoptimum zlignment
. . ! 2
consideration:
e Less efficient — sunk costs
Financial: 3 ®*  No match with national
*  Revisit designation nd structure plan
Public/Stakeholders: 1

e  Contrary to NZTA expectations

MULTI-CRITERIA ASSESSMENT TL3 DIFFERENT TO SOUTHERN LINKS ALIGNMENT

Significanc
- Scaleof || & of . . .
Criterion N N Supporting information (Refer MWH Southern Sector Wastewater Investigation)
impact impact
Bafety
, 1 1 Neutral — not ideal

MWH Risk
Cultural: -1 1 SLinks optimised balance of need vs impact
Built . o )

. 0 1 SLinks optimised balance of need vs impact
Environment
Natural

. 3 1 SLinks optimised balance of need vs impact
anronment
Con.wmunlt\/f 1 1 Not known = contrary to Structure Plan
Bocial:
Human ) )

-1 1 Community stress — redesignate
health:
Property: ] 1 Can't buy without willing seller or designation.
ntegration: .
-3 1 Major change to strategy {waters, wwater, etc.)

(technology)
Economy 3 1 As for IBC but huge risk of delays

Scale: -3 Bad to +32 Good. (inferred from MWH 5 point scale)Significance — All same 11% by NZTA methodology

h Hamilton City Council
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Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa
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PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

OPTION TL4 PASSENGER TRANSPORT OPTION
PROPOSAL DETAILS

Challenge option for alternative transport modes amm S
3km Busway under Cobham bridge to Grantham Street/CED ’A A"
@ S10M/km plus $20M intersections and $45M E-W link . ‘
E-W connection equivalent to Southern Links
Bader Street as unattractive car connection
e 80% of 3,500 peak trips out 80% north,50% mode share =
1120 trips = 28 loads = 2 minute headways 5 buses

T

Option
description:

. | ” Lower || Upper |
Sf):la:;‘;:i{l{ic | Capital cost ($m) incl. property: ” 5100M || 5125M |
sector | Net property cost (Sm): ” similar || similar |
fundi”g | Opex (3m/30yr): ” $2.1M/year = 530M || $3.5M/year = $50M |
Lequlremen | Maintenance (Sm/30yr): ” Not significant || Not significant |

| Present value of cost. (Sm): ” S60M || 5130M |

; = 2 (Est) Transport
Entionfie SO e H i H {10 for development economic benefits)

::':Lr:lg of _a?::;:;:me: Syears Likely: 5 years
| 1aF profile: || strategic fit: || H (2015) vH (2018) || Effectiveness: || L || eficiency: || 12=um |

OUTCOME OBIJECTIVES TL4 PASSENGER TRANSPORT OPTION

|Objective: HPerformance against objectives ‘
Economic contribution F’roportlon of total benefits 40% 1
vailable
IServiced land meets . )
NPS- UDC targets (At g]gg gx:::::gz :2 138 V::E 40% - but risk of low take up 1
min LOS) : 9 Y
Supp_ort affordable [Consistency with structure plan Consistent — interim solution 3
housing
Build a vibrant IConsistency with structure plan
community integrated [[Connections (all modes) to rest of Consistent — interim solution 3
with Hamilton city
oordinated land use |[Consistency with trunk
nd strategic infrastructure strategic plans and Not inconsistent 1
infrastructure [Southern Links)
Financial Mvhole of life cost Service cost would be needed anyway for 1
ustainability Benefit cost ratio 30% long term mode share
| Rationale for selection or rejection of option: ” REJECTED — 5 YEAR Delay and wrong answer for Southern Links

m Hamilton City Council

12 September 2017
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m Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

FMPLEMENTABILITY APPRAISAL TL4 PASSENGER TRANSPORT OPTION

|

e Straightforward options — not investigated yet

Technical: 2 e Route under Cobham Bridge/structure

*  Within Southern Links corridors
IConsentability: 2
Dperational/ e Less efficient
Maintenance: 1 e High OPEX {WRC and user funded for 65%)
Kafety and design, Risk *  Contraflow buses
onsideration: 2 ¢ Routethrough reserve

* lLowcost
Financial: 2

*  Revisit designation? and structure plan? Green support?
Public/Stakeholders: 1

e  Contrary to NZTA expectations

MULTI-CRITERIA ASSESSMENT TL4 PASSENGER TRANSPORT OPTION

Significanc
- Scaleof || & of . . .
Criterion N N Supporting information (Refer MWH Southern Sector Wastewater Investigation)
impact impact
Bafety
, 2 1 Neutral — not ideal

MWH Risk
Cultural: 2 1 SLinks optimised balance of need vs impact
Built . o )

. 2 1 SLinks optimised balance of need vs impact
Environment
Natural

. 3 1 SLinks optimised balance of need vs impact
anronment
ICormrmuni

. v/ 2 1 Supports Structure Plan
Bocial:
Human

3 1 Active modes
health:
Property: 1 1 Use of reserve?
ntegration: . . 3
-3 1 Major change to strategy — electric buses? Driverless?

(technology)
Economy 2 1 Staged solution?

Scale: -3 Bad to +32 Good. (inferred from MWH 5 point scale)Significance — All same 11% by NZTA methodology

h Hamilton City Council
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Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

o]

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

OPTION TL5 GARDENS BRIDGE CONNECTION 2 LANE

|PROPOSAL DETAILS

Option .
description:

|IBC preferred option

Consistent with Southern Links staging
Regional arterial link across Gardens Bridge

2 lane deck

HIF Strategic Infrastructure - Peacocke
L]

Cardens
Br idge'

| ” Lower || Upper |
Estimated | Capital cost (Sm) incl. property: ” S160M (90%) || $225M |
total public | Net property cost {Sm): || the || The |
sector —— ——
funding | Opex ($m/30yr): || Not significant || Not significant |
requirement: | Maintenance ($m/30yr): || Not significant || Not significant |
| Present value of cost {(HCC). (Sm): “ S160M || 5225M |

|Estimated BCR range: || 3.1 ” >18 |

Timing of Optimal

iming | prima S years H Likely: “ 10 years

need: programme:
| 1aF profile: || strategie fit: || H(2015) vH (2018) || Effectiveness: || H || etficiency: | >s=H ”
OUTCOME OBJECTIVES TL2 GARDENS BRIDGE CONNECTION 5 LANE
[Objective: ‘Perfurmam:e against objectives
Economic contribution Propomon of total benefits 80% of benefits 2

available

Serviced land meets 3,153 dwellings in 10 years Full NPS UDC targets delivered as long as extra
NPS- UDC targets (At|lg'1 03 gwellings in 30 years lanes delivered on ti d in risk :
min LOS] : g b anes delivered on time — covered in ris

upport affordable Consistency with structure :
|ﬁou5ing blan 100% consistent 3
Build a vibrant Consistency with structure
cgtinmi;:t;?r:]tegrated plan Connections to Ruakura, University, ring road, 3
wvith Hamilton Connect_|on5 (all modes) to Ham E

rest of city

oordinated land use |[Consistency with trunk

nd strategic infrastructure strategic plans Long term consistent but staging risk consistent 2
infrastructure nd Southern Links)
Financial Whole of life cost o i
Lustainabi]ity Renefit cost ratio 3.1 similar to IBC {transport benefits alone) 3

E . . . NOT PREFERRED — Urban design, risk of compromise later, reduced PT
Rationale for selection or rejection of option: "
opportunities

m Hamilton City Council
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m Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

PEACOCKE BUSINESS CASE: OPTIONS SUMMARY:

FMPLEMENTABILITY APPRAISAL TL5 GARDENS BRIDGE CONNECTION 2 LANE

|

*  Simple
Technical: 2 o Slightly more complex for staged construction
= Minor consents only
Consentability: o s Double phase construction affecting reiver corridor
Dperational/ , e Less flexibility
Maintenance:
Kafety and design, Risk . . Sl.mllar - s.IlghtI.\,r v\..rorse tlrnan 4 lane
onsideration: ¢ Risk of not achieving savings in long term.
* |nlongterm infrastructure plan
Financial: 3
e Political opposition
Public/Stakeholders: 0

MULTI-CRITERIA ASSESSMENT TL5 GARDENS BRIDGE CONNECTION 2 LANE

Significanc
- Scaleof || & of . . .
Criterion N N Supporting information (Refer MWH Southern Sector Wastewater Investigation)
impact impact
Rafet
Risk ¥ 1 1 Relieves SH3 and hospital area, slightly less than 2 lanes
]

Cultural: 1 1 Consulted {ongoing) as part of Southern Links
Built .

. 0 1 Relieves SH3 but not as much as four lanes
Environment
Natural

) 2 1 Consulted — best option
anronment
ICommunity/ N 1 Access to Uni, Ruakura and Ham E
Locial: Less of an opportunity for urban design gateway feature
Human ) .

0 1 Neutral {SH 3 slight benefits)

health:
Property: 2 1 Designated — under way
[ntegration: 2 1 Generally Consistent with Infr strategy
(technology) Reduced opportunities for transit lanes
Economy 3 1 As forIBC

Scale: -3 Bad to +32 Good. Significance —all even = 11%
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21 Hamilton City Col
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Peacocke Housing Infrastructure - Wastewater DBC Option Appraisal {Subject to Wastewater and Transport Peer Review Contirmation)

VASTEWATER OPTIONS
Alterna
\Weighting % Alternati Alternat Alternati tive
Assessment Area Criteria o?Are 7 Considerations Ratings Reason for Rating ve and Reason for Rating ive and Reason for Rating ve and Reason for Rating and Reason for Rating
Ratings Ratings Ratings Rating
s
SL1: Base Case— Peacocke to HCC Pukete Treatment SL2: All Peacocke, Airport and Cambridge wastewater  |SL3: All Peacocks, Alrport and Cambridge wastewatar SL4: All Peacocke, Airport and Cambridge wastewster conveyed  |Preferred option - Combination of SU1 and SL2 - Pump station
Flant, Airport and Cambridge to upgraded Cambridge conveyed to HCC Pukete Treatment Plant, two conveyed to upgraded Cambridge WWTP; toa New WWTP in Mystery Creek / Peacocke ares with discharge fand pressure systems designed with manifolds and land area
Wastawater Treatment Plant; alternative routes and timing have been identifiad and to the Waikato River, 2 alternative discharge routes have been to allow for future Cambridge connectionsif requiredin
investigated, coded as SL2Ai, SL2A( and SL2B; identified, upstream and downstream of the HCC Water Supply future.
Intake, denoted A upstream and B downstream.
$100 - 110M Cap, $5-6M Opex/year $110 - 130M Cap, $5-7M Opex/year $90 - 110M Cap, $6-8M Opex/year $100 - 125M Cap, $7-9M Opexfyear $100 - 110M Cap, $5-6M Opex/year
{SU1 plus $20M) (5L1 plus $28M) (SL1+20M)
vestment . . . - . 5 "
bjectives [Economic contribution 16.7% [Praportion of total quantifiable benefits available All benefits available 2 hg as it can be delivered in time - risk of lower -1 Benefits delayed Benefits delayed All benefits availzble
33.3% 3,153 dwellings in 10 years Full devel ¢ . ilable f Full devel . . ilable f
of total overall  |Serviced land meets NPS-UDC targets 167% 5,102 dwellings in 30 years ul development capacity available from 1 ull develcpment capacity avalable from No consent or capacity at Carnbridge No new plant available Full development capacity available from start
start start aslong as agreements reached
At min desirable Customer Levels of Service
Suppart affordable housing 16.7% [Consistency with structure plan Fully consistent Fully consistent Fully consistent Fully consistent Fully consistent
Build a vibrant community integrated [Consistency with structure plan . . . . .
16.7% Fully consistent Fully consistent Fully consistent Fully consistent Fully consistent
hwith Hamilton ? [Connections (all modes) to rest of city v Y ! ’ ’
i i i . . High: - tfi Waipa OC, High: - twith Waipa DC, ai t . . .
.Coordmated landuse and strategic 16 7% [onsistency with unk infrastructure strategic plans Fully consistent with HCCplans =l sher CO,S ne sup.por. rom Waipa by =l Bher cost -no agreieme.n w Alpa L, airpert o Higher cost - not consistent with HCC plans Fully consistent with HCC plans
infrastructure and Southern Links) alrport or Titanium Park Titanium Park
Financial sustainability for Council and 16 7% hole of life cost (HCC component) $60.9M q $60.9M plus part of +$20M) 3 $60.9M plus part of +28M) $60.9M plus part of $30M) 3 $60.9M + say $2M FutureProofing
D <
(Comnmunity [Eenefit cost ratio As for IBC As for IBC As for IBC As for |BC As for |BC
Subtotal {out of 33%) 100% 39% 22% 11% 94%
plementability Technical 16.7%  JCertaintyfconfidence in solution Simple - Simple - Simple Simple Simple
Pump station designation and pipeline Pump station designation and pipeline n cation desianat doipdi . 5 cation desianat 4 ol . . cation desienati G oipeli ok
33.3% (Consentability 16 7% [Consents neededirisksitime 1 consents to north needed. Presume SUnks o] consents to north needed. Presume Slinks -1 P station designation and pipeiine consents Ump station designatien and pipeline consents 1 P station cesignation an p‘_pe ne cc.)nsen ste
. . needed needed north needed. Presume Slinks corridors
corridors corridors
of total overall Safety and design 16.7% [Certainty/confidence in solution Simple 1 Simple -1 Simple Simple -Simp‘e
p . X Typicel operational costs for pumped V slightly higher operational costs for
Affordability - Operationall Maintenance 16.7% Operational costs 2 ¥e P . pump 1 ehty e P . 0 Higher maint/opex costs =i Higher maint/opex costs 2 Typical operational costs for pumped solution
solution pumped solution
Affordability - Financial 16.7%  Jmplementation costs (and cost of funding?) As for IBC | As for IBC z As for IBC UL higher risk of extras 1 A for 1BC but significantly higher risk 2 |Mincr increase to allow for future chang es
In 20 year infrastructure plan and Peacocke In 30 year infrastructure plan and Peacocke . . Not in 20 year infrastructure plan and Peacocke
. . Mot in 20 year infrastructure plan and Peacocke . . F £ simpl ; ith f
Stakeholders/Customers 16.7% [Tangata VWhenua, Developer, LTP support 1 Structurs Plan consultation. May concern 1 Structure Plan consultation. May concern 2 . A Structure Plan consultation. May concern Waipa and 2 uture proof simple option with space for pump
. . Structure Plan consultation. May concern Waipa. . . .
Waipa. Waipa. Waikato capacity, manifolds, ete.
Subtotal (out of 33%) 72% 50% 28% &% 72%
ff:::ment of Safety 11%  JRelief of traffic from less suitable routes 0 nfa 0 nfa 0 n/a 0 nfa 0 nfa
333% Cultural 11.1% ater impact, river impact, cultural recognition 0 Standard treatment approach 1 Standard treatment approach 0 Standard treatment approach 0 Standard treatment approach 0 Standard treatment approach
of total overall Built Environment 11.1% mpacts (beyond consented — e g. SLinks) 0 Neutral 1 less urban impact 1 Less urban impact 1 Less urban impact 2 Neutral
Natural environment 11.1% Impacts (beyond consented — e.g. SLinks) 2 Neutral Neutral - a 0 Neutral 2 Neutral
Community - social 11 1% A ccess to jobs, services, shops, etc 1 n/a n/a 1 n/a 0 n/a 1 n/a
[Community — human health 11.1% Risks/opportunities for impacts 0 Neutral Neutral 1 Neutral 1 Neutral 0 Neutral
Land for pump station may be residual from Land for pump statfon may be residual from
(Community - property 11.1% |mpacts, risks, maori land, other infrastructure pump Slink i pump Slink ¥ 0 o] 0 Land for pump station may be residual from Slinks Land for pump station may be residual from SUnks
nKs nkKs
Environmental screen, water needs and transport . . . Risk of delays from dedsions/approvals/ . - o . - . .
9 y 1 1
[Systemn Integration T1.1% Homand dealt with, risk management Risk of future changes being compromised sgreement Risk of delays from decisions/approvals/ sgreement High risk of delays, opposition, etc. Risk of future changes being compromised
Economics 1145 [Fupport economic groath, enhance potential of As for 1BC fs for IBC As for IBC As for IBC As for 1BC
ladiacent land (new and existing corridors)
Subtotal {out of 33%)| 37% 67% 37% 30% 52%
|weighted Rating (and Ranking} | 70% | 2 | s2% | 3 | 29% | 4 | i5% | 5 | 73% | 1
REJECT - DELAY REJECT - DELAY, RISK REJECT - DELAY, RISK PREFERRED
iting Definition Score Al ternative/Option Score Ranking
- . Significant positive impact, likely resulting in
Significantly positive long term improverents 3 SL1: Base Case— Peacocke to HOC Pukete Trey 70%]|2
Moderate itive i ct, which
el e sl I
P P PP SL2: All Peacocke, Airport and Cambridge was| 52%][3
Slightly positive Minor positive Impact 1 SL3: All Peacocke, Alrport and Cambridge wag 29%[4
Neutral Sirmilar fmpact to the do-minfmum 0 SL4: All Peacocke, Alrport and Cambridge wag 15%[5
Slighdy ad Minor adverse impact, which can be 1
ightly adverse mitigated or managed - Preferred option - Combination of 511 and 512 Fi%[1
Moderately acverse Moderate adv?r.sa fmpact, that may be B
managed or mitigated
N Significant adverse impact with serfous long
Significantly adverse 3
term effects
12/9/17
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Peacocke Housing Intrastructure - Wastewater DBC Option Appraisal (Subject to Wastewater and Transport Paer Review Contirmation)

Assessment Area

Criteria

Weighting %]

Considerations

Ratings

Reason for Rating

Ratings Reason for Rating

Ratings Reason for Rating

Ratings Reason for Rating

Ratings

Reason for Rating

of Area
T1. Gardens Bridge connection 4 lane (IBC Prop osal) T2: Cobham Drive connection - Mang akotukutuku T2: Different to Southern Links alignments T4: Passenger Transport Options T5. Gardens Bridge connection 2 lane
Gully crossing, four lane Cobham Briodge
Cobham and existing network constraints Cobham and existing network constraints Cobham and existing network constraints
vestment . . . N . restrict to around 1000 |ots - reduced earl restrict to around 1000 lots - reduced earl restrict to around 2500 lots - reduced earl Most benefits available as long as staged correct!
o [Economic contribution 16.7% Froportion of total quantifiable benefits available All benefits available 1 . ¥ 1 ) Y 1 ) 3 ¥ 2 . s = ¥
bjectives benefiuts, remainder delayed, reduced benefiuts, remainder delayed, reduced benefits, remainder delayed, reduced available
externa transport benefits external transport benefits external transport benefits
33.3% 3,153 dwellings in 10 years Full devel ¢ . lable fi
ull development capacity available from . . . . .
of total overall Serviced land meets NPS-UDC targets 16.7%  J8.103 dwellings in 30 years P tp . v 1 1000 |ots in 10 years 1 1000 otsin 10 years 1 3500 |otsin 10 years Most development capacity available from start
star
At min desirable Customer Levels of Service
Support affordable housing 16.7% [Consistency with structure plan Fully consistent Would cateh up by 20 years Would catch up by 30 years Would catch up by 30 years Fully consistent
Build & vibrant communiy integrated 16.7% [~onsistency with structure plan Fully consistent Just connection to centre - no uni link -1 Changes to structure plan Changes to structure plan Fully consistent
jwith Hamilton [Connections (all modes) to rest of city
(Coordinated land use and strategic 16.7% [consistency with frunk infrastructure strategic plans Fully consistent with HCC plans -1 Fails ta complete ring Road -1 Fails to complete ring Road 1 Fails to complete ring Road 2 Fully consistent with HCC plans
infrastructure land Sauthern Links)
Financial sustainability for Council and 16 7% hole of life cost (HCC component) $179M 1 $250M {est) 1 Not Available - probably similar 1 Not Availeble - probably similar $160M (at risk if 2 stege difficult
b
Community Benefit cost ratio =10 {As for IBC) around 2 around 2 around 2 =10
Subtotal {out of 33%) 100% 44% 22% 56% 89%
plementability [Technical 16.7% [Certainty/confidence in solution Simple - Simple -Not surewhat alternatives would make sense 2 Not sure what alternatives would make sense) 2 Risk if cable stay or asymetrical arch
Alteration to desigation and new consents -5 Alteration to desigation and new consents -5 Risk of dual river crossing activities being undesirable
33.3% (Consentability 168.7% [Cansents needed/risksfime 1 Mincr consents only o] Minor consents only 0 B 2 g 1] e e
years years {esp. DoC)
of total overall Safety and design 16.7% [Certainty/confidence in solution Simple 1 Simple 1 May not end up being an advantage 1 May not end up being an advantage 2 Rizk - should be manageable but at cost risk
Affordability - Operational! Maintenance 18.7% O perational costs 2 similar 1 similar 1 similar Q Significant - service sclution 1 similar
Affordability - Financial 16.7% | mplementation costs (and cost of funding?) As for IBC - As for IBC - As for IBC 2 As for 1BC _
Not istent with A Strat HUGS, Not istent with A Strate HUGS,
Stakeholders/Customers 16.7% [Tangata Whenua, Developer, LTP support 1 Supports Peacockes 1 Not consistent with Access Strategy 1 ot consistent wl ceess SIratesy. B 1 ot consistent wi oSS SIratesy, B 0 Politically sensitive, DOC and Tangata Whenua risks
SH network, structure Plan, etc. SH netwaork, structure Plan, etc.
Subtotal {out of 33%) 72% 50% 50% 44% 44%
;zz::ment of Safety T11% R elief of traffic from less suitable routes Relieves SH3 and hospital 1 Partly relieves SH3 and hospital 1 Probably relieves SH3 and hospital 2 Probably relieves SH3 and hospital 1 Relieves SH3 and hospital (significant portion)
Consulted - risk for Mangakotullkutuku Gull
33.3% (Cultural T1.1% ater impact, river impact, cultural recognition 1 Consulted 0 bei gl 5 ¥ =i Not consulted 2 Consistent with SLinks 0 Not consulted inrelation to two stages
eing early?
of total overall Built Environment 11.1% Impacts (beyond consented — e.g. SLinks) 0 Neutral 0 Neutral 0 Neutral 2 Neutral 0 Neutral
Natural environment 111% |mpacts (beyond consented — e g. SLinks) Neutrzl - Neutral - Neutral Neutral 2 Neutral
Community - social 111% [Access 10 jobs, services, shops, etc. Access to Uni, Ruakura and Ham E 1 Access to centre 1 Mot known Not known 2 Access to Uni, Ruskura and Ham E, not as much as 4 lane,
[Community — human health 111% Risks/opportunities for impacts Neutral 0 Neutral =l Community stress Community stress 0 Neutral
. Designated - conditions for engagement Designated - conditions for engagement
(Cormmunity - property 11.1% |mpacts, risks, maori land, other infrastructure B &% - B E% Not designated 1 Not designated Designated - conditions for engagement under way
under way under way
Systern Integration 1119  [Fnvironmental screen, water needs and transport Consistent with infr strat 1 5 hange from infr strat Major ch 2 Future Proof Consistent with infr strat
'y i ¢ Kemand cealt with, risk management nsistent with infr strategy equence change from infr strategy ajor change uture Proo nsistent with infr strategy
Economics 1119  [FuPport economic growth, enhance potential of As for IBC s for IBC Sirmilar 2 Staged 2 s for IBC
ladiacent land inew and existing corridors)
Subtotal {out of 33%)]  67% 44% 0% 70% 45%
|weighted Rating {and Ranking} 80% 1 | ae% | 4 | 2% | 5 57% 3 60% 2
PREFERRED REJECT REIECT NOT HIF, NOT PREFERRED NOT PREFERRED
iting Score Alternativef/Option Score Ranking
Significantly positive Isn‘gn;‘::?;tirp::;:::rm:f:t’ fikety resling in 3 [T1. Gardens Bridge connectiond lane (IBCPrq  80% |1
- Moderate positive impact, which may . .
Moderately positive orovide improvernents andl opportunities 2 [T2: Cobham Crive connection - Mangakotuku| 46% |4
Slightly positive Minor positive impact 1 [T3: Different to Southern Links alighmeants 24% |5
Neutral Similar impact to the de-minfmum [1] [T4: Passenger Transport Options 57% |3
Slightly adverse x;;;;iiv::s;‘a?:;:;' which can be il TS, Gardens Bridge connection 2 lane 60% |2
Moderately sdverse Moderate adv%rlse impact, that may be 2
managed or mitigated
N Significant adverse impact with serfous long,
Significantly adverse -3
term effects
12/9/17
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Waste water option development

IBC ALTERNATIVES

DBC OPTIONS

DBC REFINEMIENT

q R IBC Infrastructure Short List
Previous Investigations

Ve
IBC Preferred

DBC short list

D

C Assessment - Tentative

Southern Area Waste Water Study Southern Area Waste Water Study Opus detailed design Stakeholder Assessment — anything else? For five case analysis
Table 6-5 Table 7-2 and MWH Supplementary and MWH {Presume Scenarios say “some development in
Supplementary Peacocke” = >1,000hh)
DM Do nothing SLO SLO | Do Nothing SLO Do Nothing WSO | Do Nething WwDO0 Do Nothing
LL1 Peacocke to SL1 SL1 | Base case Best SL1 Base case +staging, W51 | Full capacity, bridge, wD1 Full capacity, Affordability — in
Pukete, Airport and routes and Cambridge route TBA, No bridge, route TBA, | financial case (if
Cambridge to links options Cambridge options Future Proof staged, same as
Cambridge Cambridge options | WD2
LL2 All WW to Pukete sL2 SL2 | AllWWto Not WS2 | Full capacity, bridge, Yes wbD2 Stage 1 capacity Staging efficiency -
Pukete precluded route TBA, Future initially, respond in procurement/
Proof Cambridge later, Bridge or management case
options thrust, route TBA (same as WD1)
LL2 All WW to SL3 SL2 | Allwwto Not WS3 | Stage 1 capacity Staging
Cambridge Cambridge precluded initially, respond CB option
later, Bridge or thrust,
l/ route TBA
LL4 New WWTPin SL4 SL4 | New WWTPin Not WS4 | Developer led interim
Peacocke Peacocke precluded solution(s), Full
LLS 2 decentralised SLS | Land disposal Not capacity later
WWTPs in area and LL4 WWTP | precluded
LLE Land based
treatment
LL7 Decentralised and .
land based
LL8 Decentralised and
reuse water Only DBC wastewater option is:
LL9 Land disposal and SLS
LLa WWTP e Collection in Peacocke, pump to Pukete
LL10 | Grinders and small
bore pumps
LL11 | On site disposal Management, commercial and economic cases will refine the
option to determine how best to future proof or stage for
LL12 | Waterless toilets
Cambridge and optimise value for money in implementation.
Earlier Investigations

Gravity connection from
Peacocke to Pukete

Western Interceptor
Connection

HCC Peacocke HIF DBC

J
1179717

Selection Process 1
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~Jlransport Option development

Previous Investigations

Southern Links ACRE {Area,
Corridor, Route, Easement)

_"‘ i
IBC Infrastructure Long List IBC Preferred DBC short list
Southern Links SAR, IBC Long list DBC Confirmation Stakeholder Assessment — For five case analysis
check anything else? {Presume Scenarios say “some development in

Peacocke” = >1,000hh)

oM Do TLO | Do Nothing T50 TS0 Do Nothing TS0 | Do nothing TDO | Sweat assets
min TS1 | Gardens Bridge 4 Yes TD1 | Full capacity, 4 lane Affordability
B lane and structure bridge, structure plan
<\_ f] plan intersections intersections
Scheme | Base TL1 | Southern Best TS1 Gardens Bridge 4 TS2 | Gardens Bridge 4
Assess case Links Gardens lane and intersection lane and alternative
and NOR Bridge 4 lane options intersection options
TLZ | Cobham
Connection
TL3 | Alternative
alignments
TL4 | Passenger -
Transport link
to Cobham
Drive
TLS | Southern
Links Gardens
Bridge 2 lane Only transport option is:
J
¢ Full capacity, four lane Gardens Bridge, Southern
Links alignments, structure plan intersections
Management, commercial and economic cases will refine the
option to determine how best to stage and optimise value for
money in implementation.
HCC Peacocke HIF DBC 11/9/17 Selection Process 2
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Combined Option Development WD1, WD2 and DT1

DBC Alternatives

Transport Detailed 0
No new infrastructure
{accept lower LOS)

Transport Detailed 1
Full capacity, 4 lane bridge,
expect signals but allow for
change

Wastewater Detailed 0
No new infrastructure — Accept
lower LOS/local treatment

Wastewater Detailed 1

Full capacity, bridge, route TEA,
Future Proof Cambridge options
{in pre-implementation phase.)

/ DBC1:

IBC Prefe& Option

Wastewater Detailed 2

Stage 1 capacity initially, respond
with more capacity or Cambridge
later, Bridge or thrust, route TBA

oek2

Bridge available — Staged TS1
Refine staging as part of WD1

After DBC multi-criteria assessment =5 case analysis for: DBC2

Option | Description

Considerations

Likely Preference

DBCO Do minimum — (or development elsewhere) Te Awa Lakes (500-1000hh)
For comparison — no investment, no development SHA’s (??hh), Ruakura (??hh)
DBC1 IBC Preferred Option — High cost

4 lane Gardens Bridge

DBC2 Staged wastewater
4 lane Gardens Bridge
2 stage wastewater

HCC Peacocke HIF DBC

Full capacity wastewater

Oversupply early

High cost
Oversupply transport early
Demand responsive wastewater

11/9/17

If unaffordable-

Alternative scenarios, PT option?

Yes
— efficient — low risk

Selection Process 3
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Appendix B

Preliminary design drawings

Relevance:

Section 4: Preferred Option

Southern Links permanent level drawings to show preferred option.

Wastewater and water pipe network sizes and materials are shown on LTP drawings in DBC.
Concept for transfer pump station is shown in report with further information in
Bibliography (9) (Prestidge, A. & Jeram, A. (2017). Peacockes Wastewater Solution Concept
Design Report. Opus International Consultants Ltd 2017. Reference: 3-AWC07.00)
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Appendix C

Preliminary design estimates

Relevance:

Section 4: Preferred Option
Section 5: Economics
Section 6: Financial Case
Section 7: Commercial Case
Section 8: Management Case

The design estimates used are those from Hamilton’s draft 2018-2028 long term plan (LTP).

These are based on standard rates, cross sections/infrastructure elements, and
lengths/scope/extents.

There are some minor variations in costs between the LTP costs where, for example, land is
expected to be provided by developers, or there are sunk costs.

Mare specific costs for the wastewater transfer pump station and pressure main and for road
sections are contained in references for the relevant components.
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[ T T I T T 1] 2] 3] a] B 6] 7] gl El| 0] 1] 12 3] ] 5] Te] 7] EEl| FE]| ] 1] 2] | E| | 6] 7] | ] EX
| [timeline | | | |yrs 110 [yrs 1-30 | | 201s/15 | 2o19/20 | 2020/21 | 2020722 | 2022/23 | 2023724 | 2024/ | 205526 | 2026/27 | 2027/28 | 2028/29 | 2025/3) | 2030/31 | 2031/37 | 2032/33 | 20333 | 203/% | 2035/36 | 2036/37 | 2037/38 | 2035/35 | 2039/40 | 2040/41 | 2041/42 | 2042/43 | 2043/4d4 | 2044/45 | 2045746 | 2045/47 | 2047/48

bicl program capex gross
Tranzport program

2ASTRATEGIC Wairere/cobham Construciien 10 10C% 20,000.0 20000 200000
Praject Property Cast 1% 6,360.0 6,360.0 3,180.0 3,100
Investigation znd Repering 126 B19.0 ETE) 790
Land procurement 5% H4.0 H40 1770 1770
2BSTRATEGIC land LTCCP 32002 60 100% 7593.0 75930 4,2360 3,570 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Property Cost 52% 4,333.0 43330 4,3330
Trvastigation and Reporing IES 0.0 B0 00
Land procurement 5% 248.0 2460 2160
2BSTRATEGICland LTCCP 32003 80 1006 5,262.0 5,2650 8300 4,5739.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Property Cost % 3,887.0 38870 38870
\vestigation and Reporting 5% 404.0 4040 4040
Land procursment 8% 258.0 2580 580
2BSTRATEGIC land LTCCP 32004 80 1006 4543.0 45490 404.0 4,145.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Projact Properly Cast 7% 5,580 5,530 5,680
and Reporting =% 502.0 5090 50%.0
Land procursment 4% 2580 2580 580
2BSTRATEGICland LTGCP 32005 &0 10056 615.0 5150 50%.0 5,6160 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
PrajectProperly Gast A% 1566.0 15660 7230 7530
Investigation and Reporting 6.1% 375.0 3780 3780
Land prosursment 4.3% 264.0 2640 1320 1320
Design and Froject D ocumentation 70% 43.0 430 4340
Gonstruston 52.0% 3,206.0 3,2060 3,206.0
WS04, HE C Managed Costs and Corsent monitoring fees 4.2 7.0 570 57.0
Mainten ance 11% 66.0 60 66.0
1BSTRATEGIC LTCCP 231 4.0 6171.0 6171 1,2930 1,330 34630 66.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Property Cost 5.8% 1,795.0 1,750 1,795.0
Investigation and Reporting 64% 4%6.0 4350 4%.0
Land procurement 3% 264.0 2640 264.0
Design and Project D ocumentation 7.8% 5180 5180 5180
Construction 515% 35260 35260 35260
S04, HC C Managed Costs and Corsent monitoring fess 4.1% 233.0 2830 2330
1.0% 66.0 8610 66.0
2BSTRATEGIC LTCCP 31232 4.0 5347.0 6347 - - 4%.0 2537.0 38090 66.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Projact Properly Cast 4.2 182.0 1520 1920
Investigation and Reporting 5.5 6.0 B0 2660
Land procursment 38% 173.0 1730 1730
Design and Project D osumentation 9.7% 445.0 4450 445.0
Gonstruction 635% 3183.0 31830 31830
WSGA, HG G Managed Costs and Consent mantoring foes 5.6% 55.0 550 550
Mainten anoe 1.4% 66.0 660 66.0
1BSTRATEGIC LTCCP 08761 4.0 45730 4573 10750 34380 €6.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Praject Property Cost 14, 7% 15610 15610 15610
Imvestigation and Reporting 4.7% 5180 5180 5180
Land procurement 1.3% 213.0 2130 213.0
Design and Froject D ocumentation 9.8% 10520 10620 10520
Construciion 63.8% 6,996.0 65,9960 34980 34380
MSQ4 KO C hianaged Costs and Consent mentoring fees 5.1% 5680.0 S800 2800 2800
Iainten ance 0.8% 66.0 60 66.0
2BSTRATEGIC LTCCP 32101 4.0 10,968.0 10966 - - 51a0 28260 37730 37780 68.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Property Cost 0.1% 23760 2,3760 23760
\vestigation and Reporting 41% 324.0 2240 3240
Land procursment 22% 178.0 1760 1760
Dresign and Project D ocumentation B2% B2.0 B20 20
Construciion 50.5% 3,991.0 39910 39910
WSGA, HG G Managed Costs and Consent manforing foes 2.0 0.0 300 0.0
Mainten ance 0.8% 66.0 860 860
2BSTRATEGIC LTCCP 32102 4.0 7,905.0 7905 - - - 324.0 - 32040 4,311.0 660 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Fraject Properly Gast 36.0% 2,953.0 29530 TA915 T,4915
Investigation and Reporting 6.2% 510.0 5100 5100
Land prosursment 3.8% 294.0 2340 1470 1470
Design and Froject D ocumentation 9.1% 751.0 7310 510
Construston A1.1% 3,392.0 3,3950 3,392.0
MFQA, KO C hanaged Costs and Consent mentoring fees 3% 272.0 2720 2720
Maintenance 0.8% 68.0 8.0 2.0
2ASTRATEGIC LTCCP 32124 20 5275.0 8275 21485 2,3895 3,670 66.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Froperly Cost 10.3% S665.0 56650 4,827.5 4,827.5
Trvastigation and Reporing T T80 ZEAn T80
Land prosursment 0.3% 2.0 2540 1470 1470
Drazign and Project b ooumentaion T5% F061.0 TOEL0 35305 EEE]
Construction 731% ©8595.0 685350 34,2995 34,2935
WS0A, HCC Managed Cozts and Consant mantoring fess 5.5 5A483.0 54830 27440 27440
Mainten ance 0.1% 66.0 6.0 66.0
2ASTRATEGIC LTCCP 32122 20 93,737.0 93737 75985 8,505.0 3535 37,0435 37,0435 66.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Projact Properly Cast 14.8% 1,327.0 1,3270 6635 6625
and Reporting 5.1% 46L.0 4610 4610
Land procursment 21% 18%.0 1870 935 935
Design and Project D osumentation 81% 738.0 7380 7380
Construchon 61.5% 5,837.0 55370 29155 25185
M5 @A, HG G Managed Costs and Corsent mor toring fees 5.1% 467.0 4670 2335 2335
Mainten anoe 0.7% 66.0 660 660
2ASTRATEGIC LTCCP 07044 20 50830 2083 1,2180 1,4%.0 3,152.0 31520 660 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Praject Properly Cast 13.9% 516.0 2160 F160
Imvestigation and Reporting 6.8% 393.0 3380 3930
Land prosursment 32% 186.0 1860 1860
Design and Froject D ocumentation 78% 457.0 4570 457.0
Construcion ©2.2% 3040.0 38400 36400
MSQ4 KO C hianaged Costs and Consent mentoring fees 5.0% 292.0 2520 2920
Maintenance 11% 68.0 o860 6.0
2ASTRATEGIC LTCCP 07035 30 5,860 586 - 3330 1,002.0 457.0 35320 66.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Properly Cost 199% 7680 7680 7650
\vestigation and Reporting 7% 280.0 2800 2800
Land procursment 4.7% 180.0 1800 1=0.0
Design and Project D ocumentation 75% 291.0 2310 291.0
Construcion 54.6% 2,114.0 21140 21140
WSGA, HG G Managed Costs and Consent manforing foes 2.4% 170.0 1700 1700
Mainten ance 1.7% 66.0 660 66.0
2ASTRATEGIC LTCCP 07048 30 3,862.0 3369 - 2800 Ha0 291.0 - 23,2840 66.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Froperly Cost Z74% 37.0 340 A0
Investigation and Reporting 5.6% 66.0 660 660
Land prosurement 7.5% .0 A0 4.0
Design and Froject D ocumentation 71% .0 0 .0
GConstrucion 433% 513.0 5190 5180
WSGA, MGG Managed Gosts and Corsent manforing foe B3 2.0 120 2.0
Mainten anoe 4.8% 54.0 540 54.0
2ASTRATEGIC LTCCP 32081 20 1,183.0 1183 66.0 5020 5610 54.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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0T walj

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 E 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 21 22 23] 24 =l 26 27 23] 23 30
timeline yrs 1-10 yrs 1-30 201819 2019/20 2020721 021/22 2022/23 2023724 0A/5 2025/26 | 2026/27 | 2027/28 | 2028/29 | 2029/30 | 2030/31 | 2031/32 | 2032/33 | 203334 | 2034/35 | 2035/36 | 2036/37 | 2037/38 | 2038/39 | 2039/40 | 2040M1 | 204142 | 2042/43 | 2043/44 | 204445 | 2045/46 | 204647 | 2047/48
Praject Properly Gast [ 0.0 00 B
Investigation znd Reporting 0% 1380 1380 1320
Land prosurament 0.0% 0.0 00 -
Design and Project D osumentation 10.9% 1850 1880 1880
Construciion 721% 1,232.0 1,230 1,230
WSGA, HG G Managed Costs and Consent manforing foes 5.5% 100.0 1000 100.0
Mainten ance 31% 54.0 540 54.0
2A LTCCP 1303.1 20 1,713.0 1713 1330 1830 1,330 4.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Property Cost 0.0% 0.0 00
Investigation and Reporting 11.0% 302.0 3020 3020
Land procurement 00% 00 00
Design and Froject D ocumentation 111% 304.0 3040 3040
Conctruchon 7028 1,522.0 1,520 1,522.0
MS04, HE C Managed Costs and Consent menitering fees S.8% 154.0 1540 154.0
Mainten ance 20% 54.0 540 54.0
2A LTCCP 07043 20 2,736.0 2736 3020 3040 2,076.0 54.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Projact Properly Cast #ONJO 0.0 00
\mvestigation and Reporting #ONO 0.0 00
Land prosurement FONO! 0.0 00
Dresign and Project D ocumentation #ONFO 0.0 00
HDIVAD! 0.0 00
M504, HEC Managed Costs and Corsent monforing fees. #DIV/O! 0.0 00
Mainten anoe #DIV0! 0.0 00
Froject Properly Cost 20.% 43,261.0 43,2610 11,1375 24,8475 15840 33160 - 2,3760 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Investigation and Reporting 7.4% 3,152.0 31520 7,2260 6790 B0 2290 B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B
Land prosursment 1.7% 3441.0 34410 5655 1,59525 3660 471.0 - 1760 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Design and Project b ocumentation 6.3% 12,975.0 12,9750 245.0 65,0295 235405 7,315.0 B 520 B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B
Construciion 62.1% 1251710 1251710 20,0000 3,1830 13,035 37,2180 44,9635 5,6120 3,991.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
WS0A, HEC Managed Costs and Corsent menitering fess 4.2% 8660.0 B6800 - 250 10685 23715 35530 4500 3200 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
i 04% §22.0 5220 - - 6.0 294.0 660 1380 1320 660 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total Transport Program 206512.0 2065120 2065120| 336730 36,5465 20,7615 46,524.5 43,8255 3440 44430 o860 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
‘wastewater program
Projact Properly Cast 525 1,%60.0 1,600 5750 550
Investigation 2nd Raporing 51% 1,8%.0 1,890 70 70
Designation 1.0% 392.0 3920 1980 1860
Land procursment 0.C%6 0.0 00
Design and Projest b ooumentation T2.6% 4,721.0 17210 1,000.0 25000 1,721.0
Construction 69.8% 26,128.0 261250 7,500.0 13,500.0 4,623.0 500.0
M5 @A, HG G Managed Costs and Corsent mor toring fees 4.5% 1,810.0 1,8100 500.0 910.0 HO0.0 500
Iainten ance 1.4% 5220 5220 3000 2220
Gitywide strategic stage 1 Sto1agerPs and Rising mains 5.0 37TALE0 374180 31180 126180 1563L0 5,279.0 772.0
Frject Froperly Cost 0% 0.0 00
Imvestigation and Reporting 35% 238.0 2380 2380
Designation 20.8% 108.0 1080 55.0 530
Land procursment 0.5 0.0 00
Design and Project 15.0% 10180 10180 00,0 1180
Construction 731% 4,943.3 4,433 2477 24747
M54, HEC Managed Costs and Consent monforing fees 5.00% 0.0 300 1700 170.0
1.5% 118.0 1180 1180
dtywide strategic stage 2 StoragedPS and Rising mains 5.0 57723 57723 55.0 530 2380 2000 1180 2,644 7 26447 1150
Project Properly Cost 0.0 0.0 00
Investigation and Repeting 10,5% 2103 2109 2103
Land procurement 00% 00 00
Design and Project 14.0% 281.3 281.3 2818
Gonstructon 70.0% 1,406.3 1,406.3 1,406.3
1508, HC C Mansged Costs and Consent manitoring fees 4.2 4.4 4.4 Er
12% 5.0 S0 5.0
2ASTRATEGIC rvE1-5a 10 2007.8 20078 2103 2813 1420.6 3.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Property Cost 00% 00 00
Investigation and Reporting 105% 210.3 210.9 210.9
Land prosursment 0.0% 0.0 00
Design and Project D ocumentation 14.00 281.3 281.3 2813
Construchon T0.0% 1,A06.3 14063 1,406.3
WS04, HE C Managed Costs and Corsent monitoring fees 4.2 8.4 214 EX
Maintenance 1.2% 5.0 =0 3.0
2ASTRATEGIC e 1-50 10 2,007.8 2/007.8 2108 2818 1L,A30.6 5.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Praject Properly Cast 0.0% 0.0 00
\vestigation and Reporting 124% 1932 15372 1932
Land procursment 0.0 0.0 00
Design and Froj 188% 283.8 289.8 2838
Construciion 62.0% 966.0 9660 9660
WSGA, HG G Managed Costs and Consent manforing foes 5.0% 77.3 773 773
Mainten an e 2.0% 313 313 3L.3
2ASTRATEGIC i 1.5 70 15575 15575 193.2 2398 1,043.3 3.3 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Preject Properly Cast 0074 0.0 00
Imvestigation and Reporting 10.3% 5.0 B0 gile)
Land prosurement 0.0% 0.0 00
Design and Project D osumentation 137% 100.0 1000 1000
Construction 685% 500.0 5000 500.0
WS0A, HCC Managed Costs and Consant manitoring fess 41% 0.0 Es) Es)
34% 5.0 S0 3.0
28 STRATEGIC v 1-7 10 730.0 700 730 1000 530 3.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Praject Properly Cost 4,5% 5.0 50 5.0
\nvestigation and Reporting 4.5% 725 225 225
Land procursment 14% 75 75 75
Design and Project 4.6% 2.4 244 244
78.6% 412.9 412.9 4123
WSEA, HGG Managed Costs and Consent mantoring fees AT% 24.8 24.8 248
18% 8.8 86 88
2BSTRATEGIC i E1 PS NS 70 55.7 557 - 557 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Property Cost 0.0% 00 00
Investigation and Reporting 123% 1233 1233 1233
Land prosursment 0.0% 0.0 00
Design and Project 184% 18.0 1850 185.0
Construciien B1.3% B18.5 6165 B165
1508, HC C Mansged Costs and Consent manitoring fees 4.5% 43,3 45,3 43,3
i 31% 3.3 3.3 3.3
2BSTRATEGIC irvaniz-0 10 1006.3 10063 - - 1233 185.0 6B 8 3.3 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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1 2 3 4 El € 7 E 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 FE] 2 21 22 E=| Fa = 26 27 | 23 0
timeline yrs 1-10 yrs 1-30 201810 | 2019/20 | 2020/21 | 202122 | 2022/23 | 20234 | 2074/ | 2005776 | 2026727 | 2027/28 | 2028/29 | 2025/30 | 2030731 | 2031/32 | 2032/33 | 2033/3 | 2034/ | 2035/36 | 2036/37 | 2037/38 | 2035/39 | 2039/40 | 204041 | 204142 | 2042/43 | 2043/44 | 204445 | 2045745 | 204647 | 2047748
Project Properly Cost 0.0% G.0 00
Inwestigation and Reporting 10.2% 63.7 3.7 637
Land prosurement 0.0% 0.0 00
Design and Project 137% 93.0 930 93.0
Construction 58.3% 464.8 4648 464.8
1508, HC C Mansged Costs and Consent manitoring fees 4.1% 27.3 273 27.9
37% 5.0 S0 S0
2BSTRATEGIC iz 10 10 680.3 680.3 - 637 930 492.6 50 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Praject Properly Cost 25% 39.4 394 394
Investigation and Reporting 4.5% 5.0 50 50
Land procursment 18% 5.0 S0 S0
Dresign and Project 5,25 5.3 313 813
Construction 79.2% 12333 12333 12333
S04, HEC Managed Costs and Corsent monitoring fees 4.8% 74.0 M0 740
1.5% 28,8 288 288
2BSTRATEGIC a2 PS 11 70 1556.7 1556.7 - 1144 1063 1,307.3 288 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Preject Properly Cast 0074 0.0 00
\vestigation and Reporting 123% 380 330 330
Land procurement 00% 00 00
Design and Froj 184% 57.0 570 570
GConstruction 61.4% 190.1 1%0.1 1501
WSGA, HG G Managed Costs and Consent manforing foes 4.5% 15.2 15.2 15.2
Mainten ance 30 9.4 94 94
28 g -1 70 309.8 3098 - - 3088 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Property Cost 00% 00 00
Investigation and Reporting 183% 9.6 N 45.8 5.8
Land prosursment 0.0% 0.0 00
Design and Project D osumentation 12.2% 61.1 611 611
Construciion B80.5% 3%6.3 363 36.3
WS0A, HCC Managed Costs and Consant manitoring fess 37% 15.3 183 18.3
i 5.0% 5.0 =0 50
28 [riE1-2 10 501.2 501.2 45.8 5.8 6Ll 323.6 5.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Praject Property Cost 0.0% 0.0 00
Investigation and Reporting 3% 4.2 12 12
Land procursment 0.0 0.0 00
Design and 11.9% 5.8 3.6 5.6
i 53.6% 28.1 281 281
WEQA, HEC Managed Costs and Consent monforing fees 36% L7 17 17
Mainten an e 15.9% 7.5 75 75
28 [rnianiz-4 70 47.2 47.2 - - - - - 472 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Preject Properly Cast 0074 0.0 00
Investigation and Repeting 121% 273 273 278
Land procurement 00% 00 00
Design and Project b osumentation 182% 41.9 419 419
GConstruction G0.7% 1335 1335 1335
W84, HEC hanaged Costs and Consent monitoring fees 4.9% 11.2 12 112
i 4.1% 9.4 34 94
28 [wrniani2-5 10 228.8 2298 - - - - - 2298 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Praject Property Cast 0.0% 0.0 00
Ivestigation and Reporting 7% 29.0 290 290
Land procursment 0.0 0.0 00
Design and Froject 130% 387 387 387
Construction B.0% 193.4 1934 1934
WSEA, HGG Managed Costs and Consent mantoring fees 39% 1.6 116 116
84% 5.0 S0 5.0
28 i ani2-5 70 297.7 297.7 - - 230 387 260 S0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Project Properly Cast 0.0 0.0 00
Investigation and Reporting 123% 1431 14351 1431
Land procurement 0.0% 0.0 00
Design and Project 185% 2237 2237 2237
GConstruction G1.7% 745.5 7435 755
1508, HC C Mansged Costs and Consent manitoring fees 4.5% 53.6 55.5 536
Mainten ance 28% 3.3 3.3 313
28 27 10 1,208.1 12091 - - 1491 2237 8051 3.3 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Fraject Properly Cost 0.0 0.0 00
Investigation and Reporting 9.6% 5.4 54 5.4
Land prosursment 0.0% 0.0 00
Design and Project 12.8% 339 333 339
Construction ©4.2% 1825 1895 1835
S04, HEC Managed Costs and Corsent monitoring fees 3% 10.2 102 102
i 35% 5.0 S0 2.0
28 [rniani2-11 70 264.0 2640 - - - 5.4 333 1757 5.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Projsct Property Cost 0.0% 0.0 00
\rvestigation and Reporting 10.2% 15.0 190 130
Land prosurement 0.0% G.0 00
Design and Froj 138% 5.3 53 53
Construcion 681% 1265 1265 1265
WSGA, HG G Managed Costs and Consent manforing foes 4.1% 7.6 7.6 7.6
Mainten ance 4.5 75 75 75
) iz 1s 70 185.8 183 - - - - - 185.8 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Project Proparly Cost 32% 6.0 360 360
Imvestigation and Reporting 6.7% 5.0 B0 B0
Land prosursment 25 5.0 S0 5.0
Design and Projest b ooumentation 7.7% ] 513 513
Construciion 737% 829.8 8298 8298
WS0A, HCC Managed Costs and Consant manitoring fess 4.4% 9.8 49.3 45.3
i 28% 28.8 288 288
28 a2 PS5 NG 10 115.6 1156 - - - B0 1423 8796 288 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Praject Property Cast 33% 39.4 394 334
\nvestigation and Reporting 5.4% 5.0 50 5.0
Land procursment 21% 5.0 S0 5.0
Dresign and Project D ocumentation &5% 5.3 813 2.3
Construction 74.4% 875.7 85.7 8757
WS04, HE C Managed Costs and Corsent monitoring fees 4.5% 525 525 525
Mainten an e 24% 28,8 288 2858
28 w2 PS N1O 10 L177.6 L177.6 - - .0 145.6 9283 288 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Preject Properly Cast 35% 2083.7 2085.7 5750 1,0394 N 384 360 N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
\vestigation and Reporting B12% 3,616.8 36465 1,652.9 1,1600 B2d 100.4 N 511 N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
Designation 0.8% 500.0 5000 =10 2430 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Land prosursment 0.1% 825 525 - 75 5.0 5.0 5.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Dresign and Project D ocumentation 130% 7,724 77204 1,000.0 34767 1,513.3 5285 1152 9728 1180 B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B
Construcion ©3.9% 41,657.7 41,6877 - 75123 17,%8.6 68323 25311 1,2534 - 24747 | 24747 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5 (%, HE C Managed Costs and Consent monitoring fees 4.8% 28337 28337 - 5248 1L,201.2 470.2 2231 804 - 1700 1700 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Mainten an e 1.7% 1,038.4 1,0384 - 86 94 406.3 3008 140.6 53.8 - - 1180 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total program 55,609.2 59609.2| 59,8092 39083 14,3789 21,3700 82021 3,63L1 2538.3 1718 26447 28447 1190
W ater Program
Froject Property Cost 0.0% 00 00 -
and Reporting 10.4% 8L.6 1.6 3L6
Land procursment 0.0 0.0 00
Design and Project 138% 1088 1088 1088
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 E 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 21 22 23] 24 =l 26 27 23] 23 30
timeline yrs 1-10 yrs 1-30 201819 2019/20 2020721 021/22 2022/23 2023724 0A/5 2025/26 | 2026/27 | 2027/28 | 2028/29 | 2029/30 | 2030/31 | 2031/32 | 2032/33 | 203334 | 2034/35 | 2035/36 | 2036/37 | 2037/38 | 2038/39 | 2039/40 | 2040M1 | 204142 | 2042/43 | 2043/44 | 204445 | 2045/46 | 204647 | 2047/48
Construction 69.2% 5438 5438 5438
1S3A, HG G Managed Costs and Consent mantoring fees 4,2% 32.6 32,6 32.6
24% 188 188 188
1BSTRATEGIC LTP WTR/2124.1 80 735.4 754 316 1088 5764 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Preject Properly Cost 0.0 0.0 00 N
Inwestigation and Reporting 10.3% 0.6 06 706
Land procurement 0.0% 0.0 00
Design and Projest 13.5% 34,2 ER 34,2
GConstruction 6.0 470.9 4709 4709
1508, HC C Mansged Costs and Consent manitoring fees 4.1% 25.3 283 253
27% 188 138 188
2BSTRATEGIC LTFWTRI21311 80 6582.8 682,58 706 .2 4932 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Property Cost 0.0% 0.0 00 -
Investigation and Reporting 9.3% 26.8 26,8 26,8
Land prosursment 0.0% 0.0 00
Dresign and Project 132% 5.8 EE 55
Construciion 86.0% 1788 1788 1758
WS04, HE C Managed Costs and Corsent monitoring fees 4.0 10.7 107 107
Iinten an e 6% 18.8 188 188
2BSTRATEGIC LTPWTR/2132.1 50 270.8 270.8 268 B8 1835 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Project Property Cast 0.0% 0.0 00
\vestigation and Reporting 10.3% 53.8 55.3 593
Land procurement 0.0% G.0 00
Design and 137% 738 798 798
Construcion 68.6% 398,58 3388 398.8
WSGA, HG G Managed Costs and Consent manforing foes 4.1% 73,3 233 23.9
Mainten ance 32 188 188 188
2BSTRATEGIC LTPWTR/21322 80 58L.0 5810 58.8 - 73.8 422.7 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Properly Cost 0.0% G.0 00
Imvestigation and Reporting 104% 520 820 820
Land prosursment 0.0% 0.0 00
Design and Project D osumentation 13.8% 108.8 108.3 108.3
Construciion 89.2% 546.6 546.6 546.8
WS0A, HCC Managed Costs and Consant manitoring fess 4.7 2.8 23 328
i 24% 188 188 188
28 LTFWTR/21323 80 785.4 7894 - - 820 10s.3 5734 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Praject Property Cast 0.0% 0.0 00
\nvestigation and Reporting 10.4% 104.3 1043 1043
Land procursment 0.0 0.0 00
Design and Project D ocumentation 135% 1381 1331 1351
Construction 62.8% 6%6.6 65.6 6%.6
WS04, HE C Managed Costs and Corsent monitoring fees 4.2 417 417 aL7
Mainten an e 1% 18.8 188 188
28 LTP WTR/ 21251 50 998.6 993.6 - - - - 1048 1351 7374 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Project Properly Cost 0.0 0.0 00
Investigation and Reporting 95% 26.3 263 263
Land prosursment 0.0% 0.0 00
Design and Projest 13.9% .1 5.1 5.1
Construciion 5.5 175.3 1753 1753
WS4, HEC Managed Costs and Corsent monitoring fees 4.0% 105 105 105
i 71% 188 188 188
28 LTPWTR/ 21324 80 266.3 26.9 - - 263 H.1 1858 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Praject Property Cast 0.0% 0.0 00
Investigation and Reporting 10.4% 9.4 a1.4 a1
Land procursment 0.0 0.0 00
Design and Project 139% 1213 1219 1213
Construction ©2.4% ©03.4 e034 034
MEQA, HEC Managed Costs and Consent monforing fees 4.2% 366 366 366
21% 188 188 188
2A LTP WTRI21242 50 875.0 3780 - - 914 121.9 5458 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Preject Properly Cost 0.0 0.0 00
Investigation and Repeting 10.2% 433 433 433
Land procurement 00% 00 00
Design and Project 13.6% 57.8 57.8 578
GConstruction G7.8% 285,58 288.8 2888
1508, HC C Mansged Costs and Consent manitoring fees 4.1% 17.3 173 173
4.4% 188 138 188
2 LTFWTR/ 21243 80 45.9 453 - - - 43.3 578 3061 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Froject Properly Cost 00% 00 00 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Investigation and Reparting 10.3% 586.2 586.2 2358 - 1957 433 1043 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Land prosursment 0.0% 0.0 00 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Design and Project 138% 731.8 7816 - 2387 73.8 268.3 578 1391 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Construciien B53.8% 3907.8 3907.8 - - 1,153.4 398.8 1,3313 2888 6%6.6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
MSQ4, HEC Managed Costs and Consent monitering faes 4.1% 23.5 235 - - 716 239 793 173 417 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Maintenance 30% 168.8 168.8 - - - S6.3 188 56.3 188 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
[ Total water program 5,678.8 56738 5,678:8 2358 2387 1,544.5 7855 15920 5015 6.1 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Preject Properly Cast 16.7% 45,507 45,380.7 121125 75,8863 15840 3,654 360 23760
\vestigation and Reporting 4.5 13415.0 134150 5147.7 1,3380 1,851 1677 104.3 511
Designation 0.2% 500.0 5000 B1.0 2430
Land procurement 1.3% 35235 35235 5E9.5 15600 39L0 5020 5.0 1760
Design and Projest b ocumentation T5% 214510 1AZL0 1,445.0 9,744.9 5,1235 3,112.8 172.3 1,763.9 1180
Gonstruction 63.9% 173,766.5| 1737665 0,000.0) 11,0%.3| 352,366.6| 44,2491] 49,25.8 7,194.2 4,6566| 2474.7| 24747
MSQ&, HCC Managed Costs and Corsent monitoring fess 4.3% 11,734.2 11,734 2 775.8 23313 34716 39020 5477 3617 1700 1700
Mainten ance 0.7% 20281 20231 8.6 4 =65 3.5 3343 2045 848 1150
Total Bid 271,800.0 271,800 271,800 43857 S1L1e4.1 43675.9 55,315.1 538516 125037 5,3703 27239 2447 1130
271,8000
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| T | T | 1] 2] 3] 4] 5] | 7] B El| 10] | 2] 13] 14 5] 16 7] 18] 13 2] 21] 22] 23 2] =] 26] 27] | 23] ES)
[timeline | | |yrs 110 [yrs 1-30 | 201s/15 | 2o19/20 | 2020/21 | 2020722 | 2022/23 | 2023724 | 2024/ | 205526 | 2026/27 | 2027/28 | 2028/29 | 2025/3) | 2030/31 | 2031/37 | 2032/33 | 20333 | 203/% | 2035/36 | 2036/37 | 2037/38 | 2035/35 | 2039/40 | 2040/41 | 2041/42 | 2042/43 | 2043/4d4 | 2044/45 | 2045746 | 2045/47 | 2047/48
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ] E] 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 =5 26 27 28 23 0
Gross costs 018/19 | 2015/20 [ 2020/21 | 2021/72 | 2022/23 | 2023/ | 2024/%5 | 2025/26 | 2026/27 | 027/28 | 202825 | 2029/30 | 2030/31 [ 2031/32 | 2032/33 | 2033/31 | 2084/% | 2035/36 | 2086/37 | 2037/35 | 2038/33 | 2039/40 [ 2040/41 | 2041/42 | 2042/43 | 2043/44 | 2044/a5 | 2045/46 | 2046/47 | 2047/48
HIF item subsidy yrs 1-10 yrs 1-30
Wairere Drive/Cobham overbridge-
1| additional to current funding 51% 20,0000 20,0000 20,0000 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Wairere Drive extension and bricge
over waikato river to Peacocke Roads 32121, 3212.2,0704,5,0704.5, 103.1,
2| narth south arterial 3208.1 51% 1167830 | 116,7830 114710 | 15,3835 | 14,3295 | 404235 | 37,1095 66,0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3| Peacocke Road urban upgrade Roads 0704 5, 0704.6 51% 9750 9,750 - 6730 1,%60.0 7480 39320 2,300 66.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
$H3/Dixon road intersection and
peacockes east west arteralto
4| pescockes roadl Roacls 0676.1, 3123.1, 3123.2, 3210.1, 3210.2 51% 364680 36,4680 23680 4,7870 4,482.0 5,753.0 75870 7,0480 4,377.0 660 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Wastewater strategic storage and
pressure main back to theexisting
5 |far eastern interceptor o] 44,1903 44,1303 31730 | 126710 | 15,8090 5.273.0 7720 2000 180 | 26447 | 26447 1190 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6| North south arterial Land Roads 3200.2, 3200.3, 3200.4, 32005 51% 235360 235360 58390 | 17,6970 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Wastewat er internal strategic
7| network o] 154189 15,4183 7%.9 1,707.9 5,500 29231 2,591 1,638.3 53.8 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
5[ Water Distribution mains %% 56753 5,675.3 2353 2357 1,544.5 7885 15320 5015 T56.1 153 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total 271,8000 | 27,8000 | 2718000 | 43857 [ 51,1641 | 4365.8| 559151 | 53816 | 125037 53700 | 27284 | 26447 1130 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 2 3 4 5 3 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 = 26 27 28 2 EY)
Income 2018/19 | 2015/20 | 2020/21 | 2021722 | 2022/23 | 202320 | 2024/ | 2025/26 | 2026/27 | 2027/28 | 202829 | 2029/30 | 2030/31 | 2031/32 | 2032/33 | 2033/39 | 2094/% | 2035/36 | 2036/37 | 2037/35 | 2038/30 | 2039/40 [ 2040/41 | 2041742 | 2042/43 | 2043/44 | 2044/45 | 2045/46 | 2046/47 | 2047/48
HIF item subsidy yrs 1-10 yrs 1-30
‘Wairere Drive/Cobh arn overbridge -
1 additional ta current funding 51% 10,2000 10,2000 10,2000 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
‘Wairere Drive extension and bricge
over waikatoriverto Peacotke Roads 32121, 3212.2,0704.3,0704.3, 1303.1,
2| narth south arterial 1306.1, 3209.1 51% 59559.3 53,5593 58502 6,8%5.6 7,3060 | 20,6160 | 18858 337 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3| Peacocke Road urban upgrade Roads 0704.5, 0704.6 51% 45598 4,338 - 36,3 934.5 3815 2/005.3 1,1385 337 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
$H3/Dixon road intersection and
peacockes east west arterial to
4| pescockes roadl Roacls 0676.1, 3123.1, 3123.2, 3210.1, 3210.2 51% 185987 185987 1,207.7 24414 2.26.8 293.0 3,8694 3535 22323 337 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Wastewat er strategic storage and
pressure main back to theexisting
5|fareastern interceptor o] - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
&[ North south arterial Land Roads 3200.2, 3200.3, 3200.4, 32005 51% 12,0034 12,0034 23773 3,055 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Wastewater internal strategic
7| network o] - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
‘5| Wat er Distibution mains %% - - B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B B N s s s s s s s s s s
Total 1053211 | 105,321.1 | 1053211 | 202%.3| 156387 | 105884 | 235315 | 24,805 4,826.8 2,265.9 337 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 2 3 4 S 3 7 ] 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 = 26 27 28 29 Ed)
et cost HCC 201819 | 2019/20 | 2020/21 | 2021/72 | 2022/23 | 2023/20 | 2004/%5 | 2055/26 | 2026/27 | 027/28 | 202829 | 2029/30 | 2030/31 | 2031/32 | 2037/33 | 2033/31 | 20343 | 2035/36 | 2036/37 | 2037/35 | 2038/33 | 2039/40 | 2040/41 | 2041042 | 2042/43 | 2043/4d | 2044/45 | 2045/46 | 2046/47 | 2047/48
HIF item subsidy rs1-10 s 1-30
Wairere Drive/Cobh arn overbridge -
1| additional to current funding 51% 3,3000 9,800.0 9,5300.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Wairere Drive extension and bridge
over waikatoriverto Peacocke Roads 32121, 3212.2,0704.3,0704.3 1303.1,
2|narth south artenial 1306.1, 3209.1 51% 57,2237 57,2237 56208 6557.9 7025 | 198075 | 181837 323 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3| Peacocke Road urban upgrade Roads 0704.5, 0704.6 51% 4,765.3 4,766.3 - 3327 655 3665 1,9267 1,515 32.3 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
$H3/Dixon road intersection and
peacockes east west arterial to
4 road Roads 0676.1, 3123.1, 3123.2, 3210.1, 3210.2 51% 17,8693 17,8683 11603 2,356 21%.2 28190 37176 34535 2144.7 323 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Wastewat er strategic storage and
pressure rmain back to theexisting
5|fareastern interceptor o] 44,1903 44,1903 31730 | 12,6710 | 15,869.0 5,273.0 7720 00.0 1180 | 26447 | 26447 1190 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
6] North south arterial Land Roads 3200.2, 3200.5, 3200.4, 32005 51% 115326 11,5326 2,36L1 56715 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Wastewater internal strategic
7| network o2 154189 15,4183 %9 1,707.9 5,50L.0 29231 2,891 1,638.3 53.8 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
8| Water Distribution mains 6 5,678.8 5,678.8 2383 2357 1544.5 7885 15920 S0L5 7561 183 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total 1664755 | 1664785 | 1664759 | 235838 [ 325%5.3 | 33087.6| 319836 25,0610 7,677.1 31049 26%.7 [ 26447 1150 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Appendix D

Project Construction Cost Estimates

Relevance:

Section 7: Commercial Case

This information collates the Peacocke housing infrastructure estimates into construction packages
based on coordination of location and timing.
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Appendix E

Transport Benefits

Relevance:

Section 5: Economic Case

e Economic evaluation in accordance with NZ Transport Agency Economic Evaluation Manual.
Used as inputs for Transport Investment OnLine (TIO})

Note: Hamilton Southern Links economic analysis treats the network as a package, since
the full benefits will not be realised until the final sections (for Peacocke the north-
south arterial connection between central Hamilton and the Southern Links central
interchange at SH3 near the airport).
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Peacocke EEM worksheets.xlsm ‘W1 - Summary_Upload
‘Worksheet 1 - Evaluation Summary and TIO Upload Uphead V100106
This spreadsheet con be oy uploaded into Transport Onine. To engbie ypload please do not odjust the columns or rows.

Activity name FPeacockes Arterials {Southern Links)
Reference o
Evaluator{s) - name, organisation Mlasdair Gray, Gray Matter Ltd (Based on Aacom Southern |
Reviewer{s} - narme, organisation None - {Southern Links peer reviewsd by Dr John Bolland) |
Date of evaluation mmfyyyy 03-2017]
Time zero / implementation start date 1 July yyyy 2018
Comstruction duration Months 5
Base date of costs and benefits 1 July yyyy 2017
Location South Hamilton - Peacocke Structure Plan area
Problem definition Access for residential development,
Do minfmum description o mathing
Mternatives considerad {or page reterances to relavant)
Optons condderad {or page raferences to ralevant) Demnand rmanag 1t alternative developrment areasfsequendng, different staging options HIF
Preferred option description SH32 Ohsupe Read reundabout and east west arterial link, Peacodkie Road upgrade, Waikato river
Statistics Basa rate Growth rate (%)  New usersftransfer
Road raffic - Anrual Average Dafly Traffic (AADT) AADT 30,500 1.00
Pedestrians - Annual Average Dally Count| [i] .00 [i]
Cyclists - Annual Average Dally Count [i] 0L00 [i]
Annual Peronege - Total Count [#] 0.00 [#]
Annual Paronege - Peak Pericd Count [#] 0.00
Freightvelume ronnes o 0.00 |
Heavy Vehicdes Velume AADT 1] 000
Heavy Vehicles Volume %, ]
Road Category Urban arzerial
Before After
Roughnass IRI/NANSRA 0 0
Posted speed km/h| 50 0
Average traffic speed kmyhy EF 50
Length of road / route km 14.00 14.00
Road width metres| 0.00 .00
Travel time on route 0 0

Pariod start am  Pariod stop am Pariod start pm_ Period stop pm

Peak Period [

Peak Period Traffic flow Vehiclesfhe | of

Pericd of crash analyss vy - yovy I ]

Fatal Serious Minor Non Injury

shas frow 4 crash analysis) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total astmated crashes par year - do minimum {row 11}

Pradicted crashes per year - preferrad option {row 20}

Heavy Vehice Trips Saved (average per year) count| [1]

Vehicle Operating Cost Savings {per anrum) Shvehicle 514

Travel ime savings {per day) 4,594

Cogs Do minlmum Preferred option

Corstruction / implementation H| of 206,512,000

Present Value Construction / implementation 5 0 194121,280

Present Value Maintenance, renewal and operating costs & [ 4,075,082

Present Value Total costs {whole of life} s [0 198,196,262

Present Value Cost savings s o

Present Value Funding assistance s._ 0

Benefits [Present Value]

Travel time cost savings 5 450,184,500

Vehicle operating cost savings 4 18,780,650

Crash cost savings s 0

Seal extension benefits s 0

Drfver frustration reductfon benefits s 0

Risk reduction benefits 5 [

Vehide emission reduction benefits 5 0

Other external benefits (nofse, visual, impact etc) 4 ]

Mode change benefits s [

Walking and cycling health benafits $ 0

Sendce or facility user benefits 4 0

Parking user cost savings s 0

Dis-benefits during Implemantation/construction 5 0

Road Traffiz reduction benefits 5 0

National strategic benefits 4 0

Agglomeration benefits (WEB) B 0

Increased Labour Supply (WES) B 0

Imperfect Competition (WER) s 0

Total Benetlts Present Value 5 ATRAE5160

Non monetised benefits or national strategic factors [ ]

Benefit Cost Ratio (BCRn) National PR

Benefit Cost Ratio (BCRg) Government 000

FrstYear Rate of Return {FYRR) 271

Sensitivity Analysis - BCR range [ 0.00] 0.00]
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5P3 General road improvements

Vorksheet 1 - Evaluation summary
Worksheet 1 provides a summary of the general data used for the evaluation as well as the results of the analysis.
The information required is a subset of the information entered into Transport Investment Online.

1 Evaluator(s)

Reviewer(s)

2 Activity/package details

Approved organisation hame

Activity/package name

Your reference

Activity description

Describe the issues to be addressed

Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-2014)

Peacocke Evaluation: Refer Section 7.3 of Proposal

Alasdair Gray, Gray Matter Ltd (Based on Aecom Southern Links evaluation)
MNone - (Southern Links peer reviewed by Dr John Bolland)

Hamilton City Council
Peacockes Arterials (Southern Links)

SH3 Chaupo Road roundabout and east west arterial link, Peacocke Road
upgrade, Waikato river croossing and link to Wairere Drive/Cobham
intersection

Access for residential development,
Increase SE-NW connection to improve travel time reliability on SH3 Ohaupo

Road

3 Location
Brief description of location

South Hamilten - Peacocke Structure Plan area

4 Alternatives and options

Describe the do-minimum

Do nothing

Summarise the options assessed

Demand management, alternative development areas/sequencing, different

staging options. HIF infrastructure proposal is consistent with do min accepted
for Southern Links. Refer Southern Links Scheme Assessment and Business
Case Status Summary.

5 Timing
Time zero (assumed construction start date) 1 July 2018
Expected duration of construction {months) 60

6 Economic efficiency
Date economic evaluation completed (mm/yyyy) Mar-17
Base date for costs and benefits 1 July 2017
AADT at time zero 30,500
Traffic growth rate at time zero (%) 1.00
Existing roughness IRI or NAASRA 70.00 Length of road before works 14.00 km
Predicted roughness IRI or NAASRA 70.00 Length of road after works 14.00 km
Existing traffic speed 32 km/h
Predicted traffic speed 50 km/h
PV cost of do-minimum % 0 A
PV cost of the preferred option $ 198,196,362 B
Benefit values from worksheet 4, 5, 6
PV travel time cost savings $ 317,368,621 C x Update factor ''° 1.45 =3 460,184,500 W
PV VOC and CO- savings $ 19,163,939 D x Update factor V¢ 0.98 =35 18,780,660 Y
PV crash cost savings $ 0 E x Update factor ** 1.03 =3 0 z

10 BCR, = PV net benefits _ W+Y+2Z _ 478,965,160 _ 542

PV net costs B-A 198,196,362
1 FRR = PV 1* year benefits _ (W + Y)/ DF° + ( Z / DF*)] x 0.94 _ 5 %
PV net costs B-A
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5P3 General road improvements Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-2014)
Vorksheet 2 - Cost of do-minimum

Worksheet 2 is used to calculate the PV cost of the do minimum. The do minimum is the minimum level of
expenditure necessary to keep a road open and generally consists of maintenance work.

1 Historic maintenance cost data (indicate whether assessed or actual)

Maintenance costs for the site over last three years

Year 1 2015 $
Year 2 2016 %
Year 3 2017 $
Maintenance costs for the site this year 2018 $
Future annual maintenance costs Assessed $ 0
2 PV of annual maintenance costs USPWF yr 30 - yr 5
Total = % ] X 384 = % ] (a)
3 PV of periodic maintenance costs
Time zero 1st July in the year 2018
Periodic maintenance will be required in the following years:
Sum of PV of periodic maintenance $ 0 (b)
4 PV of the do-minimum
(a) + (b) =3 0 A

Transfer the PV cost of do minimum A, to A on worksheet 1.
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5P3 General road improvements Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-2014)

Vorksheet 3 - Cost of the option(s)
Worksheet 3 is used to calculate the PV costs of the different options. A separate Worksheet 3 is required for each
option evaluated. To convert dollar values from different years to base date values, use the update factors in

appendix Al12.

Option name Peacocke Arterial Roads (Part of Southern Links)

1 PV of estimated cost of proposed work (as per attached estimate sheet)

% 206,512,000  x 0.04 = § 194,121,280 (a)
2 PV of maintenance in year 1 % (b)
3 PV of annual maintenance and inspection costs following the work USPWE yr 30 - yr 6
(years 6 to 30 inclusive) $ 447 300 X 9.11 = % 4,075,082 (<)
4 PV of periodic maintenance costs
Time zero 1st July in the year 2018
Sum of PV of periodic maintenance costs = % 0 (d)
5 PV cost of additional annual maintenance
$ X 14,25 = % ] (e)
6 PV of total costs of option
PV total costs (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e) =% 198,196,362 B

Transfer the PV total costs for the preferred option B, to B on worksheet 1.
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5P3 General road improvements Spreadsheet v3 (27- March-2014)
Vorksheet 4 - Travel time cost savings
Worksheet 4 is used for calculating travel time cost savings.

1 Road category (Select) Urban arterial

2 Travel time data

AADT (or the traffic volumes affected by the improvement) 30,500
Traffic growth rate (per annum) % 1.00
Travel time cost (TTC) refer table A4.3 s/hr 16.27
Length of route (km) Lam 14.00 LoPt 14.00
Mean vehicle speed ysdm 32 Vst 50

3 Annual travel time costs for the do-minimum

AADT x 365 x L™ x TTC

=% 78,590,663 (a)
VS'.'HI
4 Annual travel time costs for the option
AADT x 365 x L' x TTC
=% 50,715,217 (b)
V-Sl-!-ll
5 Value of annual travel time cost savings (a)-(b) =% 27,875,446 (<)
6 PV of travel time cost savings (c)xDF =% 317,368,621 c

Transfer the PV of travel time cost savings for the preferred option €, to € on worksheet 1
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5P3 General road improvements Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-2014)
Vorksheet 5 - Vehicle operating cost savings

Worksheet 5 is used for calculating vehicle operating cost (VOC) savings.
1 Base data
Traffic growth rate (per annum) % 1.00
BAADT (or the traffic volumes affected by the improvement) 30,500
Length of route (km) Lém 14.00 LoP* 14.00
Roughness (IRI/NAASRA) 70.00 70.00
Roughness cost (table 4.6) crR™ 23.40 CR™" 21.80
Mean vehicle speed vgim 35 Vgt 50
Gradient 0.00% 0.00%
Base cost (table 4.5) cgo™ 32.54 CB™" 33.40
2 Annual vehicle operating cost for the do-minimum
L™ x (CR%™ + CB*™) x AADT x 365 (a)
=% 87,192,806
100
3 Annual vehicle operating cost for the option
L¥" x (CR™" + CB™") x AADT x 365 (b)
=% 86,031,960
100
4 Value of annual vehicle operating cost savings (a)-(b)=% 1,160,846 (<)
5 PV of vehicle operating cost savings (c)xDF=% 19,163,939 D
Transfer PV of vehicle operating cost savings for the preferred option D, to D on worksheet 1
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5P3 General road improvements

Vorksheet 6 - Crash cost savings
These simplified procedures are suitable only for crash-by-crash analysis (method A in appendix A8). There must be 5
years or more crash data for the site and the number and types of crashes must meet the specifications set out in appendix
A6.1 and A6.2. If not, either the crash rate analysis or weighted crash procedure described in appendix A6.2 should be used.
The annual crash cost savings determined from such an evaluation are multiplied by the appropriate discount factor and
entered in worksheet 1 as total E. Evidence to support alternative analysis must be attached.

Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-20014)

Movement category All movements Vehicle involvement All vehicles
1 Do-minimum mean speed 32 Road category Urban arterial
Posted speed limit 50 Traffic growth rate % 1.00%
2 Option mean speed S0
3 Number of years of typical crash rate records Mo crash cost savings claimed - conservative
4 Number of reported crashes over period
5 Fatal/serious severity ratio (tables A6.19(a) to (c)) 0.08 0.92 1.0 1.0
6 Number of reported crashes adjusted by severity (4) x (5)
7 Crashes per year = (6)/(3)
8 Adjustment factor for crash trend (table A&.1(a)) 0.86
9 Adjusted crashes per year = (7) x (8)
10 Under-reporting factors (tables A6.20(a) to (b))
11 Total estimated crashes per year = (9) x (10)
12 Crash cost, 100km/h limit (tables A6.21(e) to (h)) 3,800,000 405,000 24,000 2,400
13 Crash cost, 50km/h limit (tables A6.21(a) to (d)) 3,350,000 360,000 21,000 2,100
14 Mean speed adjustment = ((1) - 50)/50 -0.36
15 Cost per crash = (13) + (14) x [(12) - (13)] 3,188,000 343,800 19,920 1,992
16 Crash cost per year = (11) x (15)
17 Totgl cost ofcrashes pe.r \frear (sum of columns in row (16) fatal + %0
serious + minor + non-injury)
18 Percentage crash reduction
19 Percentage of crashes 'remaining’ [100 - (18)] 100 100 100 100
20 Predicted crashes per year (11) x (19)
21 Crash cost, 100km/h limit (tables A6.21(e) to (h)) 3,800,000 405,000 24,000 2,400
22 Crash cost, S0km/h limit (tables A6.21(a) to (d)) 3,350,000 360,000 21,000 2,100
23 Mean speed adjustment = ((2) - 50)/50 0
24 Cost per crash = (22) + (23) x [(21) - (22)] 3,350,000 360,000 21,000 2,100
25 Crash cost per year = (20) x (24)
26 Tollal cost of crashes pelr \{rear (sum of columns in row (25) fatal + 0
serious + minor + non-injury
27 Annual crash cost savings = (17) - (26) $0
28 PV crash cost savings = (27) x DF £0 E
Transfer PV of crash cost savings, E for the preferred option to E on worksheet 1
Attachments Page 65

ltem 10

Attachment 4



i JUSWYoBNY

0T wal

Council
06 December 2017

&

Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

3P3 General road im

provements

forksheet 7 - BCR and incremental analysis

ime zero 1 July

ase date 1 July

2018
2017

Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-2014)

i inles om Option A Option B Option € Option A Option B Option C
Benefits PV of user costs PV of net benefits
ravel time cost savings 0 460,184,500 460,184,500 0 0
OC and CO. savings 18,780,660 18,780,660 0 0
rash cost savings v] 0 0
V total 0 478,965,160 ] ] 478,965,160 0 0
Costs PV of costs as calculated PV of net costs
apital costs 194,121,280 194,121,280 0 0
laintenance costs 4,075,082 4,075,082 Q Q
V total 0 123,196,362 o] ] 198,196,362 [s] 0

arget incremental BCR (from appendix A12.4)

Base option for comparison

Next higher cost option

Incremental analysis

option Total costs  Total benefits Option Total costs  Total Benefits Incr:;:;ntal In;:enn;;;tal Incr;cmR:ntal
(1) 2 & B (5)=(2)-(1) (6)=(4)-(2) (1)=(6)/(5)

s] o]

o o]

o o

ls] o]

Attachments

Page 66



Council
06 December 2017

Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

Peacocke EEM worksheets.xlsm ‘W1 - Summary_Upload
‘Worksheet 1 - Evaluation Summary and TIO Upload Uphead V100106
This spreadsheet con be oy uploaded into Transport Onine. To engbie ypload please do not odjust the columns or rows.

Activity name FPeacockes Arterials {Southern Links)
Reference o
Evaluator{s) - name, organisation Mlasdair Gray, Gray Matter Ltd (Based on Aacom Southern |
Reviewer{s} - narme, organisation None - {Southern Links peer reviewsd by Dr John Bolland) |
Date of evaluation mmfyyyy 03-2017]
Time zero / implementation start date 1 July yyyy 2018
Comstruction duration Months 5
Base date of costs and benefits 1 July yyyy 2017
Location South Hamilton - Peacocke Structure Plan area
Problem definition Access for residential development,
Do minfmum description o mathing
Mternatives considerad {or page reterances to relavant)
Optons condderad {or page raferences to ralevant) Demnand rmanag 1t alternative developrment areasfsequendng, different staging options HIF
Preferred option description SH32 Ohsupe Read reundabout and east west arterial link, Peacodkie Road upgrade, Waikato river
Statistics Basa rate Growth rate (%)  New usersftransfer
Road raffic - Anrual Average Dafly Traffic (AADT) AADT 30,500 1.00
Pedestrians - Annual Average Dally Count| [i] .00 [i]
Cyclists - Annual Average Dally Count [i] 0L00 [i]
Annual Peronege - Total Count [#] 0.00 [#]
Annual Paronege - Peak Pericd Count [#] 0.00
Freightvelume ronnes o 0.00 |
Heavy Vehicdes Velume AADT 1] 000
Heavy Vehicles Volume %, ]
Road Category Urban arzerial
Before After
Roughnass IRI/NANSRA 0 0
Posted speed km/h| 50 0
Average traffic speed kmyhy EF 50
Length of road / route km 14.00 14.00
Road width metres| 0.00 .00
Travel time on route 0 0

Pariod start am  Pariod stop am Pariod start pm_ Period stop pm

Peak Period [

Peak Period Traffic flow Vehiclesfhe | of

Pericd of crash analyss vy - yovy I ]

Fatal Serious Minor Non Injury

shas frow 4 crash analysis) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total astmated crashes par year - do minimum {row 11}

Pradicted crashes per year - preferrad option {row 20}

Heavy Vehice Trips Saved (average per year) count| [1]

Vehicle Operating Cost Savings {per anrum) Shvehicle 514

Travel ime savings {per day) 4,594

Cogs Do minlmum Preferred option

Corstruction / implementation H| of 206,512,000

Present Value Construction / implementation 5 0 194121,280

Present Value Maintenance, renewal and operating costs & [ 4,075,082

Present Value Total costs {whole of life} s [0 198,196,262

Present Value Cost savings s o

Present Value Funding assistance s._ 0

Benefits [Present Value]

Travel time cost savings 5 450,184,500

Vehicle operating cost savings 4 18,780,650

Crash cost savings s 0

Seal extension benefits s 0

Drfver frustration reductfon benefits s 0

Risk reduction benefits 5 [

Vehide emission reduction benefits 5 0

Other external benefits (nofse, visual, impact etc) 4 ]

Mode change benefits s [

Walking and cycling health benafits $ 0

Sendce or facility user benefits 4 0

Parking user cost savings s 0

Dis-benefits during Implemantation/construction 5 0

Road Traffiz reduction benefits 5 0

National strategic benefits 4 0

Agglomeration benefits (WEB) B 0

Increased Labour Supply (WES) B 0

Imperfect Competition (WER) s 0

Total Benetlts Present Value 5 ATRAE5160

Non monetised benefits or national strategic factors [ ]

Benefit Cost Ratio (BCRn) National PR

Benefit Cost Ratio (BCRg) Government 000

FrstYear Rate of Return {FYRR) 271

Sensitivity Analysis - BCR range [ 0.00] 0.00]
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5P3 General road improvements

Vorksheet 1 - Evaluation summary
Worksheet 1 provides a summary of the general data used for the evaluation as well as the results of the analysis.
The information required is a subset of the information entered into Transport Investment Online.

1 Evaluator(s)

Reviewer(s)

2 Activity/package details

Approved organisation hame

Activity/package name

Your reference

Activity description

Describe the issues to be addressed

Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-2014)

Peacocke Evaluation: Refer Section 7.3 of Proposal

Alasdair Gray, Gray Matter Ltd (Based on Aecom Southern Links evaluation)
MNone - (Southern Links peer reviewed by Dr John Bolland)

Hamilton City Council
Peacockes Arterials (Southern Links)

SH3 Chaupo Road roundabout and east west arterial link, Peacocke Road
upgrade, Waikato river croossing and link to Wairere Drive/Cobham
intersection

Access for residential development,
Increase SE-NW connection to improve travel time reliability on SH3 Ohaupo

Road

3 Location
Brief description of location

South Hamilten - Peacocke Structure Plan area

4 Alternatives and options

Describe the do-minimum

Do nothing

Summarise the options assessed

Demand management, alternative development areas/sequencing, different

staging options. HIF infrastructure proposal is consistent with do min accepted
for Southern Links. Refer Southern Links Scheme Assessment and Business
Case Status Summary.

5 Timing
Time zero (assumed construction start date) 1 July 2018
Expected duration of construction {months) 60

6 Economic efficiency
Date economic evaluation completed (mm/yyyy) Mar-17
Base date for costs and benefits 1 July 2017
AADT at time zero 30,500
Traffic growth rate at time zero (%) 1.00
Existing roughness IRI or NAASRA 70.00 Length of road before works 14.00 km
Predicted roughness IRI or NAASRA 70.00 Length of road after works 14.00 km
Existing traffic speed 32 km/h
Predicted traffic speed 50 km/h
PV cost of do-minimum % 0 A
PV cost of the preferred option $ 198,196,362 B
Benefit values from worksheet 4, 5, 6
PV travel time cost savings $ 317,368,621 C x Update factor ''° 1.45 =3 460,184,500 W
PV VOC and CO- savings $ 19,163,939 D x Update factor V¢ 0.98 =35 18,780,660 Y
PV crash cost savings $ 0 E x Update factor ** 1.03 =3 0 z

10 BCR, = PV net benefits _ W+Y+2Z _ 478,965,160 _ 542

PV net costs B-A 198,196,362
1 FRR = PV 1* year benefits _ (W + Y)/ DF° + ( Z / DF*)] x 0.94 _ 5 %
PV net costs B-A
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5P3 General road improvements Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-2014)
Vorksheet 2 - Cost of do-minimum

Worksheet 2 is used to calculate the PV cost of the do minimum. The do minimum is the minimum level of
expenditure necessary to keep a road open and generally consists of maintenance work.

1 Historic maintenance cost data (indicate whether assessed or actual)

Maintenance costs for the site over last three years

Year 1 2015 $
Year 2 2016 %
Year 3 2017 $
Maintenance costs for the site this year 2018 $
Future annual maintenance costs Assessed $ 0
2 PV of annual maintenance costs USPWF yr 30 - yr 5
Total = % ] X 384 = % ] (a)
3 PV of periodic maintenance costs
Time zero 1st July in the year 2018
Periodic maintenance will be required in the following years:
Sum of PV of periodic maintenance $ 0 (b)
4 PV of the do-minimum
(a) + (b) =3 0 A

Transfer the PV cost of do minimum A, to A on worksheet 1.
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5P3 General road improvements Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-2014)

Vorksheet 3 - Cost of the option(s)
Worksheet 3 is used to calculate the PV costs of the different options. A separate Worksheet 3 is required for each
option evaluated. To convert dollar values from different years to base date values, use the update factors in

appendix Al12.

Option name Peacocke Arterial Roads (Part of Southern Links)

1 PV of estimated cost of proposed work (as per attached estimate sheet)

% 206,512,000  x 0.04 = § 194,121,280 (a)
2 PV of maintenance in year 1 % (b)
3 PV of annual maintenance and inspection costs following the work USPWE yr 30 - yr 6
(years 6 to 30 inclusive) $ 447 300 X 9.11 = % 4,075,082 (<)
4 PV of periodic maintenance costs
Time zero 1st July in the year 2018
Sum of PV of periodic maintenance costs = % 0 (d)
5 PV cost of additional annual maintenance
$ X 14,25 = % ] (e)
6 PV of total costs of option
PV total costs (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e) =% 198,196,362 B

Transfer the PV total costs for the preferred option B, to B on worksheet 1.
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5P3 General road improvements Spreadsheet v3 (27- March-2014)
Vorksheet 4 - Travel time cost savings
Worksheet 4 is used for calculating travel time cost savings.

1 Road category (Select) Urban arterial

2 Travel time data

AADT (or the traffic volumes affected by the improvement) 30,500
Traffic growth rate (per annum) % 1.00
Travel time cost (TTC) refer table A4.3 s/hr 16.27
Length of route (km) Lam 14.00 LoPt 14.00
Mean vehicle speed ysdm 32 Vst 50

3 Annual travel time costs for the do-minimum

AADT x 365 x L™ x TTC

=% 78,590,663 (a)
VS'.'HI
4 Annual travel time costs for the option
AADT x 365 x L' x TTC
=% 50,715,217 (b)
V-Sl-!-ll
5 Value of annual travel time cost savings (a)-(b) =% 27,875,446 (<)
6 PV of travel time cost savings (c)xDF =% 317,368,621 c

Transfer the PV of travel time cost savings for the preferred option €, to € on worksheet 1
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5P3 General road improvements Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-2014)
Vorksheet 5 - Vehicle operating cost savings

Worksheet 5 is used for calculating vehicle operating cost (VOC) savings.
1 Base data
Traffic growth rate (per annum) % 1.00
BAADT (or the traffic volumes affected by the improvement) 30,500
Length of route (km) Lém 14.00 LoP* 14.00
Roughness (IRI/NAASRA) 70.00 70.00
Roughness cost (table 4.6) crR™ 23.40 CR™" 21.80
Mean vehicle speed vgim 35 Vgt 50
Gradient 0.00% 0.00%
Base cost (table 4.5) cgo™ 32.54 CB™" 33.40
2 Annual vehicle operating cost for the do-minimum
L™ x (CR%™ + CB*™) x AADT x 365 (a)
=% 87,192,806
100
3 Annual vehicle operating cost for the option
L¥" x (CR™" + CB™") x AADT x 365 (b)
=% 86,031,960
100
4 Value of annual vehicle operating cost savings (a)-(b)=% 1,160,846 (<)
5 PV of vehicle operating cost savings (c)xDF=% 19,163,939 D
Transfer PV of vehicle operating cost savings for the preferred option D, to D on worksheet 1
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5P3 General road improvements

Vorksheet 6 - Crash cost savings
These simplified procedures are suitable only for crash-by-crash analysis (method A in appendix A8). There must be 5
years or more crash data for the site and the number and types of crashes must meet the specifications set out in appendix
A6.1 and A6.2. If not, either the crash rate analysis or weighted crash procedure described in appendix A6.2 should be used.
The annual crash cost savings determined from such an evaluation are multiplied by the appropriate discount factor and
entered in worksheet 1 as total E. Evidence to support alternative analysis must be attached.

Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-20014)

Movement category All movements Vehicle involvement All vehicles
1 Do-minimum mean speed 32 Road category Urban arterial
Posted speed limit 50 Traffic growth rate % 1.00%
2 Option mean speed S0
3 Number of years of typical crash rate records Mo crash cost savings claimed - conservative
4 Number of reported crashes over period
5 Fatal/serious severity ratio (tables A6.19(a) to (c)) 0.08 0.92 1.0 1.0
6 Number of reported crashes adjusted by severity (4) x (5)
7 Crashes per year = (6)/(3)
8 Adjustment factor for crash trend (table A&.1(a)) 0.86
9 Adjusted crashes per year = (7) x (8)
10 Under-reporting factors (tables A6.20(a) to (b))
11 Total estimated crashes per year = (9) x (10)
12 Crash cost, 100km/h limit (tables A6.21(e) to (h)) 3,800,000 405,000 24,000 2,400
13 Crash cost, 50km/h limit (tables A6.21(a) to (d)) 3,350,000 360,000 21,000 2,100
14 Mean speed adjustment = ((1) - 50)/50 -0.36
15 Cost per crash = (13) + (14) x [(12) - (13)] 3,188,000 343,800 19,920 1,992
16 Crash cost per year = (11) x (15)
17 Totgl cost ofcrashes pe.r \frear (sum of columns in row (16) fatal + %0
serious + minor + non-injury)
18 Percentage crash reduction
19 Percentage of crashes 'remaining’ [100 - (18)] 100 100 100 100
20 Predicted crashes per year (11) x (19)
21 Crash cost, 100km/h limit (tables A6.21(e) to (h)) 3,800,000 405,000 24,000 2,400
22 Crash cost, S0km/h limit (tables A6.21(a) to (d)) 3,350,000 360,000 21,000 2,100
23 Mean speed adjustment = ((2) - 50)/50 0
24 Cost per crash = (22) + (23) x [(21) - (22)] 3,350,000 360,000 21,000 2,100
25 Crash cost per year = (20) x (24)
26 Tollal cost of crashes pelr \{rear (sum of columns in row (25) fatal + 0
serious + minor + non-injury
27 Annual crash cost savings = (17) - (26) $0
28 PV crash cost savings = (27) x DF £0 E
Transfer PV of crash cost savings, E for the preferred option to E on worksheet 1
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3P3 General road im

provements

forksheet 7 - BCR and incremental analysis

ime zero 1 July

ase date 1 July

2018
2017

Spreadsheet v3 (27-March-2014)

i inles om Option A Option B Option € Option A Option B Option C
Benefits PV of user costs PV of net benefits
ravel time cost savings 0 460,184,500 460,184,500 0 0
OC and CO. savings 18,780,660 18,780,660 0 0
rash cost savings v] 0 0
V total 0 478,965,160 ] ] 478,965,160 0 0
Costs PV of costs as calculated PV of net costs
apital costs 194,121,280 194,121,280 0 0
laintenance costs 4,075,082 4,075,082 Q Q
V total 0 123,196,362 o] ] 198,196,362 [s] 0

arget incremental BCR (from appendix A12.4)

Base option for comparison

Next higher cost option

Incremental analysis

option Total costs  Total benefits Option Total costs  Total Benefits Incr:;:;ntal In;:enn;;;tal Incr;cmR:ntal
(1) 2 & B (5)=(2)-(1) (6)=(4)-(2) (1)=(6)/(5)

s] o]

o o]

o o

ls] o]
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amilton City Council - Housing Infrastructure Fund
Olnputs

sw | aw | sw | e | ww | w0 | ww [ ww ]

om
were Deovel 28, Sarabe gue 0.0
bhvarn Drive Owerbridge om
000
om
F0EL0.00 120000 BI000
7000000 0000 150000 #700.00 [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
I'I TG00 [T
3 Intersection B Strategic 265.00 27560 L5 E0
365.00 37960 EEL)
245,00 26280 45280
0.00 0.00
E500 27657 Fai
318300 345597 ELEE
5600 7481 7481
B w1 EEEH
a8 to Shaw 1830.00 1545.07 I R
Witland 5400 (%] [F7]
Lrece 31230 [T [
H1.00 T EIER
3206.00 .11 FEHN
BEDD T646 7645
10750.00 11736.95 286272 519753 AD0D 24 76 46 0,00 000 0.00 000 0.00 0,00
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[Procure design consutant 0.00 0.00 - -
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[Procure design censutant
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Appendix F

BCR Summary Calculations

Relevance:

Section 5: Economic Case

e Basis of assessment for wider economic benefits of delivery of more houses faster
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10-year 30-year
Year Unit of measure total total 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Year # 1 2 3 4 5 6
Dwellings constructed
Status Quo number 2,796 5,545 99 133 265 312 337 345
Peacocke number 3,841 8,192 224 257 418 473 500 496
Growth spend
Status Quo 0005s 917,314 3,574,092 130,825 157,767 104,291 102,679 44,910 36,759
Peacocke 0005s 993,770 2,965,600 129,532 185,691 126,035 119,757 98,915 48,673
Real present value growth+maintenance spend
Status Quo 000s 201758s 631,030 1,336,883 114,490 129,198 79,936 73,674 30,189 23,148
Peacocke 000s 201758s 696,696 1,241,147 113,359 152,062 96,597 85,964 66,502 30,724
Real present value transport benefits
Status Quo 000s 2017Ss 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Peacocke 000s 20178s 109,030 378,231 0 0 0 0 0 17,268
Real present value construction and expenditure GDP (incl multiplier) benefits
Status Quo 000s 20175s 1,614,368 4,312,479 143,241 165,870 129,820 166,114 141,533 146,906
Peacocke 000s 2017%s 2,230,228 5,471,256 184,466 236,256 197,030 240,014 244,244 223,621
Real present value rates and DC revenue GDP (incl multiplier) benefits
Status Quo 000s 20175s 18,696 97,613 170 363 607 1,080 1,602 2,127
Peacocke 000s 20175s 62,915 192,940 2,733 2,844 3,469 5,396 6,442 8,327

Real present value dwellling appreciation
Status Quo 000s 2017Ss 69,671
Peacocke 000s 2017Ss 98,511

Benefit/Cost ratio
Status Quo ratio 3.35
Peacocke ratio 4.95
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10-year 30-year
Year Unit of measure total total 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
Year # 7 8 9 10 11 12
Dwellings constructed
Status Quo number 2,796 5,545 360 333 319 293 351 319
Peacocke number 3,841 8,192 490 368 325 291 334 303
Growth spend
Status Quo 0005s 917,314 3,574,092 64,823 77,031 102,732 95,497 121,188 125,355
Peacocke 0005s 993,770 2,965,600 50,985 60,207 95,581 78,394 88,798 116,314
Real present value growth+maintenance spend
Status Quo 000s 201758s 631,030 1,336,883 38,230 42,580 53,218 416,367 55,136 53,464
Peacocke 000s 201758s 696,696 1,241,147 30,177 33,412 49,656 38,242 40,620 49,811
Real present value transport benefits
Status Quo 000s 2017Ss 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Peacocke 000s 20178s 109,030 378,231 16,568 26,291 25,039 23,865 22,744 21,673
Real present value construction and expenditure GDP (incl multiplier) benefits
Status Quo 000s 20175s 1,614,368 4,312,479 168,849 181,133 189,154 181,747 186,819 196,441
Peacocke 000s 2017%s 2,230,228 5,471,256 229,092 236,362 229,339 209,803 204,780 220,549
Real present value rates and DC revenue GDP (incl multiplier) benefits
Status Quo 000s 20175s 18,696 97,613 2,621 3,057 3,397 3,673 3,878 4,125
Peacocke 000s 20175s 62,915 192,940 8,743 9,022 8,121 7,819 7,543 7,862

Real present value dwellling appreciation
Status Quo 000s 2017Ss 69,671
Peacocke 000s 2017Ss 98,511

Benefit/Cost ratio
Status Quo ratio 3.35
Peacocke ratio 4.95
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10-year 30-year
Year Unit of measure total total 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
Year # 13 14 15 16 17 18
Dwellings constructed
Status Quo number 2,796 5,545 315 278 261 293 234 181
Peacocke number 3,841 8,192 305 288 281 307 289 347
Growth spend
Status Quo 0005s 917,314 3,574,092 139,805 180,156 123,857 154,206 158,533 147,333
Peacocke 0005s 993,770 2,965,600 110,388 151,874 109,704 101,302 151,625 121,653
Real present value growth+maintenance spend
Status Quo 000s 201758s 631,030 1,336,883 55,904 67,565 43,586 50,904 49,110 42,833
Peacocke 000s 201758s 696,696 1,241,147 44,362 57,150 38,821 33,655 47,138 35,547
Real present value transport benefits
Status Quo 000s 2017Ss 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Peacocke 000s 20178s 109,030 378,231 20,617 19,562 18,546 17,553 16,614 15,724
Real present value construction and expenditure GDP (incl multiplier) benefits
Status Quo 000s 20175s 1,614,368 4,312,479 193,913 204,630 174,285 177,480 178,257 162,354
Peacocke 000s 2017%s 2,230,228 5,471,256 208,465 219,464 196,185 187,125 201,147 184,252
Real present value rates and DC revenue GDP (incl multiplier) benefits
Status Quo 000s 20175s 18,696 97,613 4,297 4,435 4,508 4,543 4,593 4571
Peacocke 000s 20175s 62,915 192,940 7,614 7,572 7,387 7,245 7,295 7,089

Real present value dwellling appreciation
Status Quo 000s 2017Ss 69,671
Peacocke 000s 2017Ss 98,511

Benefit/Cost ratio
Status Quo ratio 3.35
Peacocke ratio 4.95
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10-year 30-year
Year Unit of measure total total 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042
Year # 19 20 21 22 23 24
Dwellings constructed
Status Quo number 2,796 5,545 151 139 119 81 21 3
Peacocke number 3,841 8,192 356 372 360 296 146 89
Growth spend
Status Quo 0005s 917,314 3,574,092 86,950 124,766 113,585 74,977 119,196 173,290
Peacocke 0005s 993,770 2,965,600 73,269 104,735 83,464 69,707 64,841 97,151
Real present value growth+maintenance spend
Status Quo 000s 201758s 631,030 1,336,883 23,747 31,953 27,310 16,945 25,256 34,443
Peacocke 000s 201758s 696,696 1,241,147 20,187 27,004 20,247 15,914 13,912 19,472
Real present value transport benefits
Status Quo 000s 2017Ss 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Peacocke 000s 20178s 109,030 378,231 14,870 14,040 13,256 12,506 11,798 11,130
Real present value construction and expenditure GDP (incl multiplier) benefits
Status Quo 000s 20175s 1,614,368 4,312,479 134,186 135,569 126,116 110,181 111,124 110,878
Peacocke 000s 2017%s 2,230,228 5,471,256 172,965 178,041 170,152 161,715 150,215 137,954
Real present value rates and DC revenue GDP (incl multiplier) benefits
Status Quo 000s 20175s 18,696 97,613 4,493 4,385 4,267 4,134 3,977 3,784
Peacocke 000s 20175s 62,915 192,940 7,284 7,243 7,224 7,074 5,682 5,912

Real present value dwellling appreciation
Status Quo 000s 2017Ss 69,671
Peacocke 000s 2017Ss 98,511

Benefit/Cost ratio
Status Quo ratio 3.35
Peacocke ratio 4.95
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10-year 30-year
Year Unit of measure total total 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048
Year # 25 26 27 28 29 30
Dwellings constructed
Status Quo number 2,796 5,545 0 0 0 0 2 0
Peacocke number 3,841 8,192 109 76 59 24 9 0
Growth spend
Status Quo 0005s 917,314 3,574,092 112,501 107,746 116,788 81,768 221,081 173,699
Peacocke 0005s 993,770 2,965,600 19,991 58,027 67,128 79,982 147,953 153,925
Real present value growth+maintenance spend
Status Quo 000s 201758s 631,030 1,336,883 21,022 18,912 19,260 12,685 32,109 23,710
Peacocke 000s 201758s 696,696 1,241,147 3,912 10,327 11,197 12,500 21,588 21,088
Real present value transport benefits
Status Quo 000s 2017Ss 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Peacocke 000s 20178s 109,030 378,231 10,500 9,906 9,345 8,816 0 0
Real present value construction and expenditure GDP (incl multiplier) benefits
Status Quo 000s 20175s 1,614,368 4,312,479 91,858 85,513 82,070 71,970 87,919 76,549
Peacocke 000s 2017%s 2,230,228 5,471,256 112,574 115,490 109,061 104,335 106,300 100,260
Real present value rates and DC revenue GDP (incl multiplier) benefits
Status Quo 000s 20175s 18,696 97,613 3,590 3,403 3,226 3,059 2,900 2,750
Peacocke 000s 20175s 62,915 192,940 5,474 5,316 4,987 4,711 4,385 4,125

Real present value dwellling appreciation
Status Quo 000s 2017Ss 69,671
Peacocke 000s 2017Ss 98,511

Benefit/Cost ratio
Status Quo ratio 3.35
Peacocke ratio 4.95
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Appendix G

Financial Summary

Relevance:

Section 6: Financial Case

e Key 10 Year Plan Assumptions for Financial case.
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Appendix G - Key 10 Year Plan Assumptions

Assumption Description

General Assumptions

Inflation — annual increases Provided by BERL with the national estimates doubled
for infrastructure expenditure in the first three years.

Debt to revenue limit The LGFA limit is 250%, however the prudent limit is
230% which has been adopted throughout this report.

LTP Assumplions

Growth in ralepayers 12,466 new dwellings in the 10 years lo 2028

Rates Increases Year 1: 19.5%, Year 2-10: 3.8% pa

Movement to Capital value $49.0m cumulative additional revenue over the 10
years from moving from land value to capital value.

Targeted Rates on developer ready land $18.9m additional revenue from targeted rates applied
Lo developer ready land.

Aeclivily revenue Inflationary growth

Capital subsidies 51% NZTA FAR subsidy assumed.

Additional $15.6m of other capital contributions over
the 10 years.

Development Contributions Current DC charges increased by $3k for the uplift in
city-wide expenditure.
Peacocke modelled at $34k based on modelling
estimales.
Leakage rate of 23% based on historical experience,

Operating Result Annual operating surplus / (deficit) ranging between
{$14m) deficit in FY2019 to a $24m surplus in FY2028.

Community Capital Expenditure Funded by rates increases with increased debt capacity
applied to growth.

Access Hamilton Capital Expenditure Funded by rates increases with increased debt capacity

applied to growth.

Other Non-Discretionary Capex $115m allowance for unidentified capital expenditure
which cannot be deferred across the 10 year period.

Asset sales and one-off receipts $a5.4m from contractual commitments and forecast
sell down of leasehold land interests.

Opening net debt Forecast to be $392m on 1 July 2018

HIF Assumplions

Basis of cost estimates The costing estimates are based on 2017 dollars
increased for inflation.

Inflation Provided by BERL with the national estimates doubled

in the first three years.

Drawdowns Drawn down in accordance with construction timing
estimates with repayment due 10 years from drawdown
year (10 annual tranches assumed).
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Repayments

Present Value Discounting

Final Repayment

$47.5m assumed to be repaid from development
contribution receipts from FY2023 to FY2035 applied
Lo the oldest loan first.

The repayment represents the Peacocke catchment
specific expenditure component of the tolal Peacocke
DC charge only.

Present value discount applied is the cost of debt,
ranging from 4.7% to 5.0% per annum.

Balance of each tranche repaid 10 years from
drawdown.
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Appendix H

Schedule of Consents

1. Waikato Regional Council Consent HCC Mangakotukutuku Bridge
2. Waikato Regional Council Consent HCC Gardens Bridge
3. Waikato Regional Council Consent NZTA Narrows Bridge
4, Commissioners Decision Southern Links — Report confirming designation being
approved by Southern Links
Relevance:
Section 7: Commercial Case
Section 8: Management Case

¢ Summarises consent/designation status and requirements for infrastructure and
development
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WAIKATO REGIONAL COUNCIL
WAIKATO DISTRICT COUNCIL
WAIPA DISTRICT COUNCIL
and
HAMILTON CITY COUNCIL

Notices of Requirement and
Application for Resource Consents
in respect of
Southern Links

Requiring Authorities
NZ Transport Agency and Hamilton City Council

Resource Consent Applicants
NZ Transport Agency and Hamilton City Council

Volume 1

HEARINGS REPORT
OF HEARINGS COMMISSIONERS

24th October, 2014

Phil Mitchell Doug Arcus David Hill Shane Solomon
Consultant Barrister Independent Hearings Consultant
AUCKLAND HAMILTON Commissioner TAUPIRI

AUCKLAND
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HEARINGS REPORT

1. INTRODUCTION

It was clear from the outset that the Southern Links Project as it was put to us was a
Future proof or Route Protection designation. Ms Janissen made that point in her
opening' and observed:

It is unlike other recent projects in the Waikato Region, for which designations have
been sought. Those other projects such as sections of the Waikato Expressway, have
been progressed to a stage where a significant level of details and design exists.
Subject to confirmation of the designations and the granting of necessary resource
consent, construction occurs within a relatively short period of time.?

We Commissioners sitting in respect of the Southern Links were the same constituted
panel who heard and made recommendations/decisions in respect of alterations to the
Waikato Expressway (Hamilton Section) earlier this year. We therefore understand
and accept that submission.

As an integral part of the project being a future proof one, the lapse period for the
designation was sought at 20 years. We deal with the lapse period in Section 9 of this
Hearings Report but the lapse period is indicative of the future proofing of the project.

Future proofing in the manner proposed is not unusual. NZTA pointed to the
Cambridge bypass which is currently in the course of construction but the route for
which was desighated as long ago as 1973. |n addition, we note that in respect of the
Waikato Expressway (Hamilton Section) designation alterations to which we have just
considered, the initial route protection took place in 2004.

VWe accept that a designation for route protection only is a legitimate and appropriate
planning step for requiring authorities to take.

However, as Ms Janissen observed in her reply:

More recently in particular with the RONS (Roads of National Significance) projects,
the trend has been to seek designation for major reading projects and, once
confirmed, to commence construction shortly thereafter’. As a result, the concept of
long term “future proofing” of alignments has become less common. More importantly,
the public have developed expectations of more immediate consfruction timeframes for
such projects, together with seeing a more detailed level of design than wouid be
available for such projects.

To some extent it is those expectations which the requiring authorities in this case
have had to grapple with, and explain that early construction and/or greater levels of
detail are simply not applicable to this particular Project*

! Janissen opening submission para. 4
% Janissen opening submission para.5
¥ Examples include the Victoria Park tunnel, Waterview connection project and McKays to Peka Peka projects

4 Janissen reply paras. 42 and 43
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In many respects the case the Requiring Authorities put before us was something of a
hybrid in that it had significant elements of route protection but at the same time the
conditions offered were more in the nature of resource consent conditions - more
detailed than one might expect for an old-fashioned route protection designation but
not enough to cover the detail of ultimate construction.

\We accept that future proofing designations are a valid planning instrument today and
because of the “route protfection’ nature of the proposal there is not as much detail as
many submitters would have preferred.

Having said that, we acknowledge the legitimate concerns of many submitters who
cannot presently have completely answered their detailed questions and concerns.

Throughout the whole of this case, we have been alert to the difficulty faced by the
submitters having insufficient detail. We have therefore been seeking a balance
between the level of detail required now while at the same time adequately addressing
the legitimate concerns of submitters.
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21

2.2

23

24

2. PROCESS

Appointment

Pursuant to s34A of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), we independent
commissioners have been appointed as follows:

= Doug Arcus, David Hill, Philip Mitchell and Shane Sclomon have been appointed
by Waikato District Council (Waikate DC), Waipa District Council (Waipa DC)
and Hamilton City Council {(HCC) to hear and make a recommendation in respect
of each of the Notices of Requirement (NoR) lodged by the NZ Transport Agency
(NZTA) for the construction and operation of Southern Links; and

. The same commissioners have been appointed by HCC to hear and determine a
NoR lodged by HCC for major and minor arterial routes in the Peacocke Area
within Hamilton City; and

= Phil Mitchell and David Hill have been appointed by Waikato Regional Council
(WRC) and Shane Solomon has been appointed by the Waikato River Authority
(\WRA) to hear and determine applications for resource consents made by NZTA
and HCC in respect of the three bridges which are part of the Southern Links;
Project.

Our delegations included all procedural matters associated with the primary
delegations; and

VWe were to conduct a joint hearing.

Proposals

A summary of the proposals before us is set out in Section 3 of this Report.
Notification

The NoRs for Southern Links were lodged with HCC, Waikato DC and Waipa DC on
12" August 2013. On 20" September 2013 the requiring authorities provided a
response to a request for further information from the councils.

Subsequently the five NoRs and resource consent applications to VWWRC for Southern
Links were publically notified by the respective councils on 29" January 2014. The
requiring authorities had previously provided approval for an extended notfification
period for submissions to close on 28™ February 2014. We note this resulted in a
notification period of 22 working days.

Submissions

By the close of the submission period:

. 81 submissions were received on the NoRs.
A further six submissions were subsequently received over the following week.

. In addition a further submission appeared to have been lodged on time but was
misplaced.
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. 7 submissions were received on the resource consents, although 4 of these
addressed matters that were the subject of the NoRs.

We deal with the late submissions in Section 5 of this Report.

2.5 Case Management

We had the matter under case management from April 2014 until the Hearings during

which time we issued:

(a) Directions dated 23.4.14 dealing with pre-Hearing evidence exchange;

(b) Minute dated 24.4.14 relating to late submissions;

(c) Amended directions dated 26.5.14 setting a new pre-Hearing evidence exchange
timetable; and

(d) Minute and directions dated 7.7.14 relating to delegations.

During the Hearing we issued a Minute dated 30" July 2014, recording our decision to

adjourn the Hearing and providing Directions for the Reconvened Hearing.

2.6 Hearings

We conducted a joint hearing in respect of all matters before us at the Airport Hotel

Conference Centre, Airport Road, Hamilton from Monday 21 July 2014 to Friday 25"

July (inclusive) and Monday 28" July and Wednesday 30" July (the Substantive

Hearing). In the course of this Substantive Hearing we heard:

(@) NZTA submissions and evidence in support of its NoRs and its application to
WRC,;

(b) HCC submissions and evidence in support of its NoR and applications to WRC,;
and

(¢) Submitters both for and against all matters before us.

At the Substantive Hearing we did not hear from the s42A Report authors or the

Requiring Authorities in reply. For reasons which we record in our Minute and Further

Directions dated 30" July 2014, we adjourned the Substantive Hearing prior to the

s42A Reports being presented and the Requiring Authorities’ reply.

We reconvened the Hearing on Monday 1% September 2014 in the Airport Hotel

Conference Centre, Airport Road (the Reconvened Hearing). In the course of the

Reconvened Hearing we heard:

(@) The evidence of the Requiring Authorities on ecology, which was not presented at
the Substantive Hearing due to illness of the witness;

(b) The authors of the s42A Report including additional evidence relating to noise
ahd ecology; and

(c) The Requiring Authorities in reply including additional evidence relating to noise,
ecology, social effects and conditions.

In the course of either or both of the Hearings we heard from the persons set out in

Appendix 1.
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2.7 Site Visit

During the course of the Substantive Hearing, several gaps in the proceedings
provided us with the opportunity to undertake site visits of particular localities to better
understand the evidence given by both the Requiring Authorities and the submitters.
In particular we visited the following localities:

Raynes Road
Narrows Road
Middle Road

Ohaupo Road

Ingram Road

Peacockes Road

Western Lea Drive
Pencarrow Road
Day Road
Tamahere Drive

Proposed Site of the Mangakotukutuku
Bridge

Proposed site of Gardens Bridge

2.8 Definitions

In this Hearings Report we use the following terms:

Applicants NZ Transport Agency (NZTA) and Hamilton City Council
(HCC);

CNVMP Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan;

EiC Evidence in Chief;

Expressway The Waikato Expressway — Hamilton Section running
between Horotiu in the north and Tamahere in the south;

Future Proof The growth management strategy for the territorial areas
within the jurisdiction of Hamilton City Council and both
Waikato and Waipa District Councils;

HCC Hamilton City Council;

Hearings Report This Report (Volume 1) which is part of and is common to
Volumes 2-9 which follow so that all nine volumes are to
be read together;

HNZ Heritage New Zealand under the Pouhere Taonga Act
2014; (formerly New Zealand Historic Places Trust);

LGA The Local Government Act 2002;

NoR Notice of Requirement for a designation under RMA ss168
and 168A;

NZTA NZ Transport Agency

Opus Opus International Consultants Limited;

Peacocke Area That area in the south of Hamilton City subject in the
Hamilton Proposed District Plan to the Peacocke Structure
Plan;

PSP Peacocke Structure Plan

PWA Public Works Act 1981;

Reconvened Hearing That part of the Hearing conducted on 1% September 2014;

Requiring Authorities NZTA and HCC;

RMA The Resource Management Act 1991 and its amendments;

RoNS Roads of National Significance;

5
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S42A Reports The reports prepared in accordance with RMA s42A by:

MWH in respect of the NZTA NoRs;

MWH in respect of the HCC NoR;

Mr Brian Richmond, WRC Consents Officer in respect of
the applications to WRC;

SH State Highway;

Southern Links The proposed project of 32 kilometres (km) of future
transport network, including 21 km of state highway and
11km of urban arterial roads in the south of Hamilton City
but also including adjacent areas in both Waipa and
Waikato Districts as described in Section 3 of this Report;

Substantive Hearing That part of the Hearing conducted from 28" - 30" July
2014;

TRPJV Titanium Park Joint Venture;

Waikato DC Waikato District Council;

Waipa DC Waipa District Council

WRA Waikato River Authority;

WRAL Waikato Regional Airport Ltd:

WRC Waikato Regional Council.

2.9 Format of these Decisions and Recommendations

The RMA matters before us are for a number of separate proposals which could be

considered one by one. However, a number of expert disciplines cover more than one

of the proposals. In addition we recognise that although there are several RMA

matters before us, Southern Links is to be regarded as a single network. We have

therefore adopted the approach of the Requiring Authorities of considering the matters

before us discipline by discipline.

In addition, for legal and logistical reasons, we are required to arrive at several

different recommendations and decisions namely a:

1. Recommendation in respect of the NoR lodged by NZTA for alterations to the
existing State Highway designation within the HCC jurisdiction; and

2. Recommendation in respect of the NoR lodged by NZTA for a new regional
strategic highway within the HCC jurisdiction; and

3. Recommendation in respect of the NoR lodged by NZTA for a new regional
strategic highway within the Waipa DC jurisdiction; and

4. Recommendation in respect of the NoR lodged by NZTA for a new regional
strategic highway within the Waikato DC jurisdiction; and

5. Decision on the NoR lodged by HCC for the arterial roads within Hamilton City
(Peacocke area); and

6. Decision on the application for resource consent made to WRC by NZTA in
respect of a bridge across the Waikato River at the Narrows; and

7. Decision on the application for a resource consent made to WRC by HCC in
respect of a bridge across the Waikato River (Gardens Bridge); and

6
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8. Decision on the application for a resource consent made to WRC by HCC in
respect of a bridge across the Mangakotukutuku Stream (Mangakotukutuku
Bridge).

Much of the evidence overlapped the jurisdiction for those various recommendations
and decisions. We have therefore preferred to consider the case in totality in one
Hearings Report and then follow the Hearings Report with a set (each contained in
separate volumes) of individual Recommendations and Decisions based on this one
Hearings Report. This Hearings Report (Molume 1) is part of and is common to
Volumes 2-9 which follow so that all nine volumes are to be read together.
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3.1 Southern Links

3. PROPOSAL

Southern Links is a proposed project of 32 kilometres (km) of future transport network,
including 21km of state highway and 11km of urban arterial roads in the south of
Hamilton City but also including inter-connected roading corridors in adjacent areas in
both Waipa and Waikato Districts. Once completed, the Project will link SH1 from
Greenwood Street in Hamilton City (to the west), to Tamahere and the Waikato
Expressway (in the east) and SH3 from the intersection of SH3/SH21 (in the south).
The HCC urban arterial roads will establish the key transport network within the
Peacocke Area and become the basis for future urban development there.

As we have observed in Section 1 of this Hearings Report, it was clear from the outset

that the proposal ...is a

3.2 NoRs

“future proof” or route protection designation.®

The Project is covered by five Notices of Requirement as follows:

Requiring

Referance By e hority

NZ Transport

81/E81
Agency
11 Hamilton City
Council
112 NZ Transport
Agency
Tr
DN/156 NZ Transport

Agency

® Jannissen opening Para 4

Description

Notice of Requirement pursuant to section 181 of the RMA to alter
the existing State Highway 1 designation on the western and eastern
approaches to the Cobham Bridge to enable widening of the bridge
and its approaches to four lanes.

Notice of Requirement pursuant to section 168A of the RMA to
designate an arterial transportation network to and through the
Peacocke Growth Area of Hamilton generally as provided for in the
Peacocke Structure Plan, including provision for a bridge crossing the
Waikato River from the Hamilton Ring Road Extension.

Notice of Requirement pursuant to section 168 of the RMA to
designate a new state highway route at the south-western edge of
Hamilton City. This includes provision for a proposed at-grade
roundabout at the intersection of Southern Links with Greenwood
Street and Kahikatea Drive.

Notice of Requirement pursuant to section 168 of the RMA to
designate new state highway routes including:

®  from the south-western edge of Hamilton City, across rural
land traversing the existing State Highway 3 (Ohaupo
Road) and State Highway 21 (Airport Road), to a bridge
crossing the Waikato River; and
From the existing State Highway 3 and State Highway 21
intersection north to meet Hamilton City Council's arterial
transport network component of Southern Links.

e The east-west and north-south state highway alignments
include provision for a central interchange, with the east
west alignment crossing over the north-south alignment
with a bridge

Territorial
Authority

Hamilton
City Council

Hamilton
City Council

Hamilton
City Council

Waipa
District
Council
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3.3

Notice of Requirement pursuant to section 168 of the RMA to

NZ Transport designate a new state highway route from the bridge crossing the wa‘k.m
DES0018/13 ; ) . . District
Agency Waikato River through to the Waikato Expressway at Tamahere in Council

the east.

WRC Resource Consents

The Project also seeks from Waikato Regional Council resource consent applications
for the construction of three new bridges associated with the project as follows:

Applicant's Application

- - Activity Description
NZ Transport APP127678 To construct a bridge crossing the Waikato River at the Narrows
Agency
Hamilton To construct bridges crossing the Waikato River east of Hamilton Gardens and
. ., APP127680
City Council over the Mangakotukutuku Stream
8
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42

4. SUBMISSIONS
NZTA and HCC NoRs

As noted in Section 2, including the late submissions (which we consider in Section 5
following of this Hearings Report) there were 88 submissions to the NoRs. Although
the content of any one submission may be directed at just one of the NoRs many
submitters referred in their submissions to more than one or all of the NoRs. We were
encouraged by the Requiring Authorities to regard Southern Links as one project. We
have therefore preferred to view the submissions globally.

The S42A Report observed (and we agree) that:

The matters raised in the submissions vary, which reflects the complexity and size of
the praject. Generally those matters raised in the submissions can be categorised as
relating either to the effects of the proposed works including construction and
operatig)n and the effects of the proposed designations including the extended lapse
period.

The S42A Report summarised the principal matters raised by submitters as follows:

a)  Impacts on road networks as a resuit of the project;

b) Vehicular access to property;

c) Noise and vibration effects, bath construction and operationai;

d)  Social effects, including community severance and disruption;

e) Visual and landscape effects of the project;

f) Consequences of the 20 year lapse period such as blight and uncertainty for
fandowners;

g)  Air quality effects (dust during construction and vehicle emissions during both
construction and operation);

h) The necessity of the project and whether there has been adequate consideration
of alfernatives.”

A summary table of the submissions was included in the S42A Report®
Applications to WRC

As also noted in Section 2.4, there were seven submissions lodged in respect of the
WRC applications for three bridges, although 4 of these submissions addressed
matters related to the NoRs. All submitters in respect of the WRC applications were
also submitters to one or more of the NoRs. Four of the WRC submitters appeared
before us’. One of the WRC submitters tabled a brief of evidence but did not appear
(HNZ).

We gained the impression that, with the possible exception of Mangakotukutuku
Stream Care Group, the submissions to WRC were essentially part of the wider
concerns about the whole Southern Links project, and the WRC submissions were
lodged for completeness rather than out of any particular concern about any of the
three bridges. Certainly there was no expert evidence which challenged some aspect
of any of the three bridges.

% 542A Report para.4.1

7 Ibid para.4.2

¥ Ibid. Appendix C

® Submitters Bevan, Fletcher, Mangakotukutuku Stream Care Group and Riverside Golf Club

10
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Accordingly we formed the view that the WRC consents should follow the outcome of
the NoRs.
4.3 Submissions in Support
A number of submissions were generally in support of the proposal.
Future Proof in particular was very keen that Southern Links and its key interchanges
be completed for the reason that the Project is a key assumption underpinning the
growth settlement plan for the sub region.
The National Road Carriers supported the proposal recognising the efficiencies it
would create for its members.
4.4 Consideration of Submissions
Rather than deal with the submissions submission by submission, we have considered
effects in Section 6 of this Hearings Report under similar headings as were presented
to us in evidence at the Hearings, as follows:
(a) Transportation Planning & Traffic Management
(b) Noise
© Vibration
(d) Visual & Landscape
(e) Social
) Ecology
(@) Storm water & Drainage
(h) Air
(i) Contaminated Material
)] Aviation
(9] Archaeology
U] Positive Effects
11
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5. PRELIMINARY ISSUES

51 Late Submissions

The submissions lodged by the following were late:

Submission #74 Fletcher, Charles and Marion.

Submission #75 Turner, Christine.

Submission #76 Litchfield, Hugh William.

Submission #77 Clentworth, Michael J.

Submission #85 Harrison, Philip Andrew. And

Submission #86 St Stephens Church Via Jane Manson.

We considered them and on 24" April, 2014 issued a Minute allowing those

submissions and recording:

Accordingly those submissions are valid and the submitters may participate in the

proceedings accordingly.

It was subsequently discovered that the submission of M N & M M Shaw had been

lodged within the required time but had been misplaced (and was not therefore taken

into consideration in the initial s42A Report).

When the circumstances were reported to us, we advised the Hearings Administrator

that in our view the submission was valid and should be treated by all parties

accordingly. We heard Mr Shaw at the Substantive Hearing.

5.2 Scope

Counsel for each of the requiring authorities made submissions in relation to “out of

scope” matters. These arise in respect of:

. matters that are outside our jurisdiction under RMA,

= evidence that is given by a particular submitter which is outside the scope of that
submitter's formal submission.

(1) Jurisdiction

a) Public Works Act 1981 (PWA)
Several submitters saw the proceedings before us as a means to advance their
case for compensation under the PWA in respect of land proposed to be taken,
whether that be by way of timing or value.
Compensation to any directly affected landowner is dealt with either by
negotiation between the parties or under the provisions of the PWA. Those
submissions, discussions, negotiations and settlement arrangements have no
place in the RMA jurisdiction.
Accordingly we take that issue no further in these proceedings.

b) Separate Approvals
There are a number of additional statutory approvals which will be required
before the Project could proceed. Some of these are under RMA (consents for

12
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(2)

earthworks, stormwater, discharge and the like). In that respect we recognise
ecology will again be an issue in that process. As we observed in the Waikato
Expressway Decision, in our view conditions relating to ecology may be better
suited in resource consent conditions rather than a designation conditions.
However, because those consents will not be sought until the detailed design
stage (i.e. some years hence), we have included the relevant ecology conditions
in the respective NoRs, noting that this is the approach adopted by the Requiring
Authorities and the s42A Report writers.

Other approvals are required under separate legislative processes:

Heritage New Zealand approvals under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Act 2014;

Department of Conservation under the Wildlife Act 1953; and

Local Authority procedures under the Reserves Act 1977.

We have no jurisdiction to deal with any of those matters.
Loss of Property Value

A number of people expressed concern about their property values. However,
there was no quantitative evidence tendered on that issue.

There is now significant case law in the Environment Court to confirm that any
change of property valuation is likely to be as a result of an effect which we are
duty bound to consider anyway. The movement in valuation is simply
corroboration of that effect or effects. Were we to take into account property
valuations as a separate issue then that may amount to “double counting”.

Ms Janissen put the position as follows:

42.1 The potential impact of the Project on property values is befter assessment as a
reflection of effects (eg noise, landscape, vibration and dust), rather than
attempting to speculate the market’s response to these effect/s] as a resulting
change in property value.

42.2 The proposed designation and resource consent conditions will adequately
address the direct effects of the Project. Therefore, no additional compensation
for reduced property values is required.’

We accept that submission. We address property values no further.
Evidence Outside the Scope of a Formal Submission

Hamilton City Council lodged a submission generally in support of Southern
Links. The submission did not raise any concerns with the proposed Greenwood
Street roundabout. However, evidence tendered by Mr Ryan from Hamilton City
Council sought safety improvements on that roundabout along with a range of
other amendments to the NoR conditions.

0 Janissen Opening Submissions para.42
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54

Ms Janissen submitted that Mr Ryan's evidence was out of scope because it was
not within the HCC formal submission. Mr Ryan generally accepted that and
withdrew various sections of his written statement. In our assessment, nothing
turned on Mr Ryan’s evidence and we do not need to discuss scope further.

Consultation
Several submitters suggested there had been a lack of consultation.
Evidence on consultation was given for the Requiring Authorities by Mr Eccles

We are satisfied that there has been more than adequate consultation, although, as
might be expected, not every party consulted necessarily feels that has been the case.
Furthermore, that consultation has been on-going.

We consider that adequate consultation has occurred in respect of all NoRs and
consents before us, particularly in that it has allowed stakeholders to understand the
proposal and afforded them the opportunity to raise their concerns with the Requiring
Authorities and express those concerns in their submissions and at the Substantive
Hearing.

Although there is no obligation to consult on an applicant for a resource consent nor on
a requiring authority in respect of a designation'’, we are also satisfied that parties with
concerns about the proposal have been able to ensure that their issues have been
identified and taken into account in our deliberations.

Witness Conflicts

In several instances in this case, witnesses who appeared at the hearing had
appropriate gualifications and experience for them to be accepted as experts in a
particular field but they also had either a personal interest in the outcome (e.g. an
interest in affected property) or their employer as a party was advancing a particular
position on the matters under consideration.

Counsel for HCC, Ms Le Bas drew our afttention to Briggs v Christchurch City
Councit, a case in which the Environment Court criticised one such expert for giving
evidence as an expert when they were in a position of conflict or arguing their own
cause.

Some of those experts at this hearing who had such a conflict (e.g. Mr Keyte)
recognised the conflict and declared it. Furthermore, those witnesses did not claim to
be an expert (despite their relevant expertise) and/or did not refer to the Court’s Code
of Conduct for expert witnesses. In addition, if they were a submitter, they did not pre-
circulate their evidence (as there was no direction to pre-exchange any submitter
evidence other than expert evidence).

The approach from some other expert witnesses with a potential conflict was not as
careful or considered.

Where such a potential conflict arises, it does not go to admissibility of the evidence
but rather to the weight to be accorded that evidence. What we say here therefore is

" RMA s36A
" Briggs v Christchurch City Council ENC C45/08, 24.4.08

14
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that, where we perceived a potential conflict of the kind we identify in this Section of
our Hearings Report, and whether or not a witness declared that potential conflict
and/or took the appropriate steps in that regard, we took particular care in weighing the
evidence of that expert.

Decision Time Limits

Before us were five NoRs and three applications for resource consents. The RMA
prescribes no time limits for delivering a recommendation or decision in respect of a
NOR but RMA s115 requires that notice of a decision on a resource consent must be
given within 15 working days after the end of the hearing. The Reconvened Hearing
ended on 1st September, 2014. Accordingly notice of the decision in respect of the
resource consents should have been given by the 22" September, 2014.

Before the Reconvened Hearing ended, we intimated to the parties that we considered
that because Southern Links was to be considered as one project, our decision on the
WRC resource consents should be issued at the same time as the recommendations
and decisions on the NoRs. Given that the Hearing had been lengthy and the issues of
the whole Project relatively complex, we thought it unlikely that we could deliver a
comprehensive report and decisions covering all matters (including the consents)
within the time prescribed for the resource consents.

RMA s37 gives us power to extend any time limit under the act but if any extension is
in excess of doubling the time limit then pursuant to RMA s37A(5) we must first have
the approval of the Applicants/s to extend. We invited the Applicantss to consider and
indicate their attitude to an extension of time under RMA s37 and 37A to the end of
October 2014 to deliver our recommendations and decisions.

We record that before the end of the Hearing:
= Counsel for each of NZTA and HCC both agreed under RMA s37A(5) to the
extension of time for notification of the WRC resource consent decision to 31°

October, 2014.

= We therefore immediately made an oral decision granting a waiver accordingly.

15
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6.1

6.2

6.2.1

6. EFFECTS
Approach

As we have recorded in Section 2 of this Hearings Report, the proposal under
consideration involves five separate NORs by two different Requiring Authorities
(NZTA and HCC) to three Territorial Authorities (HCC, Waikato DC, and Waipa DC),
as well as three resource consent applications to VWWRC for bridge structures (one by
NZTA and two by HCC). Whilst we are required to make separate
decisions/recommendations on each NOR and resource consent application, the
Southern Links proposal is an integrated, regional scale transportation project. We
note that various issues have overlapping jurisdictional boundaries and hence are
relevant to both the NoRs (territorial local authority jurisdiction) and the resource
consents (WRC jurisdiction). In this section of the Hearings Report we have
considered effects across all the matters before us discipline by discipline

Transportation Planning & Traffic Management;

While some Transportation Planning issues are relatively localised in scale (for
example how the proposed Peacocke Structure Plan and Southern Links proposal
need to inter-relate) the transport planning implications of Southern Links
predominantly need to be considered and assessed in an integrated, overall manner.

A slightly different situation arises in respect of traffic safety and traffic management
issues, because the associated effects occur at a variety of scales. That is to say that
while the overall traffic flows and consequences need to be looked at in an integrated
whole-of-proposal manner (because fraffic management at one part of the transport
network directly affects traffic management at other locations), a humber of the traffic
related effects are localised and site-specific and also need to be assessed at that
scale.

Accordingly, we have considered transportation planning and traffic management
issues at a variety of scales, dependant on the relevant circumstances relating to each
matter, as we set out further below.

The Requiring Authorities’ Evidence

The high level rationale for the Southern Links Project was provided by Mr Robert
Brodnax. He explained the importance of having an efficient roading network to cater
for the on-going growth in the Waikato economy'. He also explained the relevant
national and regional level statutory and policy context' whilst also explaining the
importance of Southern Links in augmenting the current Waikato Expressway project
and how Southern Links will bolster the overall benefits of the expressway and the
benefits it will promote'. Whilst stressing the longer term benefits of the proposal, if it
was ultimately constructed, Mr Brodnax acknowledged that there is currently no
investment allocated in the 2012 National Land Transportation Programme for the
design and construction of Southern Links, nor in HCC’s Long Term Plan'®. Mr
Brodnax stated that investment in Southern Links will be strategically driven nationally
to ensure optimal activities and timing, and that in the shorter term, central government
investment will likely continue to focus on the so-called “Roads of National
Significance”, or RoNS, rather than Southern Links, the funding for which will be

2 Brodnax EiC — paras 9 -15

"3 Ibid —
" Ibid —
" Ibid —

paras 16-43
para 79
para 30
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limited in the medium term'®. He went on to explain' that the designation of the
project route is necessary to achieve interim and long term protection of the land and
that the short term goal is to route protection to safeguard the future transport corridor.

Mr Dowsett then set out the background to the project, noting that the origins of
Southern Links derive from studies and investigations that were initiated in the early
1960's'® and which had been updated and refocused at various times since then. He
went on to refer to NZTA's objectives for Southern Links'® which are to:

. Contribute to the objectives of the New Zealand Transport Strategy, the LTMA
and the WRLTS

. Contribute fo the Transport Agency, HCC, Waikato District Council, Waipa
District Council and Waikato Regional Council’s strategic objectives for integrated
fand use planning, urban growth and economic development including Future
Proof

. Contribute to and support the HCC strategies, in particular Access Hamilton and
Hamilton's Urban Growth Strategy;

. Support economic development for the Hamilton and southern/south-western
Waikato sub-region, including appropriate provision for accommodating utilities
and services within the road corridor;

. Contribute to the objectives of the Waikato Expressway (improve journey time
and reliability, ease congestion, improve fransport connections for economic
growth, access fo markets, transport efficiency and road safety);

. Develop an appropriate road hierarchy in the sub-region;

. Improve options for public fransport, walking/cycling and demand management,
both within Hamilton City and Waikato and Waipa District Council areas adjoining
Hamilton City;

. Improve amenity and safety through reduced conflict and crash potential along
the existing SH1, SH3, SH21, existing key arterial and collector routes within
Hamilton City and key local roads;

. Minimise and mitigate adverse environmental, cultural and social effects; and

. Protect the long-term function of the State highway and the key arterial or
collector road networks,

He also explained that these objectives had been developed collaboratively with
HCC®, noting that HCC had additional objectives for those elements of Southern Links
that were within its jurisdiction. In that regard, Mr Denton stated as follows™":

23 ... [T]he delivery of the Project will facilitate the achievement of HCC's strategic
objectives for facilitating economic development and the provision for integrated

' Brodnax EiC — para 34

"7 |bid - paras 49 and 92

" Dowsett EiC — para 13

'Y NZTA NoR Para 3.3.2

2 Dowsett EiC para 27

' Denton EiC — para 23 - 25
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fand use planning and infrastructure fo support the Peacocke Structure Plan and
broader requirements for regional and city wide infrastructure.

24  The Project will provide the opportunity to complete HCC's strategic transport
network. In doing so, this will enable the redistribtition of freight and regional trips
from the south (including the Waikato Regional Airport and Titanium Park) to
appropriate corridors and improve connectivity around Hamilton which will reduce
travel trips and demand on existing transport networks.

25 The use of the RMA designation tool clearly signals HCC’s infrastructure intent
and will secure sufficient land to facilitate the provision of an integrated transport
system, three waters infrastructure network and associated network utilities to
support the future urban development of the Peacocke Structure Plan Area and
reduce the risk of ‘buifd out’ from ongoing development in the area.

Whilst important in understanding the rationale for the project, these various objectives
are also important in terms of the s171 and s168A evaluations we are required to
exercise and we return to that matter later in this decision.

Mr Dowsett identified a number of issues associated with the Hamilton transport
network, namely®%

29.1 Much of the traffic from the south which travels along SH1 and SH3 has a
destination within Hamilton City, causing congestion in the central business
district.

29.2 The existing transport network in the south of Hamilton experiences congestion
at peak times.

29.3 The current route for SH1, between Kahikatea Drive and the State Highway 26
roundabout at Hillcrest, does not adequately cater for the mix of heavy vehicles
bound for the west of Hamilton City and local commuter ftrips.

29.4 SH3 between Airport Road and Lorne Street experiences congestion and confiict
between freight and local journeys.

29.5 The southern access to the Hamilton Western Corridor is predicted to become
progressively worse with sections of SH1 and SH3 experiencing unacceptable
fevels of service by 2020.

30 The pressure on the network from future growth is a concern for the econamic
performance of the region. Significant residential, commercial and industrial
growth is planned in the Peacocke area and to the south of Hamilton. The
forecasted increase will put a heavy strain on the roading network in the
region. 12

31 A “whole of network” approach is required to ensure this growth does not
compromise access to commercial and industrial areas within Hamilton. This has
been reinforced in Mr Brodnax's evidence.

* Dowsett EiC— para 29
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32

The Project will help to resolve existing issues, but more importantly, will help
alleviate the predicted efficiency and capacity issues from future growth as

forecasted in the Future Proof Strategy.

Mr Dowsett then set out his assessment of why a 20 year lapse period for the NoRs
was required. We discuss that in Section 9.1 of this Hearings Report.

In addition to sefting out HCC’s objectives for the project, Mr Denton explained to us:

HCC'’s role in previous transport route assessments (as generally described by
Mr Dowsett™

How roading was only part of the infrastructure requirements for the growth of
Hamilton to the south of the current urban area in the Peacocke Structure Plan
area, and that of similar importance are the “three waters” considerations (i.e.
water supply, wastewater servicing, and stormwater management) and other
utilities in that regard®. In response to our questions, Mr Denton explained the
importance of the proposed new bridge adjacent to Hamilton Gardens in
providing a platform to convey services from the north-east across the Waikato
River.

Although HCC currently has no funding budgeted to acquire land from the
approximately 44 property owners directly affected by the HCC NoR, s 185 of the
RMA is available to landowners at any time and HCC will likely include property
purchase funding in its 2015 — 2025 Long Term Plan and 30 Year Infrastructure
Plan, provided the HCC designation is confirmed®.

Against that background, a relatively high level framework, Mr Eccles explained to us
the process that had been followed in identifying the specific route that was subject to
the NORs and the alternatives that had been considered. In particular, he explained
what is referred to as the "ACRE process”, which starts with delineating the Area of
interest (this being the “A” in ACRE). In that regard, Mr Eccles reminded us that the
Southern Links network was required to connect to five points in the wider roading
network, namely:*

The Kahikatea Drive/Greenwood Street corner along the western industrial
corridor of Hamilton.

Cobham Drive (SH1) adjacent to Cobham Bridge where it leads directly to the
Hamilton CBD.

The designated Hamilton Ring Road connection point with Cobham Dirive.
State Highway 3 (SH3) generally in the vicinity of Airport Road (SH21).

The Waikato Expressway (SH1).

Our understanding is that the first four of these identified locations are effectively fixed
locations, while the fifth is an approximately 5km length of the Waikato Expressway
extending southward from Tamahere.

% Denton EiC — paras 27 - 32
* |bid — paras 33 - 38
“ |bid — paras 42 - 43
% Eccles EiC (First) — para 33
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A constraints map of the wider area was then created, as was a series of 14
conceptualised roading networks (our term) in order to stimulate discussion at a series
of workshops with a multi-disciplinary team of the Requiring Authorities’ advisors®’. By
overlaying the range of networks and the constraints an overall area of interest was
then delineated. No consultation was undertaken at this juncture®®.

The second stage was undertaken at these same workshops and considered potential
transportation Corridors (the C in ACRE) within the area of interest. The corridors
were formulated by connecting the 5 “fixed” connection points with straight lines. The
corridors were kept several kilometres wide to create a grid pattern®. The corridors to
the western side of Hamilton and the southernmost east-west corridor were discounted
because of social, environmental and cost factors and concerns as to whether any
route there could meet the project objectives.*

The third stage was then to identify Routes (the R in ACRE) within the feasible
corridors. The identified corridors and some potential route networks:

. Formed the basis of information for public open days;
. Were the basis for further consultation;
. Were noted as being illustrative; and

. Had to consider the practical and technical requirements of a roading network,
which has particular geometric and design standards that need to be satisfied,
meaning that while it may have been possible on paper to avoid all potential
constraints and join the “best” alignments in different sectors of the network,
such a route may not function in practice .®

A Multi Criteria Analysis (or MCA) methodology was then used to develop preferred
routes. This process used a multi-disciplinary expert workshop approach that enabled
NZTA's project team to discuss each of 12 potential routes within the identified
corridors. The workshops drew on a wide range of information, including that provided
by landowners.* Each route was evaluated and scored against a range of criteria and
the top scoring route options were then assessed using a computerised transportation
model to assist evaluation against the project objectives and this resulted in the
selection of the preferred network route. This 400 — 500 metre wide route (increased
in places where multiple constraints existed) allowed for further refinement later and
was the subject of further public consultation.®

Stage 4 then involved the refinement of the route to select the areas of land that are
the subject of the current Notices of Requirement. This is referred to as the Easement
stage (the E in ACRE). The details of this process were addressed by Mr Eccles and
included as Appendix D to the AEE.**

* Eccles EiC (First) — 34 - 40

* |bid — para 41

“ |bid — para 43

* |bid — para 46

*' |bid — paras 47 - 53

* |bid - paras 54-55

* |bid — paras 62 - 63

* Eccles EIiC (First) — paras 64 - 76
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Mr Eccles also explained® to us that a “Do-Minimum” package of works was
developed by the requiring authorities to provide a baseline against which to compare
network options and economics.  The “Do-Minimum” network was the minimum
package of works that would be required to maintain an acceptable level of service on
existing routes in the Project area. That package of works was considered not to be
satisfactory, because of various congestion, safety and logistical factors at various
locations and, even if adopted, it too would have required route protection measures to
be aglé)pted for the major and minor arterial routes in the Peacocke Structure Plan
area.

NZTA and HCC also investigated options other than desighation to protect the
Southern Links network. After comparing a do-nothing and other planning tools that
might be adopted, designation was preferred and adopted.” Travel Demand
Management and enhanced Public Transport options were also assessed and found
not, on their own, to be sufficient to meet the Project objectives.38

Mr Eccles also set out various alternative design aspects that were considered and
rejected®, namely the location of the three key bridge crossings and the location and
configuration of various intersection points.

He made particular mention of the proposed bridge crossing south of the existing
Narrows Bridge (and which bisects the Narrows Golf Course), the crossing of the
Mangakotukutuku Stream, and where full or partial interchanges or at grade
intersections (including roundabouts) were preferred.

Mr Eccles’ conclusions include the following:

155 The requiring authorities adopted a systematic and best practice approach to
developing the final network alignment. At that point the requiring authorities
considered whether designation of the network was the most appropriate
mechanism to achieve long term protection of the route, and confirmed that it
was.

156 Adequate consideration was also given as to whether other methods could
achieve the Project objectives, such as relying on enhanced public transport and
TDM in the Project area.

157 In my opinion, the network identification and development process adopted
therefore achieves the statutory requirements of evaluation of alfernatives, as set
out in sections 171(1)(c) and 168A(3)(b) of the RMA.

We accept the thrust of Mr Eccles’ evidence in this regard, noting in particular that
certain aspects of the proposal are inevitably influenced by the need for Southern
Links to join and integrate with the remainder of the roading network. The one
possible exception to this concerns the connection to State Highway 1 where, at least
in theory, a relatively long stretch between the Tamahere Interchange and the
Cambridge Section of the Waikato Expressway is potentially available. Ve return to
that point later.

% |bid - para 77

% |bid — para &1

* |bid — para 82 - 85

* |bid — paras 86 - 90
# |bid — paras 91 - 102
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Mr Lion-Cachet's evidence in chief set out the traffic modelling that had been
undertaken in support of the Southern Links proposal. He concluded as follows:

184

185

186

187

188

190

My evidence disclusses the role of transport modelling in the selection of the
preferred network. Significant consideration has been given fo the strategic need,
route selection, alignment, and form of intersections through the ACRE and MCA
processes.

The preferred network provides significant additional capacity and route choice to
traffic, as well as relieving congestion and delay, and improving travel times along
key corridors and intersections. Network resilience is infroduced through the new
finks, with improved access to Hamilton west (especially for freight traffic), and to
the CBD.

The preferred network provides significant additional capacity and route choice to
traffic, as well as relieving congestion and delay, and improving travel times along
key corridors and intersections. Network resilience is infroduced through the new
finks, with improved access fo Hamilfon west (especially for freight traffic), and to
the CBD.

The peer reviewed economic evaluation and staging methodology has provided a
robust but conservative BCR, using a transpart model that has been declared fit
for purpose.

Submissions were have been received which questioned or objected to the
selection of the preferred network, the need for the project, the removal of the
south facing ramps at the Tamahere Inferchange, the ftraffic conditions on
Tamahere Drive and other Tamahere local roads, Bader Street economic
evaluation and staging, and Hamilfon Airpart connections and staging. | have
responded to each of the submissions in my evidence.

The implementation of the Project provides a road network that mitigates the
effects of future traffic growth by providing high standard infrastructure, which
allows the existing focal infrastructure to be better suited to local functions.

In response to our subsequent questions of the Requiring Authorities, Mr Lion-Cachet
produced a second supplementary statement (his first supplementary statement
addressed matters raised by the supplementary s42A Report writers and we consider
those aspects later) that addressed two issues raised by us, namely:

Whether or not modelling of Southern Links included the traffic generated by the
Hamilton Section of the \Waikato Expressway, which was expected to be
operational prior to Southern Links being constructed; and

The implications for traffic safety on the Southern Links with and without
retention of the existing south facing ramps of the Tamahere Interchange. This
matter was also addressed in some detail by submitter Mr Tony Keyte, and we
refer to his evidence later.
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Mr Lion-Cachet stated:

12 In conclusion, the Project model includes the Waikato Expressway, and changes
to the Waikato Expressway subsequent to the modelling have been assessed
appropriately. No further madelling is required.

20  [n conciusion, | reconfirm my previous evidence where | have determined that the
impacts on Tamahere Drive are Jow, and that the impacts on the Tamahere Drive
roundabout on the Eastern Section of the Project are low.

29 In conclusion, | confirm that the Project has assessed the Tamahere Drive
roundabout with and without the Tamahere Interchange south facing ramps.

34. ... [Tjhe expected traffic flows on Day Road as a resuft of the Project are
expected to be low — less than 2000 vpd, or about 1 vehicle every 3 minufes.
The Tamahere Interchange south facing ramps (whether open or closed) have no
impact on the traffic flows on Day Road ... . As a result the approximately 100 m
separation between the Day Road intersection and the Tamahere roundabout wilf
not lead to any safety or queuing issues, as claimed by Mr Keyte.®

6.2.2 Submissions / Submitter evidence

(a) Tamahere Expressway Connection

We deal firstly with the evidence of Mr Tony Keyte, insofar as it deals with
transportation planning and traffic effects. Mr Keyte is a very experienced civil
engineer, with specialist traffic engineering qualifications and experience. His firm also
provides consulting advice to both NZTA and HCC.

However, Mr Keyte did not provide his evidence as “expert evidence”. We have
commented on that in Section 5.4 of this Hearings Report.

Mr Keyte's evidence was produced on behalf of the Keyte Family Trust, the owner of a
lifestyle property at 36 Day Road which is some 65 metres from the designation
boundary in the vicinity of the proposed Tamahere Drive roundabout. We deal with the
wider aspects of his evidence elsewhere in this decision and address transportation
planning / traffic effects below. We record that his evidence only concerned the
portion of Southern Links between the State Highway 21 interchange and the State
Highway 1 interchange.

Mr Keyte was concerned about the separation distances involved in the connection of
Southern Links to State Highway 1, and considered that the selected route lacked
good ftraffic and road safety principles and design and that an alternative route that
joins with the Cambridge Section of the Waikato Expressway at the Pickering Road
grade separated interchange was more appropriate.* He also considered that this
option would ensure more appropriate separation distances between interchanges on

“ Lion-Cachet 2" Supp Ev.
Y Keyte EIC —para 3.8
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State Highway 1. Mr Keyte considered that the 600 metre separation distance
between the south facing on-ramp at the Tamahere Interchange and the proposed
Southern Links off-ramp was not desirable and would result in the unsafe process of
traffic “weaving™?, which can be observed at some places on Auckland’s Southern
Motorway.®® As a consequence Mr Keyte considered that although NZTA had advised
the Commissioners that the closure of the Tamahere Interchange south facing ramps
was hot now part of the current proposal (and if proposed in future would be subject to
a subsequent RMA process) any such future process would be largely predetermined,
on safety grounds, if the Southern Links designations were confirmed*.

In response to this and other submissions, NZTA proposed more robust conditions
regarding the south facing ramps at Tamahere. As summarised in Ms Janissen’s
closing submissions, NZTA now proposes the following condition (condition 23) on the
Waikato NOR*®:

Tamahere Interchange South Facing Ramps

The NZ Transport Agency shall not commence Construction Works, construct or
implement that part of the designation within the Waikato District area, including the
roading sections located east of the Waikato River and the Waikato Expressway
interchange until either:

a) The Tamahere interchange south facing ramps are closed; or

b)  An independent Road Safety Auditor(s), appointed by the NZ Transport Agency
and in consultation with Waikato District Council makes a road safety audit of the
final design plans for construction (in accardance with the NZTA Road Safety
Audit procedures) in relation fo the adequacy and safety of the traffic operations
as a consequence of the co-existence of the existing south facing ramps at the
Tamahere interchange and the north facing ramps at the proposed Southern
Links Waikato Expressway interchange. And, following receipt of the safety audit
recommendations, and further designer comment on the audit recommendations,
the NZ Transport Agency and Waikato District Council jointly determine the works
can be implemented.

i) Where any such agreement is unable to be made between the NZ
Transport Agency and Waikato District Council, the dispute resolution
process sef out at Condition 15.3 shall be applied.

i) Where the NZ Transport Agency determines the ramps are fo be closed, it
will not make any application without first consulting with the Tamahere
community on any proposed closure of the south facing ramps, irrespective
of whether the process requires an Alteration to Designation, or whether
some ather publically notified pracess is fo be followed.

We asked Mr Apeldoorn, the ftraffic consultant advising the s 42A Report writers,
whether he considered that the outcome of a safety audit of the Tamahere south
facing ramps meant that closure would be inevitable if Southern Links was approved.
He was firmly of the opinion that it would not be and we accept that.

“ |pid - paras 3.10 = 3.12 & 3.19 - 3.20
“ |pid - paras 3.10 - 3.12

“ Ibid- para 3.3

“ Janissen Reply para 194
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Mr Keyte also questioned the accuracy of the traffic modelling that Mr Lion-Cachet
referred to in his evidence. Mr Keyte’s concerns centred around his opinion that as far
as southbound traffic was concerned no east west link was included from the “Cherry
Lane Interchange” (which we understood to refer to the Hamilton South Interchange)
and the lack of an integrated assessment of the \Waikato Expressway and Southern
Links projects.”® He estimated (acknowledging that he did not have the resources to
calculate numbers exactly) that the southbound traffic volumes would be some 10
times higher than calculated by Mr Lion-Cachet once the south facing on ramps at
Tamahere were removed*’ and that the data used in the model and the assumptions
used were out of date with the factual situation*®. As discussed above, we accept Mr
Lion-Cachet’'s explanation as to the accuracy of the information used in his
assessment.

Mr Keyte also observed that the Day Road, Pencarrow Road and Tamahere Drive
circuit was utilised by pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders. He considered that such
uses would be able to continue, provided that the traffic volumes assumed by NZTA
were correct’®, although he noted that the footpath linking Tamahere Drive to the
Tamahere Section of the Waikato Expressway (which was to be used by cyclists)
would be severed by Southern Links.*°

We are satisfied that subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions that the
adverse effects identified by Mr Keyte can be addressed appropriately.

(b) Golf Course

The selection of the alignment that connects Southern Links to State Highway 1 was
also addressed in some detail by Ms M-A Gill the Chairperson of the Riverside Golf
Club®. She considered that the selected alignment was not approptiate because it
would, in effect, cut the golf course (the Narrows course) in two. Ve accept that the
connection between Southern Links and SH1 will cause significant adverse effects on
the Riverside course. However, we note that all potential linkages between Southern
Links and SH 1 would need to pass through either the Narrows or adjacent Lochiel
course. As such, while the effects on the golf course need to be acknowledged and
appropriately addressed we are not satisfied that the selected route should be
discounted because of those effects.

(¢) Titanium Park Access

The Titanium Park Joint Venture (“TPJV") comprises Titanium Park Ltd (a subsidiary
of Waikato Regional Airport Ltd), Todd Property and McConnell Property and was
established to develop the Titanium Park Business Park that surrounds Hamilton
Airport. That Business Park began development in 2008 following Plan Change 57 to
the Waipa District Plan becoming operative. Counsel for TPJV, Mr Berry, advised us
that whilst TPJV supports Southern Links, in principle, the manner in which its
proposed ‘“Western Precinct” would connect to the State Highway network before
Southern Links is constructed is of particular concern. There were three key aspects
in that regard:

. The need for an interim upgrade of the SH3 / SH 21 Intersection; and

“ Keyte EiC - para 3.14

4 |pid - para 3.17

“ |pbid — para 3.18

“ |pid — para 5.1

“ |bid — para 5.2

' Riverside Golf Club is the result of a merger between Narrows and Lochiel Golf Clubs
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. The need to upgrade the SH3 / Ingram Road intersection, also for interim access
reasons.

. The associated uncertainty that arises from a long lapse period;

Following directions from us, NZTA and TPJV filed a Joint Memorandurm of Counsel®
that set out a confirmed position in respect of the matters noted above. In short, that
agreement has resulted in both parties agreeing a process for addressing the SH3 /
Ingram Road issue and the wording of additional conditions regarding an interim
arrangement at the SH3 / SH 21 intersection. As such, we see no need to refer to
those matters any further, and consider the proffered conditions adequately address
the matter. We consider the lapse period in Section 9 of this Hearings Report.

(d) Titoki Sands

Ms K Drew prepared a pre-circulated statement of evidence on behalf of Titoki Sands.
She also presented a shorter written summary at the hearing. Her evidence
addressed three issues of concern, hamely:

. The closure of the south-facing ramps at the Tamahere |Interchange;

. The need for a specific connection to allow Titoki Sands to effectively connect to
Southern Links; and

. The associated uncertainty associated with a long lapse period.

Regarding the south facing ramps, Ms Drew supported the condition proffered by
NZTA (see above), in principle and maintained that the safety audit required should be
undertaken now to provide greater certainty to the Tamahere Community®™. She also
proposed an alternative to the condition proffered by NZTA. Ms Drew's proposal was
as follows:

Condition 23.1

A Stage 3 Road Safety Audit (in accordance with the NZ Transport Agency Road
Safety Audit procedures applicable at the time) shall be carried prior to lodgement of
the Qutline Plan of Works for the final design. The Road Safety Audit shall be carried
out by a suitably qualified and experienced independent practitioner jointly appointed
by the NZ Transport Agency and Waikato District Council. The Road Safety Audit shall
consider the adequacy and safety of the impacts of the narth facing ramps of the
Southern Links Waikato Expressway Interchange on the operational safety of the
existing sauth facing ramps at the Tamahere Interchange.

Condition 23.2

Following receipt of the Road Safety Audit recommendations, and further design
comments on the audit recommendations the NZ Transport Agency and Waikato
District Council shall jointly determine whether the southern ramps of the Tamahere
Interchange should be closed and only after consuftation with the Tamahere
community has been undertaken. Where any such agreement is unable to be made

% Joint Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of NZ Transport Agency and Titanium Park Joint Venture Regarding Access to the
Western Precinct of Titanium Park — 1 September 2014
% Drew Summary Ev — para 6
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between NZ Transport Agency and Waikato District Council, the dispute resolution
process set aut at Condition 1.10 shall be applied.

For the reasons set out in paras 197 — 200 of Ms Janissen’s submissions in reply, we
do not consider it necessary to adopt Ms Drew's recommended conditions, noting also
that an approval under the RMA will be necessary to allow those ramps to be removed
and Mr Apeldoorn’s advice that the results of the audit would not be a fait accomplii if
the NZTA Waikato NoR for Southern Links is confirmed.

Regarding the proposed alternative access sought by Ms Drew, she stated that this
was closely related to the closure of the south facing ramps and that the Requiring
Authorities’ rebuttal evidence had gone some way to addressing her concerns.®
Given that the south facing ramps issue will be addressed at a later date and in a
separate forum, we do not think any further specific access arrangements need to be
prescribed at this time.

(e) Chinaman’s Hill Designation

Mr B Inger presented written evidence on behalf of Mr and Mrs Ingram, who are long
term residents of Rukuhia adjacent to SH 3, and who also appeared at the hearing and
spoke to a short written statement. From a traffic / transportation perspective, it was
clear from both Mr Inger and Mr and Mrs Ingram that the relationship between the
existing Chinaman’s Hill designation on SH3 that currently affects their property and
Southern Links was of concern. Resolution of this matter progressed considerably
during the hearing and by the conclusion of the proceedings NZTA had confirmed that
it will uplift that aspect of the Chinaman’s Hill designation that affects the Ingram
property. As we understand it, the only point of difference in that regard was that Mr
and Mrs Ingram wanted this to occur within three months, while NZTA originally
proposed 12 months. Ms Janissen advised us® that although 12 months is generally
necessary for a designation to be uplifted, NZTA was prepared to accept a condition
requiring this to be achieved within 6 months of the confirmation of the NORs. We
consider that to be an appropriate timeframe in the circumstances.

(f) Peacocke Area

A number of submitters addressed the relationship between the Southern Links
proposal and the land within the Peacocke Structure Plan (PSP) area within Hamilton
City. In that regard, Mr N Savage, a Principal Planner employed by HCC, tendered
evidence in which he presented the contents of the Structure Plan to us. That was a
rather large amount of material (reflecting what appeared to us to be an exceedingly
complicated set of planning provisions) and he helpfully highlighted what he
considered to be the provisions that were directly relevant to Southern Links.

The Adare Company Limited is an extensive landowner in the Peacocke Area. Ms |
Dowling prepared a pre-circulated statement of evidence concerning transportation
planning and Mr D Serjeant prepared a pre-circulated statement on wider planning
matters.

At the commencement of the presentation on behalf of Adare, Mr Serjeant advised us
that Mr J Lunday (an urban design specialist who pre-circulated a statement of
evidence) and Adare’s legal counsel would not be attending the Hearing. Mr Serjeant
stated that the reason for this was that Adare was relatively satisfied with the revisions

* Drew Summary Ev — para12
# Janissen Reply — para 170
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to conditions proposed in the revised s 42A Report and that Adare’s appearance at the
Hearing was confined to suggesting a number of amendments to further enhance
conditions.

Mr Serjeant stated that the conditions for Southern Links needed to be sufficiently
broad in scope to allow for the flexibility to integrate with the development of the
Peacocke area, and that he considered this to be the case. He also considered that
the Master Plan for the Peacocke area needed to be taken into account when the
detailed design of the Southern Links was being undertaken.

Ms Dowling presented a set of proposed conditions relating to the preparation of what
she referred to as a “Traffic and Network Management Plan”. We have considered
those conditions but consider that they are unnecessary.

(g) Middle Road and Narrows Road Severance

The proposal would sever Middle Road half way between Narrows Road and Raynes
Road . It also severs Narrows Road about 0.7km north of Ohaupo Road. This was of
considerable concern to a number of submitters®® and Ms Penn, on behalf of the
Middle and Narrows Road Focus Group articulated those concerns at the Hearing. As
a conseguence, we were careful to inspect the areas concerned on our site visit.

As we understand it, residents of 8 dwellings on the southern end of Narrows Road will
face an extra distance of 3-4 km for trips to and from the east but trips to and from
other directions will be unaffected. For around 17 dwellings in the Narrows
Road/Middle Road vicinity there will be an additional journey length of around 2km for
local trips to and from the west and north and 4 km to and from the south.

Ms Penn also described that the loss of existing roading connections with
neighbouring properties would adversely affect community well-being. One suggestion
Ms Penn and the Middle and Narrows Road Focus Group made in that regard was to
include a vehicle underpass on Middle Road if Southern Links were to proceed.

We acknowledge the disruption to those residents who currently utilise Middle and
Narrows Roads. However, on balance we do not consider those effects to negate the
wider benefits that Southern Links will provide. Nor do we consider the suggested
underpass to be necessary.

(h) Other Submissions

A large number of submissions addressed matters that touched on transportation
planning and traffic effects. We do not list all of them, nor address each and every
submission specifically. Rather we deal with them thematically.

We firstly record that we have gained very clear first hand information about the
concerns of property owners whose land is subject to the NORs — that is to say that is
within the designation corridor and will potentially be subject to acquisition under the
Public Works Act 1981. Many submitters considered that the selected roading
alignments were inappropriate because of property acquisition and related issues.
However, in Section 5.2 of this Hearings Report we have already accepted the
submission by Ms Janissen®, that land acquisition involves a separate statutory

= Jacquilyn and Damian Dawson, Brian Roslyn and Carol Griffin, Leslie Hammond, Graeme and Julie Lucas, Middle and Narrows
Road Focus Group, Penn Paterson Partnership, Qi Zha and Xianghua Yan
% Opening submissions for NZTA — para 38
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process that is distinct from the RMA and matters relating to compensation and land
acquisitions are outside our jurisdiction.

6.2.3 § 42A Report

There was initially considerable differences of opinion between the applicants’
witnesses and the s42A Reports authors regarding traffic planning matters, although
that situation evolved during the course of the Hearings, and in particular during the
adjournment.

It suffices to say that by the time of the Requiring Authority replies at the Reconvened
Hearing, all traffic planning matters were agreed as between the applicants and the
s42A Report writers, including in respect of conditions.

6.2.4 Findings

6.3

For all the reasons set out above, we are satisfied that the Requiring Authorities have
given adequate consideration to alternative sites, routes and methods and that the
proposal is reasonably necessary to meet their objectives for the proposal.

We consider that the conditions which we now impose relating to Transportation
Planning & Traffic Management appropriately avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse
effects.

Noise

The tension evident throughout the hearing regarding what level of assessment is
required for and what conditions should be placed on a designation for works that are
to be undertaken a likely minimum of 15 years hence, as opposed to that on a
resource consent or designation that is to be commenced in short order, arose again in
respect of noise and vibration.

Mr Vincent Dravitzki and Dr Stephen Chiles were engaged jointly by the two Requiring
Authorities, NZTA and HCC.

Mr Christian Vossart and Mr Jon Styles were jointly engaged as part of the s42A
reporting team on behalf of the respective Territorial Authorities - HCC, Waipa DC and
Waikate DC.

A substantial amount of evidence was provided by the acoustic withesses, much of
which need not be repeated because by the end of the hearing the differences
between them had been significantly narrowed to the following principal matters:

(@) Whether it was sufficient to set the “future” operational noise limits based on the
present incomplete design and a yet-to-be-determined Best Practicable Option
(BPO) as provided for under the road noise Standard, NZS 6806: 2010 (“NZS
6806");

(b) Whether it was necessary for the territorial consent authority to approve future
site-specific BPO decisions; and

{(c) What form should post-construction noise monitoring should take.
We record that the Joint Witness Statement (not dated, but the construction and

operatiohal noise and vibration conferencing occurred on 25 July 2014) clearly
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indicated the areas of agreement and disagreement between these acoustic
withesses.

1. BPO

Mr Dravitzki noted that NZTA had adopted NZS 6806 for all new roading projects.
Regardless, Mr Dravitzki had also taken into account the existing noise environment
(noting that the North Island Main Trunk rail line and the Hamilton International Airport
were in or in the vicinity of the project area, and trains and planes added to that noise
environment), and the effect of changes generated by already permitted activities. His
overall conclusion was that short sections of quieter roading surfaces and / or lengths
of noise barriers would generally reduce noise effects to acceptable levels® (defined
either by reference to NZS 6806 or the noise criteria of relevant district plans (which he
opined embodies the expectations of the community®®). In that regard we note that
HCC’s proposed District Plan, on which decisions on submissions have been released,
adopts NZS 6806.

With respect to construction noise, Mr Dravitzki was satisfied that NZS 6803 at the
“typical duration” rather than “long-term duration”, and with appropriate adjustments for
hours and days of work, provided appropriate noise limits, and recommended their
adoption. He also recommended the preparation of a comprehensive Construction
Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) to deal with the more specific, and
site specific, details, recognising that the 5 NoRs that constitute the Southern Links
project, would likely proceed at different times and stages.

Mr Dravitzki's noise measurements, undertaken in March / April 2012 at 21 locations,
indicated a range of average 24 hr noise environments from typically quiet rural
environments (between 46 and 50 dB), through the majority of the project area
(between 350 and 55 dB), to noisier environments close to major roads such as
Cobham and Kahikatea Drives (60 -70 dB).

Future developments anticipated by Mr Dravitzki included the Peacocke Structure Plan
area, large lot residential near Houchens Road, and continued rural lifestyle lot
development in the Tamahere and Hamilton International Airport areas.

Mr Dravitzki provided an overview of NZS 6806. He advised that NZS 6806 applies to
buildings used for noise sensitive activities, described as “Protected Premises and
Facilities” (PPF) to which noise criteria are applied and, if necessary because the
defined target noise levels are not achieved, mitigation options assessed to determine
the BPO — through an integrated design process broadly set out in the standard. Some
230 properties were identified®® as PPFs requiring reassessment when the future noise
assessment is undertaken, and these are proposed to be formally listed by way of an
annexure to conditions.

NZS 6808 sets the applicable noise criteria for altered and new roads with predicted
traffic volumes of the sort anticipated for the Southern Links at design year 2041 as
follows:

Category Altered New
dB LAeq(24h)
A (primary free-field external noise criterion) 64 57
B (secondary free-field external noise criterion) 67 64

% Dravitzki EiC, para 77
* |bid, para 48
® Dravitzki, Supplementary Evidence, para 15
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C (Internal noise criterion) 40 40

Mr Dravitzki also noted that he had included PPFs identified 200m+ distant from the
edge of the designation in most places (and prepared a graphic illustrating this
including, by colour code, the NZS 6806 free field criteria®).

At this point the noise witnesses disagreed as to what precise assessment is
necessary and sufficient for the purpose of confirming this aspect of the desighations
sought.

The s42A authors wanted more specifics regarding individual properties, their existing
ambient noise environment, and more certainty regarding what the future noise
environment with the operational road would be. The Requiring Authorities’ noise
witnesses considered that they had done enough to demonstrate that the future noise
environment would comply with or could be mitigated to comply with NZS 6806, and
that the future assessment and BPO processes set out in NZS 6806 were appropriate
for the circumstance when the actual work, some 15 years in the future, would
commence.

At the heart of the issue between these witnesses, as we understood their positions,
was the question as to whether, despite some acknowledged limitations, we should
accept NZS 6806 (as interpreted by the witnesses, noting that we were not provided
with actual copies of the standard) as a satisfactory vehicle for resolving any
uncertainties that remain such that the NoRs could be confirmed or recommended for
confirmation.

We inquired into the current status of the standard and the means by which it was
developed and the final drafting agreed. It was clear that a broad process of expert
and interested party involvement was put in place and, while there will always be a
level of dissatisfaction with the outcome of such processes, the standard is robust.
Furthermore we were addressed on the way in which both the Courts and Boards of
Inquiry have made findings around the standard and again, despite some criticisms
and findings of short comings, those authorities appear to have determined the
relevant matters in general accordance with NZS 68086.

A related, and second, matter in dispute noted above, concerned whether any site
specific BPO determined under NZS 6806 should be reviewed by the Territorial
Authority prior to adoption. The s42A witnesses were adamant it should; Dr Chiles was
equally adamant that it was unnecessary because, in short, NZS 6806 sets up the
BPO assessment process from which the answer necessarily falls out and is a
transparent process involving multiple disciplines. By way of example we were told that
a landscape assessment could be involved so that the perverse BPO of a large sound
wall-type structure which completely blocked someone’s views to a point of interest
would be taken into account.

2. Monitoring

During the hearing Mr Styles proposed a new condition to capture his concerns as
follows:
Operational Noise Limits

Notwithstanding conditions 4.1 to 4.5, the Noise Assessment Report and the final
design of the Detailed Mitigation Options:

& Joint Memorandum of Counsel, 27 July 2014, Annexure B — Figure 5 of Vince Dravitzki's Noise Assessment (with scale)
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a)

b)

Shall nat permit the naise level at any PPF to exceed LAeq(24hr) 57dB;
or:

The noise level shall not exceed the level that is predicted for the most
effective Structural Mitigation measure as set out in the Original Noise
Report

whichever level is higher.

Operational Noise Monitoring

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Prior to consfruction, the NZTA shall arrange for a suitably qualified and
experienced acoustics specialist approved by Hamilton City Council’s Chief
Executive Officer or nominee to undertake a minimum of 10 (ten)
representative measurements of ambient noise levels. Measurements shall
be undertaken in accordance with the requirements of Section 5.2 of
NZS6806:2010.

Following completion of the work, the NZTA shall arrange for a suitably
qualified and experienced acoustics specialist approved by the [City/District]
Council’'s Chief Executive Officer or nominee to undertake traffic noise
monitoring at the same sites surveyed in Condition ...b(a) above, within 2
years following completion of construction of the Project, and following the
application of any low noise road surfaces that are required. Measurements
shall be undertaken in accordance with the requirements of Section 5.2 of
NZ56806:2010.

The results of the noise level manitoring in accordance with Condition
...b(b) above shalf be used to verify the computer noise model of the
Detailed Mitigation Options. Where manitoring identifies that the applicable
standards of Condition ...a above are not being met, the NZ Transport
Agency shall undertake mitigation measures to ensure compliance is
achieved as soon as practicable.

A report describing the findings of monitoring required by conditions ...b(b)
and ...b{c) shall be provided to Hamilfon City Council s Chief Executive
Officer or nominee within one month of the measurements in 4.5(b) being
completed. The Report shall include (as a minimum).

i Comparison of the resulfs to the computer noise model of the
Detailed Mitigation Options;

il ldentification of where compliance with the requirements of Condition
...a have been achieved:

ili.  Ildentification of where compliance with the requirements of Condition
...a have not been achieved and the mitigation measures proposed to
ensure compliance is achieved as soon as practicable

That condition was criticised by Dr Chiles and Mr Dravitzki as being:

(@)

(b)

Impractical; primarily on the ground that Mr Dravitzki had cited published
research undertaken by himself demonstrating the uncertainties inherent in

operational road noise measurements; and

contrary to the BPO basis of NZS 68086 in capping noise received at any PPF at

57dB LAeq(24 hry-

Instead Dr Chiles proposed a compromise condition, accepting that it was important to
establish that the noise mitigation put in place was implemented properly and that the
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6.4

modelling for that mitigation was correct. That condition establishes a post-
construction noise review requiring a number of verification checks and actions,
including a requirement for remedial action in the event that the monitoring identifies
issues.

These alternate conditions helpfully crystallise the remaining difference between the
witnesses.

Mr Dravitzki also identified the following submitter properties as likely to require some
form of additional noise mitigation because the assessed noise level at the dwelling
exceeds the NZS 6806 Category A upper noise threshold for new roads of 57dB
LAeq(zan):

. Dan and Kylie Harcourt, 194 Houchens Road (60dB LAcgzan);
. Guy Young, 175 Narrows Road (61.5dB LAcgz4n); and
. Margaret and Murray Shaw, 143 Hall Road (61dB LAcqz4n);

. Paul Le Miere, 35 Middle Road (59.5dB LA.qan).
3. Findings

While we have some sympathy with what the s42A witnesses were presumably
seeking to infuse, i.e. greater certainty well ahead of time for potentially adversely
affected residents, we find it untenable to turn our backs on a recently promulgated
technical standard, specifically designed for this very purpose, and with which other
competent authorities having seemingly come to terms. We also note that over the
course of the next decade it is highly likely that the standard will be reviewed and
amended if the apparent shortcomings are found to be material. To that end we
recommend that the relevant conditions contain the phrase “or successor standard” (or
similar) so that the condition is not fixed to the 2010 edition.

On the question of the BPO, we agree (as did Dr Chiles and Mr Dravitzki) that an
independent pair of eyes is not unreasonable. Furthermore, we note that proposed
NoR Noise Assessment Report condition (where applicable) identifies the inclusion of
a suitably qualified planner approved by the Territorial Authority as part of the BPO
determination panel, and the submitting of the resultant report to the Council.
However, as drafted that condition does not require any other action by Council. We
think it prudent that Council be required to certify that the Selected Options accord with
the relevant conditions of the designation, and impose / recommend accordingly.

Having found that NZS 6806 provides sufficiently for the future noise assessment, we
cannot accept Mr Styles proposed conditions as they clearly restrict the matters over
which the standard speaks. Furthermore we accept Dr Chiles evidence, pace Mr
Dravitzki, that uncertainties inherent in measuring operational road noise for the
purpose of establishing benchmarks (which must be unchallengeable) makes that an
unreliable method and, accordingly, we prefer and impose Dr Chiles’ alternate
conditions.

Vibration

Mr Peter Cenek, Opus Research, and Dr Chiles gave vibration evidence for the
Requiring Authorities. Mr VVossart and Mr Styles responded for the s42A team.
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Mr Cenek® applied a prediction model based on a 44 tonne truck travelling 70km/h on
a road surface with an average roughness value of 140 NAASRA counts/km. This, we
were told, corresponds to the maximum guideline average value for local urban roads.
The model predicted that vibration effects will not be felt at or in dwellings located
further than 6m from the road edge (and he advised that all dwellings in the three
residential areas concerned are at least 8m from an existing road edge).

For his assessment Mr Cenek used guidelines given in British Standard BS5228
2:2009, Code of practice for noise and vibration control on construction and open sites
— Part 2: Vibration, and German Standard DIN 4150-3:1999, Structural vibration — Part
3. Effects of vibration on structures. This provided the methodology for considering
both human comfort and cosmetic building damage. He also referred to the Norwegian
Standard NS 8176.E (2005): Vibration and Shock: Measurement of vibration in
buildings from landbased transport and guidance to evaluation of its effects on human
beings, to confirm that the disturbance threshold he arrived at, being 0.3 mm/s PPV,
was “more stringent” than the relevant Norwegian criterion®.

Mr Cenek concluded® that damage to buildings could occur from earthmoving
equipment operating within 10m of the designation boundary, and identified 10
properties in the Montgomery Crescent, Wingate Street, Riley Place and McEwen
Place area where buildings are only 8m away. He proposed a suite of optional
measures to mitigate that eventuality that must be addressed through the proposed
Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP). Mr Cenek also
included the following properties as vibration sensitive locations to be addressed in the
CNVMP:

. Martin and Deborah Swann, 157A Tamahere Drive;
. Dan and Kylie Harcourt, 194 Houchens Road; and

. All properties within 50m (general construction) and 100m (piling) where
construction takes place on areas of peat.

Mr Cenek supported the use of schedules rather than council-approved Activity
Specific CNVMPs (ASCNVMP) as recommended in the s42A Report (and discussed
by Dr Chiles).

The main point of difference between the Requiring Authorities’ withesses and the
s42A witnesses in relation to both noise and vibration®* related to the matter of
whether site specific solutions for those situations and contingencies where the noise
and/or vibration limits would likely be exceeded, should be subject to review by the
respective Territorial Authority. There was no disagreement that council should certify
the “parent” CNVMP. The respective positions were clearly stated in the Joint Witness
Statement.

Dr Chiles told us that it was his experience that the production of detailed schedules
covering solutions to likely exceedance events at specific locations and lodging these
with council for the record was a practical and expeditious method, which allowed work
to proceed uninterruptedly while providing council with a transparent record about what
measures were to be undertaken. Dr Chiles also opined that the council-approval step
did not necessary lead to the best environmental outcome, and referred to a number of
construction projects where the alternative approach had been followed.

& Cenek, EiC, paras 21 - 23

% |bid, para 34

¥ |bid, paras 47 - 48

& Except within Hamilton City where the issue was related solely to vibration
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In the condition he proposed, condition 5.6, the schedules are to be provided to council
5 days in advance of the work being carried out. In his second statement of
supplementary evidence Dr Chiles accepted®, as a less preferred option, that if
council is to have a formal role it should be limited to certifying that the schedules have
been prepared in accordance with the condition, not an approval role.

We sought, and were provided with, examples of the sort of schedules intended by Mr
Chiles’ condition.

Mr Styles explained his position (and proposed condition) regarding the
recommendation to provide council with a formal approval step in terms of his
experience that this incentivised a more thorough exploration of mitigation options in
order to speed up the approval process, and thereby resulted in a lower noise (and
vibration) level across the project. He gave his opinion, based on involvement in over
80 such plans, that the practical difficulties claimed by Dr Chiles were exceptions and
that the process, if managed properly, could run very smoothly once what was
required was properly understood. Mr Styles also indicated that the external approval
step provided some additional confidence that the BPO determined had been
thoroughly evaluated and was the most appropriate in the circumstance.

Findings

While we agree with Dr Chiles that technical and practical solutions should be able to
be implemented without the imposition and cost of undue process delays that afford no
additional value, we are not persuaded that a process with no further effective scrutiny
by the council for activities that exceed the limits provided under the designation is
appropriate. Such may be appropriate where the time gap between confirming a
designation and works commencing is relatively short but where a significant time gap
exists and finalising the detailed design is still some time away, we are not so
persuaded.

Whether the resultant documents are called ASCNVMPs or Schedules is not a matter
that we have a particular view upon. We accept that NZTA appears to have a schedule
process and a preference for that term. VWe see no sensible objection to that. However,
we are persuaded that an “approval” step by council (acting in a certification capacity)
is appropriate and it follows that such must also entail the ability to stop proceeding
with a proposed solution that it determines falls outside the parameters of the
designation conditions. In that sense, of course, a certification role is a de facto
approval step but we agree with Dr Chiles that such is necessarily limited by the
conditions within which the particular requirement sits. It is not a carfe blanche.

Accordingly we impose / recommend Dr Chiles’ condition with the rider of a
certification provision in favour of council.

Visual / Landscape

Mr Adrian Morton gave landscape evidence for the Requiring Authorities. Mr Rob
Pryor, an experienced landscape architect, was engaged by the s42A team.

Mr Morton classified the project area of the NoRs (and resource consents) into 4
sectors for the purpose of his analysis, corresponding with the topography, land use
and land cover, as follows:

. Sector 1: Kahikatea Drive to Central Interchange;

% Chiles, Second statement of supplementary evidence, para 29
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. Sector 2: Central Interchange to SH1 Interchange;
. Sector 3: Cobham Drive South; and

. Sector 4: Central Interchange to Southern Interchange.

Mr Morton’s descriptions and analysis are set out in fully in his Landscape Assessment
(Appendix T to the AEE) and companion Urban and Landscape Desigh Framework
(Appendix H to the AEE), and further summarised in his evidence. Visualisations,
concept landscape plans, and an arborist's report on 4 registered trees at 3019
Ohaupo Road were provided.

As Mr Morton’s overall assessment was not the subject of significant challenge the
details in those documents is not repeated here. Suffice to say that his conclusion, that
the greatest degree of landscape and visual change would occur at the 4 interchanges
and the formation of the carriageway south of Cobham Bridge, is accepted. Clearly a
road (and bridges) will modify the landscape and have widespread localised effects in
what is, overall, a relatively flat and open landscape. Furthermore, vegetation loss will
be significant overall but relatively localised in its context (for example at the crossing
point in Mangakotukutuku Gulley). However, as discussed elsewhere in this Hearing
Report, much of the vegetation loss is of comparatively low ecological value.
Nonetheless a significant amount of landscaping is proposed, details of which will be
finalised in consultation through a Landscape Management Plan — a concept plan of
which was prepared for the Hearing.

Mr Morton reviewed the landscape / visual effect submissions and concluded that, pre-
mitigation planting, the following properties would experience a moderate to high visual
effect (though most are, in his opinion, able to be mitigated appropriately):

. Teresa and Russell Porritt, 54 Raynes Road;

. Dan and Kylie Harcourt, 194 Houchens Road,;

. Jeff Myles, 148 Tamahere Drive;

. Erkkila Family Trust, 397 Airport Road;

. Keyte Family Trust, 36 Day Road;

. Martin and Deborah Swann, 157A Tamahere Drive;

. Rosemary Couper, 130B Pencarrow Road;

. Grant Patrick, 77 Middle Road;

. Cairns family Trust, Northview, Ohaupo / Dixon Roads;
. Findlay Family Trust / J A Alderton JV, Houchens Road, [Part];
. Paul Le Miere, 35 Middle Road;

. Shona and Grant Mackintosh, 84 Weston Lea Drive;

. Residents of Narrows and Middle Roads.

Representatives of all of the above named affected persons appeared before us at the
Hearing.

We did not require expert conferencing of the landscape withesses as the two expert
witnesses were substantially in agreement by the end of the Hearing — with the
exception of the issue as to whether an independent review (appointed by agreement
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with the relevant councily of the required Landscape Management Plan was
necessary.

Mr Morton’s opinion was that this was unnecessary as the conditions require the
developer of the plan to be a competent professional and, as with all management
plans, council has a certifying role in the process.

We understood Mr Pryor (and Ms Hunter’s) reason for proposing this review was to
provide added confidence to parties consulted in the development of the Plan.

Findings

We accept that there are landscape solutions to many but not all of the matters raised,
and that the road(s) will “settle” into the landscape over time. For some this may not
achieve completely satisfactory resolution but we find the conditions imposed sufficient
for the purpose.

VWe are not persuaded that an independent review of the landscape plan is necessary.
We note that the condition requires the plan to be prepared by an appropriate
professional and, as with all required management plans, be submitted to council for
certification, with a time period for addressing any matters arising. Furthermore we
note the consultation and other processes proposed which provide a structured
avenue for matters to be raised. We think that sufficient.

Social Effects

Ms Linda Chamberlain, a planning consultant who prepared the social impact
assessment, gave evidence for the Requiring Authorities about the positive and
adverse social effects of the NoRs.

Ms Chamberlain stated® that the SIA conducted was a “high level assessment”, and
described the five categories used (way of life, wellbeing, environment and amenity,
community, and personal and property rights) and her 8-step methodology®. From this
she concluded® as follows:

Beneficial Effects:
. Improved connections to the Waikato Expressway;

. Improved safety and faster access for motorists to the CBD and developing
commercial and industrial areas, for example Titanium Park;

. Reduced congestion and commuter conflict on SH3;

. Infrastructure supporting development and future sources of employment at Te
Rapa and Crawford Street Infand Port, through the provision of a western

connection;
. Improved access to Hamilton Airport and Mystery Creek Events Centre;
. Potential improved amenity around local parks as traffic is taken away from the

reguiar routes and diverted onto the link road. Thus reducing ftraffic around
neighbourhood parks and recreational spaces; and

. Most of the schoois in the region will benefit from improved accessibility as a
consequence of the Project.

& Chamberlain, EiC, para 25
% |bid para 28
# |bid, paras 29 - 30
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Adverse effects:

. Severance of farm land and loss of productive farm land as a resuft of the
alignment, particularly at Narrows and Middle Road;

. Facilitation of a change in character of the surrounding environment from rural to
semi-rural / urban (noting however that in parts of the Project area, ie.
Peacocke, this change has been contemplated for some years);

. Loss of private property, including homes, due to the alignment of the Project.
129 separate properties will be directly affected through land acquisition by the
Crown and HCC (either acquisition of a part of the property or the whole of the

property);
. Uncertainty for properfy owners as a result of the timing of praperty acquisition;
. Localised effects on the amenity of specific properties due fo noise, visual

effects, and perceived and actual severance; and

. Potential effects associated with canstruction of the Project, including naise,
vibration and changes to air quality.

Ms Chamberlain’s overall conclusion™ was that the positive effects outweigh the
adverse social effects, noting that:

While there are localised areas that are impacted by the Project, | consider that the
scale of the potential effects has been reduced early on in the Project by selecting a
corridor that avoided, as far as possible any community facilities, homes and sensitive
ecaological and cultural areas. The scale of adverse effects also needs fo be considered
within the strategic planning context for the Project area as a whole which has been
identified for many years as an area for growth, deveflopment and change.

A number of mitigation measures have been proposed ... which in my opinion, wifl go
as far as practicable to mitigating the adverse social effects of the Project.

We nhote that the initial s42A Report raised issues about the adequacy of the social
impact assessment work undertaken™ and the fact that recommendations for
additional work to be undertaken covered areas that, the authors felt, should have
been undertaken as part and parcel of the NoR assessments and, furthermore, that
many of the mitigation measures recommended had not found their way into the
Requiring Authorities’ proposed designation conditions.

In their Supplementary Section 42A Report, the authors were still not satisfied with the
responses made by Ms Chamberlain in her evidence, noting™ that:

The reasons for requesting this information, explanations and updates was that we
were struggling to identify the facts that should underpin some of the opinions and
conclusions contained in the SiA.

The authors still sought a condition requiring a Social Impact Monitoring Plan - whose
need had been rejected by Ms Chamberlain — now reframed as a Social Impact
Assessment and Mitigation Plan (SIAMP).

Come the Second Supplementary Section 42A Report, and following considerable
planning expert conferencing, agreement had been reached by the planners that an

" Chamberlain, EiC, paras 74 - 76
" 424 report, section 23.5
” supplementary s42A report, page 29

38

Attachments

Page 128



Council

06 December 2017

b Hamilton

6.7

amended series of conditions relating to the proposed Community Liaison Group,
communications, and management plan preparation would render the requirement for
an SIAMP no longer necessary. Accordingly a set of agreed conditions was proposed.

We record that we were of a similar mind as the s42A authors that the social effects
assessment, undertaken at the scale it was, and in light of the submitter
representations made, over-simplified both the concerns raised, and the micro-
structure of the communities of interest and their interactions — factors that we would
have expected a robust social assessment to have addressed. It is trite to observe that
if an assessment is done at a sufficiently high level on a major roading project, the
benefit balance will always outweigh individual and small community dis-benefits.

Furthermore, a number of submitters appeared to provide details of concerns which
did not appear to have been captured but, rather, “explained away” — for example the
dislocation concerns of Middle Road residents which was answered in terms of travel
time calculations rather than social convenience.

Findings

Put simply, we found the social effects assessment to have shortcomings. We accept
the apparent position finally reached by the s42A authors that, going forward, social
process conditions might make up for any deficiencies in analysis. For example, to
respond to the Riverside Golf Club’s concerns by diminishing its recreational value on
the basis that it is a “private club™? is clearly to misunderstand its 79-year history and
just how many people (membership of ¢.1000) in the community actually contribute to
and use that facility and, in turn, its socio-functional place in the wider community™.
Fortunately, we understand, more solution-based discussions were entrained
subsequently.

As discussed earlier, and reflected in statements made by the Requiring Authorities
throughout, the long-term lapse duration of 20 years sought and the estimated 15
years to project construction, seems to have focussed the social effects “minds” of Ms
Chamberlain and Mr Eccles on the over-arching matter of “uncertainty” of timing and,
even, whether the project(s) would ever eventuate. While that was clearly a matter of
concern to those submitters we heard from, the more pressing uncertainty was in
terms of having their issues understood and resolved. By the end of the Hearings we
are confident that their issues were heard. \We can be less confident that they will be
resolved in all cases in the manner sought — in large part because future final designs
and alignments may change some of those effects. In that regard, and reminding
ourselves that we are dealing (in the main) with NoRs, we find that the suite of social
conditions finally proposed provide a strong basis for addressing adverse social effects
even though some of those may not be evident from the analyses thus far undertaken.

Ecology
(a) The Requiring Authorities’ evidence

The Requiring Authorities called evidence from Mr John Turner regarding ecological
matters. His evidence stated as follows:™

® Chamberlain, EiC, para 43
" Gill, PowerPoint presentation, 25 July 2014
" Evidence of Mr J Turner — paras 10, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 23 & 24
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10.1

10.2

70.3

10.4

14

15

16

i7

The Praoject area encompasses a landscape that has been highly modified by
human activity. However, there are a number of ecological features that support
significant ecological value. These can be summarised as:

The Waikato River and riparian corridor;
Various gullies with their associated riparian corridors;

Remnant stands of indigenous vegetation, including relatively isolated stands of
kahikatea and native bush remnants associated with the Waikato River corridor
and the gullies; and

Various lakes and ponds.

While efforts have been made fo minimise adverse effects of the Project through
the design of the footprint, there will still be adverse ecological effects of the
Project including small losses of significant indigenous vegetation, notably from
the riparian margin of the Waikato River and losses and fragmentation of
significant habitat of indigenous fauna, notably from the margins of the Waikato
River and the gullies crossed by the Project footprint.

Most of the areas of vegetation impacted by the Project footprint, including areas
within the gullies, consists of few native plants and is highly modified from its
original state, which for the most part would have been forest. However, despite
the highly madified nature of most of the vegetation along the Waikato River
corridor and the gullies within the Project area, these corridors, along with some
of the larger stands of nafive and exofic mature trees present in the wider
fandscape, provide important habitat for long-tailed bats, a nationally threatened
species. In addition, these habitals also provide habitat for avifauna, reptiles and
invertebrates. These are mainly common non-threatened species. However in
combination with the value for bats and fish, the Waikato River and gullies are
important ecological features within this landscape.

The Project will resuit in the loss of habitat from the riparian margins of the River
and from the gullies. It will also result in fragmentation of habitat that is likely to
have significant adverse effects on long-tailed bats.

The loss of habitat from the gullies and riparian margins of the River have been
quantified and it is proposed that these are replaced at a ratio of 1:1. This ratio
recognises the fact that most of the vegetation lost is non-native and of relatively
fow ecological value. It is proposed that areas of guily and riparian margin of the
River be restored back to a vegetation type that is much closer to the original and
which will have much higher ecological value than that lost. Importantly, the
proposed conditions for the HCC designation in the Peacocke Structure Plan,
which will have the greatest ecological impact, provide far the early development
of an Ecological Management and Monitoring Plan (EMMP) in consultation with
key stakeholders. The EMMP condition includes a requirement fo identify areas
for advanced restoration. This advanced restoration will go a long way towards
mitigating the effects of the Project before they occur and help to reduce the
usual time lag between development and time when mitigation becomes
effective.
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The effects of the Project on long-tailed bats are much more difficult to quantify
and predict. Up until now little research has been undertaken of the effects of
roads on long-tailed bats. The effects of roads on this species is poorly
understood. As a consequence, until such research is undertaken, predictions
of effects have to be extrapolated from the incomplete knowledge that exists
concerning long-tailed bat behaviour and also bat/road studies that have been
undertaken on other species averseas, noting that individual species of bats
can react to roads in different ways. While observations of long-tailed bats close
to existing roads to the south of Hamilton suggest a degree of folerance fo
disturbances associated with roads (light noise and vehicle movements), the
potential for significant adverse effects remains. With uncertainties concerning
the nature and significance of effects of roads on bats, it follows that the
methods of avoidance, remediation, mitigation and offset recommended carry
with them significant uncertainty in terms of their necessity, suitability and likely
effectiveness.

Avoidance of known ar likely bat habitat was a key consideration during the
design of the Project footprint, particularly in the Peacocke Structure Plan Area,
and many of the larger stands of mature trees which constitute bat habitat were
successfully avoided. However, the crossings of the Waikafo River and the
gullies were inevitable and not all key bat habitat could be avoided. There are
therefore likely fo be significant adverse effects on bats as a result of habitat
foss and fragmentation, particularly in the Peacocke Structure Plan Area where
construction of the Project will be followed by urban development.

HCC's proposed EMMP condition requires detailed plans to be developed to
minimise and mitigate the effects of the Project on long-tailed bats, inciuding
undertaking further baseline surveys. The EMMP condition specifies, but is not
fimited to, the inclusion of the following measures:

Standards for tree roost identification and removal in advance of construction;

Provisions for alternative roost sites including exotic and indigenous trees and
artificial roosfts;

Measures to minimise habifat fragmentation e.g through use of bridges and
baffled lighting;

Establishment of buffer zones and hop-overs to direct flight paths over the roads;
and

Details of meastires fo minimise disturbance fo roosting bats during construction.

The Transport Agency is also proposing a designation condition requiring the
development and implementation of an Ecological Management and Restoration
Plan (ERMP) to avoid, remedy and mitigate adverse effects on long-tailed bats
and address matters of indigenous vegetation and habitat loss. The Transport
Agency condition does not require the advance mitigation/habitat restoration
required by the HCC condition. This reflects the fact that vegetation and habitat
fosses associated with the Transport Agency’s designation are much less
extensive and significant than those associated with the HCC designation. The
Transport Agency designation alsa has significantly less impact on critical bat
habitat. Importantly construction of those parts of the Project which are the
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respansibility of the Transport Agency will occur in predominantly rural areas
which will not be accompanied by the scale of urban development expected to
occur in HCC's Peacocke area.

24 Qverall, apart from the uncertainties concerning effects on longtailed bats and the
effectiveness of mitigation, | anticipate that ecological effects of the Project will be
adequately avoided, remedied or mitigated and that proposed conditions provide
an opportunity to enhance and create habitats that will be significantly higher
qualify than most of those lost to the Project footprint. [Our emphasis]

Immediately prior to the closing of the Requiring Authorities’ case, Mr Turner presented
a second supplementary statement of evidence. In that statement, he stated:’

9 For the reasons aiready stated in my EIC and first Supplementary Statement of
Evidence®, | disagree with the Reporting Team’s proposal to impose the same
ecological conditions on both the Transport Agency designations and the HCC
designation.

10  With respect to the ecological conditions relating to the HCC designation, while |
agree in principle with many of the comments made in Mr Kessels’ evitlence, |
have concerns about how this has been translated into recommended conditions
by Mr Kessels.

11 The key matters | have addressed in this supplementary evidence relate to:

11.1 Habitat restoration areas - where | have accepted in part Mr Kessels’ approach
to the calculation of areas to be restored ie. that a 3:1 ratio be adopted for high
value habitat (indigenous forest, wetland seeps and springs) but that pasture,
weed communities and ornamental planting be excluded from calculation;

11.2 Animal pest control — where | have reaffirmed my previous support for targeted
animal pest control, but not for a minimum area over which animal pest control
must be applied; and

11.3 Bat monitoring — where | agree in principle with the need for monitoring the
effects of roads on bats. However, | am concerned that one of the objectives as
praposed by Mr Kessels places an unreasanable and disproportionate burden on
the Requiring Authorities to address matters that are not the result of the Project
(baseline decline) and to achieve outcomes which may prove elusive and very
open ended.

Regarding compensation “multipliers” he stated”’

20 | agree in principle that, in some instances, a higher than 1:1 ratio is
appropriate. In the case of this Project, because the area meriting a
higher ratio was a very small proportion of the total (in my opinion
fimited to regenerating native forest), | did not use this approach.
Instead | chose fo apply a 1:1 ratio across all habitats impacted by the
Project footprint within the gullies, the margins of the Waikato River and
stands of mature trees.

" Second supplementary evidence of Mr J Turner
“ second supplementary evidence of Mr J Turner
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21 The approach | used was conservative because it included, in some instances,
areas of pasture and weed communities within gullies of low ecological value. |
took the view that the inclusion of these areas would provide a counter balance to
not providing a higher ratio for higher value vegetation and habitat | note that Mr
Kessels, and also Dr Baber, have discounted these fow ecolfogical value
vegetation types from their calculations. However | am still of the opinion that the
wetfands impacted by this Project do not merit a 3:1 compensation ratio given
their highly modified condition.

22 Notwithstanding, the resuit of applying Mr Kessels’ method leads to a total
resforation figure not dissimilar to my own ftotal which is stated in the Requiring
Authorities’ conditions (19.5ha using my approach and 20.3ha using Mr Kessels’
approach). | am therefore happy to accept the use of a higher multiplier for
wetlands and native forest, while excluding pasture, weed communities and
ornamental planting. However, | consider that exotic forest replacement within the
affected Significant Natural Areas ('SNAs’) should be at a 1:1 ratio as the habitat
value of the impacted vegetation is simifar to the exotic forest located outside
SNAs.

We discuss this matter and the other matters raised by Mr Turner below when we
summarise our findings.

(b) Submissions / Submitter evidence

Submissions on ecological matters were made by 12 parties. 5 of these submissions
related to site specific issues™, while 7 related to the proposal as a whole.”™ We also
note that although the submission of Mr and Mrs Bevan focussed on drainage-related
effects, a key element of that related to the effects of drainage changes on the
ecological values of their property, particularly those areas that they have rehabilitated
over many years. In a similar vein, Mr Tony Keyte highlighted the rehabilitation works
that his family had undertaken on their property and expressed the opinion that
ecological mitigation works associated with Southern Links should be integrated with
those works %

Because these various submissions touch on common themes we address the
submissions thematically, rather than individually.

Ms Kirsty Graveling presented evidence on behalf of the Waikato Regional Council.
That evidence addressed a number of ecological matters, but because her evidence
was largely concerned with planning matters (particularly the Proposed Waikato
Regional Policy Statement) and conditions we address those matters later in this
document when we deal with those specific matters.

Evidence on behalf of the Mangakotukutuku Stream Care Group ("MSCG”) was
presented by Mr Grant Blackie and Dr Kevin Collier. VWe see both of these witnesses
as being subject to the comments we made in Section 5.4 of this Hearings Report. Ve
have weighed it accordingly.

Mr Blackie explained the importance of implementing ecological mitigation works as
early as possible, given the timeframes for such works to become established.®’ He

™ Kirker, Myles, Drury, Sharpe, Healy and Keyte Family Trust
” Waikato Regional Council, Spencer and Jovicic, Mangakotukutuku Stream Care Group, Department of Conservation, James

and Harrison
% Keyte EIiC — Section 11
# Blackie EIC — Section 4
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also provided® the locations of land owned by HCC in the Peacocke Area that was
identified as being suitable for rehabilitation activities, and the MSCG's current
initiatives and proposals in that regard®.

The key points stressed by Mr Blackie, were as follows®:

A lack of information as to the effects of the proposal.
Failure to satisfy the requirements of various statutory planning documents.
A lack of detail as to proposed mitigation and monitoring measures.

Because the necessary resource consents had not been sought at this juncture,
an integrated assessment of effects was not available.

These deficiencies were such that he considered that the NORs should not be
confirmed, but if they were then conditions needed to be improved.

Dr Kevin Collier's evidence set out the values of the Mangakotukutuku Stream and the
effects of the proposal and how they are to be mitigated. He summarised the situation,
as follows®, noting verbally that he endorsed the evidence of the Department of
Conservation (which we address later in this section):

4.1

4.2

4.3

44

The Mangakotukutuku Stream provides important habitat for freshwater fish and
the Peacockes Branch supports sensitive invertebrate communities. In addition,
we note the important rofes that seepages and wetlands provide for invertebrate
biodiversity, and that springs play in providing stable thermal refuges for aquatic
fife during summer. These values are significant within the context of Hamilton
City and the surrounding area, and the presence of threatened species triggers
praposed criteria for determining significant indigenous biodiversity in the
Waikato Region draft Regional Policy Statement.

The Mangakotukutuku Stream Care Grotp is concerned about (i) loss of stream
habitat due to culverting, (i) loss of vegetation, both native and introduced,
alongside streams, (iii) loss of wetland areas which may include seepages and
springs, and (iv) effects of stormwater and proposed on-line stormwater treatment
systems.

While some of these effects can be mitigated as indicated in paragraphs 3.3 and
3.4 of my evidence, lack of information about the values of wetland habitats
under threat, including springs and seepages, precludes assessment for
mitigation or whether effects should be avoided. The Mangakotukutuku Stream
Care Group is concerned that designating the route and stormwater pond
focations now in the absence of this information will preclude future aptions for
avoidance should this be appropriate.

The Mangakotukutuku Stream Care Group considers the same principles for
stormwater treatment in the Peacockes catchment for urban development should
also be applied to roading developments, in keeping with Low Impact or Water

™ |hid — Appendix 1

% Mangakotukutuku Stream Project C Restoration Plan - May 2014 — Prepared for MSCG by Tonkin and Taylor
* Blackie EiC - Section3

% Collier EiC — Section 4
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4.5

Sensitive Design in the Peacocke Structure Plan, as noted in 18.6 d of the
Section 42 report.

in our submission we proposed that a Mangakotukutuku Stream and Gully
Restoration strategy be drawn up which identifies priority areas and locations for
specific types of restoration activities. We note from the Section 42 report that
this was considered “a useful approach and should be prepared’. The siream
care group is willing to assist with the development of this strategy fo provide a
co-ordinated plan for restoration and mitigation activities in the catchment. Qur
group has already commissioned several restoration plans for specific areas,
some of which have been implemenfed and some of which remain to be
implemented but are available for consideration.

Mr Dean van Mierlo presented legal submissions on behalf of the Director-General of
Conservation (*DoC”). In respect of the technical evidence adduced by DoC, he
stated, as follows:

14.

15.

6.

68.

69.

70.

The Director-General’s averall position in relation fo the designations sought for
the Southern Links Projects is that appropriate conditions can be developed and
implemented to enable the Project fo proceed while adequately addressing the
overall impact of the project on the environment, including the protection of
significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna.

Having said that however, it is considered that the conditions proffered by
NZTA in particufar, fall short of what can, and should be expected, given the
potential magnitude of effects of the Project on matters identified in the Act as
being of national importance.

I these circumstances, in the absence of improved conditions being proffered or
imposed, it is submitted that assessment of the NOR's against the relevant
statutory considerations leads to the conclusion that it should be recommended to
the requiring authorities that the notices of requirement be withdrawn.

It is submitted that improvements fo conditions are necessary, so as to ensure
the NOR's sought reflect the requirements of the Act, and constitute sustainable
management.

While there are acknowledged positive land transport effects of the road
proposal, that does not obviate the need for robust conditions to address adverse
ecological effects, in particular in relation to the Hamilfon long tailed bat
population.

The propased designation alignment passes through significant long tailed bat
habitat, the protection of which is a matter of national imporiance under s6(c) of the
Act.

In order to avoid, remedy and mitigate the adverse ecological effects of the
Project, and to safeguard the life supporting capacity of the ecosystems
affected, revised condifions are required. In particular conditions prohibiting the
felling of occupied roost trees, encouraging the relocation of recently occupied
communal roost trees, and requiring restoration planting (using multipliers) and
predator control to address adverse effects, including cumulative and potential
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effects are necessary such that the Project will truly constitute sustainable
management.

71. Such conditions can be recommended. If they are not, it is submitted that the
requiring authorities should be recommended to withdraw the NORs for the reason
that they do not;

- Avoid remedy or mitigate the adverse ecological effects, or
- Safeguard the life supporting capacity of ecosystems, or

- Recognise and provide for the protection of significant habitat of
indigenous fauna,

And accordingly, do not accord with Part 2 of the Act, or constitute sustainable
management.

In response to questions from us, Mr van Mierlo acknowledged that there was a degree
of subjectivity when considering the quantum of ecological mitigation required and that
this inevitably involved decision-makers having to make value judgements. In that
regard, he submitted that the experience and qualifications of the expert witnesses
needed to be considered when weighing evidence, and pointed to the calibre of the
DoC withesses accordingly.

Dr Matthew Baber addressed ecological issues on behalf of DoC, other than in respect
of long tailed-bats, which were addressed by Dr Colin O’Donnell (whose evidence we
discuss later in this section). His primary evidence concluded as follows:®

10.1 Commendably, in the response fo comments from Council's Section 42 report,
the Applicants have made a number of significant improvements to the original
NOR ecological assessment, in terms of the information provided (Appendix L of
the Southern Links AEE). That said, | consider it uniikely that the adverse
ecological effects resuiting from these Projects will be adequately addressed
based on the proposed 1.1 mitigation / compensation multiplier that has been
proposed due to:

. The failure to account for indirect adverse effects on terrestrial and wetland
non-aquatic ecology values;

. The absence of a contextual assessment of the significance of habitat loss
in regards fo local, regional or national rarity or threat status; and

. The inappropriate use of a one-size-fits-all multiplier and the near absence
of information to explain and justify how adverse effects for each habitat
type or species will be adequately addressed.

10.2 To adequately demonsirate that adverse residual effects are addressed |
recommend the Applicants provide multipliers for each of the habitat types that
will be affected and base these on the criteria provided in Section 7 above.

% Baber EiC — Section 10
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Freshwater ecology

10.3 Adverse effects on freshwater ecology have not been provided for in the
proposed designation consent conditions in regard to the proposed mitigation/
compensation multipliers (Appendix A).

Dr Baber's primary statement stopped short of proposing specific “multipliers” to be
applied to ecological mitigation/compensation. However, in his supplementary
statement, he had done so and produced a table in which multipliers for specific habitat
types was included.®” That table included a breakdown of the various factors he used
to derive the multipliers, but for our purposes, it suffices to list the final multipliers,
which he proposed, as follows:

Habitat Type Proposed
Compensation
Multiplier

Native Forest 10

Exotic Forest 4

Gully Wetland 4

Restoration planting

Native regeneration °

Stream habitat >

Ephemeral wetland Z

Artificial pond

Dr Colin O'Donnell’s evidence for DoC addressed long-tailed bats. He explained®®

that:

. The species is threatened.

. The presence of a population and habitats within the Southern Links area is
significant in terms of section 6(c) of the RMA and triggers significance criteria in
the operative and proposed Waikato Regional Policy Statements.

. Long-tailed bats are “absolutely protected wildlife” under the Wildlife Act 1953.

. The Hamilton population is distinctive, nationally important and restricted to the
southern extremes of Hamilton’ City.

% supplementary evidence of Dr M Baber — Table 1
# O'Donnell EiC — Section 3
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There is a lack of background research to identify significant bat sites and hence
the effects assessments are uncertain.

The Requiring Authorities’ assessments has underestimated the potential impact
on bats.

The adverse effects on bats are likely to be major and largely irreversible, and of
a much larger scale than for other sections of the Waikato Expressway.

The effects of Southern Links are cumulative with those for other roading
projects.

If bat roost trees are removed will result in as net loss of habitat and the proposal
to provide artificial bat roosts has not been successful elsewhere. The proposal
to replace feeding habitat by replanting is unlikely to provide viable alternative
habitat for more than 50 years.

The only way to resolve potential impacts is to remove the significant uncertainty
through identification and protection of bat roosts.

In his supplementary evidence Dr O'Donnell responded to matters raised by the
applicant and the s42A Report writers, particularly Mr Kessels. He summarised the
situation as follows:*

1.

The area affected by this section of the proposed Hamilton Expressway is very
significant and nationally important for long-tailed bats (my EIC section 6). The
Sotuithern links Project area appears to traverse the core of the Hamilton long-
tailed bat habitat area, with bats occurring through most parts of the
Mangakotukutuku gully system-as indicated by Mr Turner's Figure 9 (Annexure
TEIC) and Appendix F Addendum fo Ecology Technical Specialist Report, Kessels
Ecology (Supplementary s42A Report)

Overall, because of the uncertainties noted in my EIC and that of Mr Turner,
and even given strengthening of conditions as | have suggested, there may be
important residual adverse effects on the long-tailed bat population and fdo not
consider that it possible to say with any confidence that proposed actions along
the Southern Links routes would achieve "na net loss ... of biodiversity™; as is the
aim of conditions proposed by Mr Eccles (his rebuttal Annexure A, Condition
12.2) or that the effects will be "adequately avoided, remedied, or mitigated"
(Mr Turner para 17 in rebuttal). In fact Mr Turner clearly states that the likely
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures "is not known" (para 72 his
rebuftall and "there is uncertainty in terms of effects and also effectiveness of
mitigation" (para 85 his rebuttal).

After reading Mr Turner's rebuttal Istill contend that:

a. More could be done to reduce uncertainty about the precise impacts of
the proposed expressway on long-tailed bats (by better identification of
bat habitats and applying the revised conditions and tree felling protocols |
discuss in this supplementary evidence).

¥ O’'Dennell Supp Ev— Summary section
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b. Stilf more can be done, and relatively easily, to identify and avoid long-
tailed bat habitats once identified (by small adjustments to the road
footprint within the designation alignment or route realignments);

c. Although it is sensible fo assume that some of the habitat restoration will
eventually create new feeding habitats, there is no guarantee that this will
happen in relation to the critical roosting habitats.

d It is uniikely that proposed mitigation will recreate roosting habitat unless
done at a significantly greater compensatory scale (>100:1ratio for roost
trees) because only a tiny proportion of trees have a chance of developing
info bat roosts.

e. Proposed mitigation still does not address where the bats will go in the
fong lag between tree felling and the development of new habitat

f Proposed mitigation does not deal with maternity roosts that may be
vacant at the time of proposed felling- these are just as critical to
sustaining bat popuiations.

g The cumulative effects of additional sections of the Hamilfon expressway
being developed are not being addressed.

49. The effect of all the uncertainty about impacts and the usefulness of proposed
mitigation come down to a critical issue. If breeding roosts are located on the
praposed route and felled during canstruction then all or a high proportion of
bats in Hamifton could be affected either directly or indirectly becatise all or a
high proportion of breeding bats may lose critical shelters and breeding sites
resulting in reductions in survival and breecding ability. It will not matter if
there are still foraging sites or other roosts outside the expressway footprint
if this happens.

(c) S42A Report

The reports prepared by the Territorial Authorities and WRC are both relevant and we
address each in turn.

The WRC s42A Report was written by Mr Brian Richmond. He concluded that that
ecological effects (that were within that Council’s jurisdiction) were able to be
addressed by conditions. We agree, noting, as Mr Richmond did, that further consents
would be required from the WRC before construction works could commence.

Mr Gerry Kessels was the ecologist advising the Territorial Authorities’ s42A Report
authors. At the time he wrote his initial report (to inform the initial s42A Report), Mr
Kessels concluded, as follows:*°

My conciusions of the section 92 further information request still largely stands after my
review of this nofified version of the EAR and AEE pertaining to the project That is:

“In summary, even though | acknowledge that the vast majority of the proposed NoR
traverses a landscape devoid of any significant ecological value, | do not consider that
the EAR provides sufficient information or analysis fo allow me to understand the scale
and intensity of pofential ecological effects on those features that are left. it does not
support the assessments and recommendations with sufficient scientific evidence by
the way of literature review, site specific surveys and associated robust analysis of data
to allow for an accurate assessment of ecological effects, nor provide suitably detailed
and specific mitigation and monitoring meastres.”

“ Section 42A Report — Appendix F prepared by Gerry Kessels
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The ‘bones’ of an assessment of ecological effects and workable set of consent
conditions relating fo ecology are contained in the information supplied in the EAR and
AEE, but further detailed information and consultation with the key submitters is
required before | am in a position to be able to provide further substantive advice
concerning the extent and magnitude of the ecological effects of the Project and the
efficacy of the proposed consent conditions in the NOR.

By the time the s42A Report writers were due to report to the Reconvened Hearing, Mr
Kessels had considerably more information available to him, noting that substantive
discussions between him and Mr Turner had not been possible previously due to Mr
Turner’s ill-health.

Mr Kessels raised a number of matters when he summarised his final evaluation of the
proposal based on all the information provided. Of particular importance were the
following:

. His opinion that the use of compensation multipliers was the crudest and most
rudimentary approach to determining mitigation quantum® but, absent more
detailed ecological knowledge, are a commonly used default option.®

. The Business Biodiversity Offset Programme (BBOP) draws upon a considerable
amount of literature and research to discuss the application of multipliers.®

. Despite various limitations, multipliers are entirely appropriate in this case.*

. Rather than planting a very large area of land (i.e. using a very large multiplier)
and hoping for the best, a varied portfolic of offsets is desirable, and for
monitoring to be undertaken.®

In respect of the multipliers he considered appropriate, he recommended the
following:®®

a. A 3:1 compensation multiplier for a wetland/native forest replanting programme,
equating to 8.25 ha in total, to account for the loss of significant wetland habitat
(1.1 ha + 1.4 ha — see paragraph 15 above) and indigenous forest (0.25 ha — see
column 1 of Table 1 of Dr Baber’'s supplementary evidence), on the provision
that this works is applied to both the Transport Agency and HCC sections of the
NORs which starts at least several years before construction begins, and that the
area replanted is legally protected in perpetuity;

b. A 1:1 replanting programme equating to 12.05 ha (14.8 ha — 2.75 ha) to account
for the loss of other gully vegetation, on the provision that this works is applied to
both the Transport Agency and HCC sections of the NORs, which starts several
years before construction begins, and that the area replanted is legally protected
in perpetuity;

c. A 5:1 compensation multiplier for a targeted animal pest control programme to
compensate for the removal of 14.8 ha of long-tailed bat habitat, equating fo

" Evidence of Mr G Kessels — para 16
2 |bid — para 17

% |bid - para 18

* |bid - para 22

% |bid - paras 23 and 24

% |bid para 26
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targeted animal pest control over at least 74 ha of Hamilton gully habitat for a
period of 20 years; ...

In overall summary, Mr Kessels concluded:®

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

All of the ecological experts have acknowledged that the effects will be significant
and require a number of substantive measures fo minimise these adverse
ecological effects. Despite the scale of ecological effects associated with the
Project | am largely satisfied that the recommended designation conditions wilf
allow for the design and implementation of a range of reasonably well proven
avoidance, remediation and mitigation measures to address any adverse effects
relating fo aquatic biotfa, indigenous vegetation and a range of terrestrial
indigenous fauna, such as birds and lizards. | acknowledge that resource
consents required by the Regional Council will further ensure that effects on
aquatic ecology are adequately addressed. | also endorse the approach offered
by the Requiring Authorities to commence gully revegetation well in advance of
the works occurring, which will allow for notable ‘runs on the board’ before the
praject starts to cause a biodiversity ‘deficient’ during the construction phase.

Conceming long-tailed bats, the Ecological Assessment (Appendix L of the AEE,
page 2), states that: “the measures proposed fo avoid, remedy or mitigation
effects carry with them significant uncertainty in terms of their necessity,
suitabilify and flikely effectiveness. Therefore, the ability of the Project fo avoid,
remedy and mitigate adverse effects on this species [long-tailed bats] is similarly
uncertain, as is the Projects ability to achieve “na net loss” as required by the
Proposed National Policy statement on Biodiversity and NZTA's own
Environmental Plan objectives.”

These concerns have been reinforced by the evidence of Dr Q' Donnell, who is
one of New Zealand's leading experfs on these animals and their habitat
requirements. Nonetheless, | provided evidence at the hearing for the East West
Link Road (as part of the Hamilton Bypass project), that bats appear to be able to
cross roads and are adaptable to human induced changes in the landscape (refer
in particular to Annexure 2 of my Evidence in Chief for that project: “Assessment
of Ecolagical Effects on Long-tailed Bats — Survey of Tauwhare Road” dated April
2014).

While fully acknowliedging the scientific uncertainty around bats, their habitat
requirements, how roads will affect them and the effectiveness of avoidance,
remediation and mitigation measures, | am satisfied that the set of conditions
recommended pertaining to this species reflects the best possible approach at
this point in time. However, they need to be viewed as an integrated package
rather than in isofation of each other for their full benefit to be realised.

! have experience in applying the pre tree felling protocols and consider they are
effective in avoiding direct mortality of bats and isolating potential occupied roost
trees; and | have some evidence for the Tauwhare Road study and subsequent
work on Cobham Drive, as well as a review of overseas literature, that long-tailed
bats will cross busy roads on a regular basis and that vegetated ‘hop-avers’ and
fighting design will reduce the risk of vehicle mortality and fragmentation effects.
However, these measures in themselves, while partly avoiding and remedying
some of the effects on bats, do nof avoid, remedy or mitigate for all of the
adverse effects on bats associated with roads.

“ |bid paras 35 - 41
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40. Therefore, | do not consider that merely invoking a set of avoidance measures
during construction and then planting vast areas of gully habitat is the sole
solution to addressing potential adverse effects on bats and their habitats. The
approach of the recommended conditions is to switch part of the gully
revegetation focus to targeted animal pest control, thereby offsetting the effects
on bats caused by loss of roost trees and fragmentation, as well offset for
possible mortality due to tree felling and vehicle strike. The animal pest control
wiill also likely benefit a host of other indigenous fauna groups, stich as birds and
fizards, as well as aid the natural regeneration of native plants by reducing fruit,
seed and foliage browsing.

41. Also critical to the success of the conditions recommended is ensuring that long-
term monitoring and conservation management research is undertaken, which
then can be directly applied to developing and refining mitigation measures.
Given the time lapse period before construction is likely to commence, this
praject presents an opportunity to ensure that proper studies into the effects of
roads are undertaken and that this research can be applied in terms of
understanding what measures are required to avoid, remedy or mitigate these
effects and how, when and where best to apply them (such as research of the
efficacy of the habitat enhancement techniques shown in Attachment 2).

In answer to our questions, Mr Kessels acknowledged that the BBOP approach had
attracted some criticism, as it was not developed under an RMA framework that
requires adverse effects to be “avoided, remedied, or mitigated”. He also accepted that
there was an inherent degree of subjectivity involved in selecting multipliers and
considerable judgement was required.

Also, in answer to our questions, he agreed that ecological mitigation need not be
undertaken in the district in which any particular effect occurred, but rather the
mitigation of the effects of the Southern Links project should be undertaken in the
locations that are most ecologically appropriate, irrespective of which district they are
located in.

(d) Findings

Overall, we are satisfied that the ecological effects of the proposal can be
appropriately managed by the imposition of conditions.

First and foremost, we acknowledge the uncertainties surrounding the effects on long-
tailed bats, and how such effects might best be managed. In that regard, we have
reached the conclusion that the protection of this species requires a multi-agency,
whole of region approach. While NZTA and HCC have an important role to play in that
regard, they are but a part of a much wider whole. We acknowledge the commitment
by NZTA and HCC to participate in such a “whole of region” approach, and the
inclusion of an advice note to that effect in the NOR conditions they have proposed.
Whilst not enforceable, this is a very public sighal of the commitment to participate in
that process, and one which we anticipate being followed through. We applaud that.

For the reasons explained by Mr Kessels, we are not convinced that Dr Baber’s use of

large multipliers (relative to those proposed by the other ecologists) is appropriate,
being mindful that the RMA is not a “no effects statute” and that all effects need to be

52

Attachments

Page 142



Council

06 December 2017

b Hamilton

6.8

addressed by way of mitigation, offset or compensation®. We acknowledge Dr
O’Donnell's expertise regarding bats, and his expertise has been helpful in framing
certain monitoring conditions. However, it is a wider judgement, framed in RMA terms,
that dictates the level to which uncertainties and risk need to be managed. In that
regard, the following statement from Dr O’'Donnell is telling:

Overall, because of the uncertainties noted in my EIC and that of Mr Turner, and
even given strengthening of conditions as | have suggested, there may be important
residual adverse effects on the long-tailed bat population and I do not consider that it
[is] possible to say with any confidence that proposed actions along the Southern
Links routes would achieve "no net loss.....of biodiversity ...."*°

We do not accept the proposition that the “no net effects” is an RMA bottom line — it is
not. In respect of mitigation we prefer the approach of Mr Kessels and Mr Turner.

We consider that the overall approach to ecological mitigation should follow the
rationale explained by Mr Kessels, but on balance, consider the multipliers
recommended by Mr Turner to be sufficient and appropriate. They are aimed at
achieving “no net loss of biodiversity”, but, properly in our assessment, do not require
that the risks of not achieving this be fully internalised by a project proponent,
particularly where these effects involve actions and activities clearly beyond the field of
influence of the subject project.

We were surprised and impressed with the number of people who, entirely on their
own initiative, have been undertaking ecological enhancements on their own
properties. Understandably, they are now concerned about the effects of Southern
Links on those enhancements and the incentives to continue with them. Some
examples are the initiatives being planned by the MSCG and the initiatives undertaken
by the Keytes, James, Shaws and Bevans. Ve think it important the ecological
mitigation undertaken for Southern Links appropriately recognises the existence of
those enhancements and attempts to integrate with them.

We consider that this is an important matter to record in conditions, noting that we
have made several changes to conditions in this regard — firstly to ensure consistency
between the two Requiring Authorities and secondly to make it more explicit that to
achieve the best overall outcome ecological effects should be addressed across the
whole Southern Links project, rather than on an NoR by NoR basis.

Stormwater & Drainage
(a) The Requiring Authorities’ evidence

Mr Christopher Hardy presented evidence for the applicant on stormwater
management, drainage design and flooding for the Requiring Authorities. He stated'®
that

g The Project is mainly located in undeveloped rural land so the effect on existing
built stormwater infrastructure is minor. More than 90% of the Project designation
is within rural or undeveloped land. The Project will discharge stormwater from
the road info natural waterways Including the Waitawhiriwhiri Stream,
Mangakotukutuku Stream, Mangaonua Stream and the Waikato River. The three

% Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand Inc v Buller District Council (No 2) [2013] NZHC 1346, [2013]
NZRMA 293 - para 52

* O'Donnell Supp Ev — Summary section — para 2

" Hardy EiC— paras 9 - 15
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i1

i2

13

14

15

streams discharge to the Waikato River. The Project also crosses several rural
drainage areas administered by Waipa District Council.

The effect on the natural environment from stormwater discharges will be
managed through water qualify and quantity control prior fo discharge.

Water quality and quantity effects will be mitigated by designing stormwater
infrastructure to comply with best practice, local and regional council
requirements and the needs of the Transport Agency and HCC. The final detaif
and approach to stormwater treatment will be subject to detailed design and a
resource consent process.

The relevant design guidelines of HCC, the Transport Agency, KiwiRail and the
Waikato Regional Council (WRC) have been considered in developing the
conceptual fayout of the drainage system. The design standards have been
applied fo a degree suitable to determine location and size for designation
purposes. Comprehensive design requirements have been set out for use in
future design with flexibility to change to meet new requirements at the time of
the design.

Detailed design at a later stage will enable the Project to comply with alf relevant
design guidelines, integrated catchment management plans and best practice at
the time. | believe this is appropriate given the expected construction start date in
approximately 15 years time.

ft is nof practical to design all aspects of the drainage system in detail at this time.
Detailed design at a later date will provide maximum benefit in ferms of
integration and the use of contemporary solutions. | am confident that the extent
of the designation for the purpose of stormwater treatment and control has been
adequately defined based on current information.

The detailed design stage will seek toa identify potential effects and the proposed
solutions to address them. This will be carried out as part of a WRC stormwater
discharge consent process during which affected parties will be consulted and
the proposed stormwater design will be technically reviewed and approved.

(b) Submissions / Submitter evidence

A number of submitters expressed concerns about stormwater management'®'. While
the individual submissions and related evidence focussed on particular geographical
areas, a number of common themes emerged, including:

The size and locations of individual stormwater detention ponds.

Whether the land being designated was large enough to adequately manage
stormwater flows.

The design criteria for the proposed stormwater infrastructure and a lack of detail
as to what is being proposed.

™" Waikato Regional Airport Ltd, Tsai, Tseng & Chao, Todd, Adare Company Limited, Cairns Family Trust, Harcourt, Sharpe,
Sharpe Estate, Healy, KiwiRail, Findlay Family Trust and Findlay Family Trust & JA Alderton Trust Joint VVenture, Bevan,
Dawson, Griffin, Hammond, Lucas, Middle Road and Narrows Road Focus Group, Penn Patterson Partnership, Zha & Yan.
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s Effects of altered drainage patterns on water tables.

o Effects on existing drainage patterns and the potential to exacerbate existing
drainage/flooding problems.

¢ How drainage from Southern Links will affect drainage associated with land
development and vice versa.

e The effects of modified drainage on ecological values, particularly those having
high values whether natural or enhanced.

* The effects of the discharge of contaminants on waterways.

The individual submitters provided us with a large amount of “local knowledge”
regarding their own individual situations, which we found to be of considerable
assistance.

We make two fundamental points regarding these matters.

The first is that water related issues will need to be the subject of future resource
consent applications to WRC. Those applications are proposed to be made at the time
the design of the project is being undertaken — likely to be some considerable time in
the future. As such, that is the time at which the efficacy of what was being proposed
would be assessed, and consents would only be able to be granted if those effects
were considered to be acceptable. Also, if at that time it was found that, for example,
insufficient land had been designated to adequately manage stormwater flows, that is
a matter that the Requiring Authorities would have to address if it wanted to implement
Southern Links.

The second issue relates to how, and the extent to which, these water related matters
are addressed now, as part of the current process. That is a matter of conditions, and
it suffices to say that we consider the conditions proposed by Mr Richmond relating to
the bridge-related resource consents and Mr Eccles in respect of the NoRs to be
appropriate and sufficient in this regard.

(c) S 42A Report

At the time of writing the s42A Report, the authors concluded that there was limited
information in the NoR AEE, and no information in the proposed conditions proffered
by the Requiring Authorities, directly related to the management of flooding and
drainage effects. '

By the time of the Reconvened Hearing, further technical discussions between the
Requiring Authorities and the s42A Report authors had occurred to the point that by
the time Ms Hunter addressed us at the Reconvened Hearing,103 she was able to
confirm that agreement had been reached between Mr Hardy and Mr Leahy (the
contributor to the s42A Report on drainage and stormwater matters) as to the
conditions that should be attached to the NORs.

"2 Section 42A Report — Section 18.6
%3 Second Supplementary Section 42A Report
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6.9

(d) Findings

For all the reasons set out above, we are satisfied that these water-related aspects are
able to be dealt with by way of conditions on the individual NORs, to the extent that
this is appropriate to do so, given that such matters will be addressed in considerable
detail when the resource consent applications needed to authorise water related
activities are sought subsequently from WRC.

Air
(a) The Requiring Authorities’ evidence
Mr Kvatch’s evidence on behalf of the Requiring Authorities stated the following;'®

8 ! have undertaken an assessment on the air quality effects associated with the
Project. The assessment area extended over all areas potentially affected by the
Project, as well as the major arterial and local roads that would experience
changes in traffic flows as a result of the Project, which could have effects on the
focal air quality.

g The resuits show that the effects of the Project on the local air quality range from
insignificant to minor, depending on the location, and concentrations of the
relevant contaminants considered. Predicted concentration of particulates (PM10
and PM2.5), Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2), and Carbon Monoxide (CO) all remain well
below the relevant standards and guidelines assessment criteria.

10 My Assessment Report shows that after completion of the Project, the local air
qgualify will remain within the same Waikato Regional Air Quality Category
(Waikato Regional Plan, Air module, 6.1.3 Policies, Table 6-2), as if the Project
was not buift.

11 The construction works for the Project may have pofential short term dust
nuisance effects in the areas located close to the consfruction sites. These
effects will be mitigated by best practice methods that will be specified in a Dust
Management Plan (DMP), a sub-management plan of the Construction
Management Plan (CMP), which will be required by the proposed designation
conditions.

(b) Submissions / Submitter evidence

A total of sixteen submissions'® raised specific concerns regarding the adverse effects
of dust drift or dust nuisance effects from construction activities. Of particular concern
was the potential contamination of drinking water due to several properties sourcing
their domestic supply off their roofs.

Eleven submissions'® raised concerns about the air quality (vehicle emission) effects
of construction and/or operation of the Southern Links network. Specifically, a number
of submissions from the Narrows Road area state that the air quality modelling
undertaken for the project has not taken into account the effect of living in the apex of
two major roads (headed by two interchange systems) plus being sheltered by

"% Kvatch EiC - paras 8 - 11

105 Porritt, Snowball, Vollebregt, Drury, Erkklia, Swann, Martinus, Cairns Family Trust, Findlay Family Trust, Dawson, Griffin,
Lucas, Hammond, Middle Road and Narrows Road Focus Group, Penn Paterson Partnership, Qi Zhu and Xianghua Yan

108 Kirker, Drury, Erkklia, Swann, Dawson, Griffin, Lucas, Hammond, Middle Road and Narrows Road Focus Group, Penn
Paterson Partnership, Qi Zhu and Xianghua Yan
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surrounding ridges which limit airflow. Consequently, the maximum possible air quality

control is sought through high landscaping or other means.

(c) 8 42A Report

Dr Paul Heveldt assessed air quality issues on behalf of the s42A Report authors. His

review concluded'” that:

The impacts of vehicle emissions from the operation of the Southern Links
roading nefwork have been conclusively shown by the modelling and
assessment work carried out by Opus to result in no more than minor adverse
air quality effects.

Dust emissions during construction can be appropriately managed by the
application of best practice dust mitigation methodologies, as proposed by
Opus fo govern the works. These suggested measures are supported by
MWH.

The recommendation by Opus for the incorporation of comprehensive air
quality management mechanisms and practices within a CMP is endorsed.
Such a plan should be certified as being comprehensive and suitable in
content. The CMP should set out all the necessary parameters to ensure
effective dust control during construction, although the conscientiots
application of the details of such plans is always the key factor in their
effectiveness. This can be ensured by regular inspection checks on
construction activities.

On the above basis, it is anficipated that the construction of the project can be
carried out with confidence that the
We concur with these conclusions.

(d) Findings
For all the reasons set out above, we are satisfied that the environment,

human health and amenity values will each be safisfactorily protected in
relation to air quality.

Based on his assessment the s42A Report authors concluded that the air quality
effects associated with the project have been adequately addressed and can be
appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated through the imposition of appropriate

conditions. %

effects of the proposal on air quality, both during construction and once it is

operational, can be addressed by the inclusion of appropriate conditions.

satisfied that those conditions proposed by the Requiring Authorities are appropriate in

that regard.

"7 542A Report — Appendix | — Section 5
08 542 A Report — Section 15.6

57

Attachments

Page 147

ltem 10

Attachment 4



¥ JuaWyoeNY

0T wal

Council

06 December 2017

b Hamilton

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

6.10 Contaminated Material

(a) The Requiring Authorities’ evidence

Mr Ken Read presented evidence on behalf of the Requiring Authorities regarding
contaminated land. His evidence stated:'%

16

17

20

The rural nature of much of the area under consideration means that the
majority of potential contaminanis arise from the use of agrichemicals
(residual pesticides and herbicides) and farm waste disposal (offal pits
and farm tips).

Some commercially derived confamination is possible at the northern
end of State Highway 3 (SH3), and industrial derived contamination may
be present at the junction of the east west link with the existing State
Highway 1 intersection of Kahikatea Drive and Greenwood Street.

i consider that provided further investigation and assessment of
potentially contaminated properties is made at the detailed design
stage, and that it is undertaken in accordance with the relevant
fegisiation and guidance that applies at the time, the potential hazards
posed by soil contamination to the environment and human health
arising from the Project can be appropriately mitigated and managed.

| have reviewed the s42A Report and, subject to minor amendments,
support the inclusion of a Contaminated Soil Management Plan
(CSMP). | consider that any contaminated land effects will be
adequately avoided, remedied or mitigated through the implementation
of the CSMP.

(b) Submissions / Submitter evidence

No submissions were made on this matter.

(¢) S 42A Report

Land contamination was addressed on behalf of the s42A Report authors by Dr
Heveldt'™®.

Based on his review, the s42A Report authors concluded that the contaminated land
effects associated with the project have been adequately addressed and can be

appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated through the imposition of conditions.

(d) Findings

m

For all the reasons set out above, we are satisfied that the contaminated land effects
of the proposal can be addressed by the inclusion of appropriate conditions and that
those proposed by the Requiring Authorities are appropriate.

" Read EiC - paras 16 - 17 & 19-20
"0 542A Report — Appendix J
" lbid - para 16.6

58

Attachments

Page 148



Council

06 December 2017

b Hamilton

6.11 Aviation

Part of the east-west route between the central interchange and the Waikato River
(NZTA NoR Waipa DC) traverses around the north end of the proposed extended
runway of the Hamilton Airport. The extended runway and appropriate airport
operational controls were the subject of a plan change and designations all of which
were confirmed in July 20112,

Hamilton Airport is owned and controlled by Waikato Regional Airport Limited (WRAL)
which lodged a submission seeking to ensure that the NZTA proposed route in the
vicinity of the Airport did not adversely affect the operation of the Airport or
compromise the designations and planning controls which supported it.

Mr Olliver, planner for WRAL, gave evidence in support of WRAL'’s position. The key
outcomes sought by WRAL were:

a) The highway being positioned on a lower part of the site, well below the Qbstacle
Limitation Surfaces.

b) The highway being placed as far away from the end of the runway as practicable,
thereby minimising the risk of an aircraft accident (a very low probability) affecting
the highway.

c) The highway running perpendicular [sic at right angles] fo the High intensity
Approach lights, thereby minimising the risk of headlight glare affecting them ''*

By the time of the Substantive Hearing there was complete agreement between VWRAL
and NZTA on how those outcomes were to be achieved. The only issue was the
wording of the appropriate conditions.

We have already observed that because the matters before us were to future proof the
proposed routes without anticipating construction in the near future, some of the detalil
of the proposal was not as precise as it could be. For our part we needed assurance
that the generality of the conditions (particularly Condition 1 — generally in accordance
with) did not remove the obligation on the requiring authority to completely meet the
requirement of WRAL in all respects.

We received that assurance in the submissions of Ms Janissen in reply for NZTA. She
pointed out that:

. The generality of Condition 1 is modified by any more specific following
conditions;
. Proposed Condition15 specifically deals with the Airport issues. |In addition

Proposed Condition 9 also allows WRAL to be involved in landscaping
associated with the project in that locality;

. In any event the WRAL designations were confirmed before the designations
now sought and for that reason the NZTA designation will require WRAL'’s
written approval under RMA ss 176(1)(b) or 177(1)(a)'"".

We are satisfied that with the conditions proposed, the legitimate concerns of WRAL
will be met.

"2 Waipa DC Plan Change 69 and Designation DN156
"3 Olliver WRAL EiC para3.3
"4 Janissen Reply paras. 108 - 116
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6.12 Archaeology — Archaeology and Historic Heritage

6.13

Mr Nick Cable provided evidence on archaeology and Mr lan Bowman on historic
heritage for the requiring authorities. Mr Warren Gumbley reported for the s42A team.

Dr Rachel Darmody gave evidence for Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.
No other party raised specific matters of an archaeological or heritage nature.

Mr Cable noted that 18 archaeological sites were initially identified within the broader
project area, this was reduced to 9 sites''® once the road corridor selection process
had been completed, four of which were entirely within the corridor and five partly so.
In addition, four areas of pre-European gardening soils were identified. Three pa sites
(Whatukoruru, Te Nihinihi and unnamed) were assessed as being of high significance;
five of moderate significance (borrow pits and Glenhope Homestead); and one of low
significance (farm building). The gardening soils were assessed as being of moderate
significance.

Mr Bowman provided detailed evidence relating to Glenhope Homestead and NZTA’s
intended relocation to a site within the original 1873 350 acre farm owned by the Hunt
and Way families. Mr Bowman''® assessed the historic heritage value as having
regional heritage significance for architectural, technological, rarity and historic
associative values. He proposed a series of mitigation measures as conditions.

As a result of the expert conferencing undertaken on 22 July 2014, Mr Cable and Mr
Gumbley agreed a set of conditions — particularly with respect to the content
requirements of the Heritage and Archaeological Site Management Plan, Conservation
Plans for significant sites, a Dwelling Conservation Plan for Glenhope Homestead, and
an Accidental Discovery Protocol. Mr Bowman indicated his agreement with those
conditions.

Dr Rod Clough peer reviewed the reports and evidence of Messrs Cable, Gumbley
and Bowman for the Requiring Authorities and concluded that the issues covered and
final set of conditions proposed were appropriate.

We understood Dr Darmody also to accept those conditions, while noting that
subsequent authorities from Heritage New Zealand would be required (for example for
demolition of the Glenhope Homestead outbuildings).

Findings

We find that the conditions proposed will ensure that archaeological and heritage
matters are addressed appropriately during construction works, and will facilitate the
protection of those significant features that remain post-construction.

Positive Effects
Confirming the NoRs and granting the resource consents (subject to conditions) would

have the effect of achieving the objectives of the Southern Links Project as identified at
the outset by NZTA. We consider that will provide significant public benefits.

"3 Cable, EiC, Annexures B and C
'8 Bowman, EiC, para 27
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7.1

7.2

7. PLANNING INSTRUMENTS

Relevant RMA Instruments

Mr Grant Eccles identified''” the following statutory planning documents / instruments
as relevant to the NoRs:
. National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2011

. Operative Waikato Regional Policy Statement (including the Vision and Strategy
for the Waikato River) 2000;

. Proposed Waikato Regional Policy Statement (including the Vision and Strategy
for the Waikato River) 2012;

. Operative Waipa District Plan 1997;

. Proposed Waipa District Plan 2012;

. Operative Hamilton City District Plan 2012;

. Proposed Hamilton City District Plan 2012; and
. Operative Waikato District Plan.

Mr Eccles also identified'”® the following additional planning documents for the three
restricted discretionary activity bridges (The Narrows Bridge, Gardens Bridge and
Mangakotukutuku Bridge) resource consents (with which Mr Brian Richmond
concurred):

. Operative Waikato Regional Policy Statement (including the Vision and Strategy
for the Waikato River) 2000;

. Proposed Waikato Regional Policy Statement (including the Vision and Strategy
for the Waikato River) 2012; and

. Waikato Regional Plan 2012 (reprinted).

Other Non-RMA Instruments

Mr Eccles also accepted the following documents as relevant section 104(1){c) and
171(1)(d) other matters:

. Government Policy Statement on Land Transpott Funding 2012;

. Government Policy Statement on Land Transport Funding 2012;

. National Infrastructure Plan 2011;

. Waikato Regional Land Transport Strategy (2011-2041);

. Access Hamilton 2010;

. Waipa Integrated Transport Strategy 2010;

. Waikato Expressway Network Plan 2010

. New Zealand Rail Strategy;

" MacMurray, EIC, paras 143 — 158 and AEE Section 9
"8 AEE, Volume 4, Appendix N: Resource Consent Applications, section 9.0
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Waikato Regional Passenger Transport Plan 2007;

Waikato Regional \Walking and Cycling Strategy (2009-2015);
Waipa Integrated Transport Strategy 2010;

Future Proof Growth Strategy 2009;

Hamilton Urban Growth Strategy 2010;

Waipa District Growth Strategy 2009;

Waikato District Growth Strategy 2009 and Related Documents;
Hamilton City Council — Vista 2007; and

New Zealand Energy 2011 and New Zealand Energy Efficiency and

Conservation Strategy 2011.

7.3 Assessment

A fuller assessment of the applications(s) against the relevant provisions of the above

documents was provided in the application documents — particularly:

. Volume 1 — Hamilton Southern Links Investigation - Assessment of
Environmental Effects and Supporting Information, Section 9.0 Statutory
Planning Assessment,

. Volume 4, Appendix N: Resource Consent Applications, and

. Volume 5: Appendix P — District Plan Objectives.

In addition because the applications for consent are for restricted discretionary

activities, RMA s104C will apply to restrict us to considering only those matters

over which the Waikato Regional Plan (Rule 4.2.8.3) specifies should be
considered, being:

i. The design and location of the bridge including size of the span and the
positioning of piers to avoid, remedy or mitigate any potential adverse effects
of the structure.

i. The potential effects on bed and bank stability and water quality.

ii. Measures to control the effect of the activity on upstream or downstream
praperties.

iv. Effects on any waahi tapu or other taonga from the activity.

v. Effects on the relationship of tangata whenua and their cuiture and fraditions
with the site and any waahi tapu or other taonga affected by the activity.

vi. Effects on the ability of tangata whenua to exercise their kaitiaki role in respect
of any waahi tapu or other taonga affected by the activity.

vii. Measures to ensure the safe passage of fish both upstream and downstream.

viii. Measures to control the effects of the activity on any lawfuilly established
structure.

ix. Measures fo control suspended solids discharges.

x. Measures to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on the natural character
of the beds of rivers and lakes.

xi. Measures fo ensure consistency with ctiteria as set out in any applicable Water
Management Class in this Plan.
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74

xii. Measures to control the effect of the activity on areas of significant indigenous
vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna.

In the interest of brevity we do not repeat the detail of that material and, as the
relevance or applicability of those documents and their provisions was not contested in
any material way by any party, we adopt that assessment — noting that some
witnesses contested the interpretation and weight to be afforded particular provisions.

Peacocke Area

One matter that did require our attention related to HCC’s Peacocke Structure Plan
(PSP), which is a Proposed District Plan Decisions Version provision (9 July 2014)
which sets up a special character zone — one of & such zones under the Plan — the
intention of which'™ is to protect, maintain and enhance the respective “special”
characteristics of those areas. Specifically the Peacocke Character zone (PCZ)
comprises three discretely identified areas — Terrace, Gully and Hill.

This matter had been raised, in particular, by Adare Company Limited (Adare), a
submitter with substantial (though not exclusive) landholding within the PCZ, and was
concerned about the potential for the relevant NoRs and Garden Bridge consent to
compromise the planning intention for that area — which we understood from the
evidence of withesses for Adare to be to create a subdivision in line with certain urban
design principles whereby roads and stormwater associated infrastructure respond to
the proposed built environment rather than the other way around (as alleged). In
particular Adare sought that the NoR and consent processes be made subject to the
master-planning exercise required for each of the 16 neighbourhood areas under the
plan provisions (otherwise activities are generally non-complying in the absence of a
Master Plan).

Mr David Serjeant, Adare’s planning witness, noted'® that the detailed cross-section
and intersection drawings supplied with the application documentation effectively fixed
the form of the designated works, and that this was inappropriate both at this stage but
also in terms of the PSP requirements.

Ms Le Bas, counsel for HCC, in her opening legal submissions, noted' that:

It is a very clear principle in both law and planning that a designation fakes the
lead, it is not lead (sic).

... The Commissioners are not required to direct or remind HCC as the relevant
Territorial Authority that amendment of the Peacocke Structure Plan and the
District Plan will be necessary if HCC’s NoR is confirmed. The Commissioners
can rest assured that the Territorial Authority, as promulgator of the Hamilton
District Plan, has this matter in hand.

Furthermore, in closing submissions, Ms Le Bas noted, among other things, that the
drawings submitted were, in any event, subject to final design; an Outline Plan of
Works would be required (and for each stage if staged); and that Adare does not own
all the land within the PCZ'? meaning that HCC needs to maintain its overall

"9 savage, EiC, Annexure A, section 5.1 - Purpose

0 Serjeant, EiC, paral3

2! | e Bas, Opening Submissicns, paras 20 - 21

122 At the hearing Adare’s landholdings were identified in 8 of the 16 neighbourhood areas, only 2 of which (Areas 7 and 8)

represented “complete” ownership.
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7.5

responsibility for matters relating to the arterial network. Accordingly she rejected Mr
Serjeant’s condition amendments.

Our attention was also drawn to a PSP provision under section 3.4.3(e) Transport
Network, which states quite explicitly:

Furthermore uncertainty around the precise form and function of the Southern
Links state highway network also means the roading network needs fo be
responsive to changing circumstances and priorities. The final alignment of the
arterial netwark within Peacocke will be established through the designation
process. Therefore the alignment of some of the arterial routes is highly
indicative, especially the southern section of the central major arterial route ...

Findings

On the general plans and provisions we accept the evidence of the respective planning
witnesses regarding the relevant documents, and adopt those, as there was no
material disagreement about them.

On the matter of the PSP and PCZ, we note that the provisions themselves anticipate
the need for accommodating the outcome of the Southern Links NoR process, which,
as Ms Le Bas notes, drives rather than follows the process. \We add that we accept the
peint made by Ms Le Bas regarding the fact that HCC is on notice regarding the
potential need to review the planning provisions once the detailed alignment and final
design etc are available. Whether that will require substantial amendment is not
something on which we can usefully speculate in this decision.
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8.2

8.3

84

8. STATUTORY FRAMEWORK
Introduction

Before us are no less than eight proposals under three separate sets of RMA
processes:

= Three Notices of Requirement by NZTA and one Notice of Requirement by HCC
for new designations;

= One Notice of Requirement by NZTA for an alteration to an existing designation;

. Three resource consent applications for the three bridges.

Different statutory criteria apply to each set. We deal in this Section of our Hearings
Report with each of them separately. We identify criteria for each process as follows:

Designations - Sections 8.2 to 8.7 of this Hearings Report;
Resource consent applications - Section 8.8 of this Hearings Report.

Both sets of criteria are subject to RMA Part 2 (see Section 8.9 of this Hearings
Report).

Designation Formalities

Pursuant to RMA s166 NZTA (formerly Transit New Zealand) has been given the
status of a requiring authority for the purposes of RMA'®.

The form and content of the NoRs lodged under RMA ss168 and 168A are set out in
the prescribed form. There was ho challenge either evident in the written submissions
or placed before us in evidence about the formal content of any of the NoRs.

We accept that the NoRs are appropriate in form and substance.
Alteration to Designations

One of the NoRs lodged by NZTA is for an alteration to an existing designation. RMA
s181 deals specifically with alterations to a designation. RMA s181(2) imports into the
alteration procedure the same process as if the desighation had been a new one.
RMA ss168 to 179 therefore apply with all necessary modifications.

Designation Criteria

The NZTA NoRs are made under RMA s168 while the HCC NoR is made under RMA
s168A. The criteria for the former is set out in RMA s171(1) while the criteria for the
latter is set out in RMA s168A(3). However, the considerations are the same.

The matters for consideration of each of the requirements are:

When considering a requirement and any submissions received, a territorial
authority must, subject to Part 2, consider the effects on the environment of
allowing the requirement, having particular regard to-

(a) any relevant provisions of-

' Gazette Ref 1992/348 & 20/978
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(i a national policy statement
(i)
(iif) a regional policy statement or a proposed regional policy
statement

(iv) a plan or proposed plan; and
(b) whether adequate consideration has been given to alternative sites,
routes or methods of undertaking the work if-
(i) the requiring authority does not have an interest in the land
sufficient for undertaking the work; or
(i) it is likely that the work will have a significant effect on the
environment and
(c) whether the work and designation are reasonably necessary for
achieving the objectives of the requiring authority for which the
designation is sought, and
(d) any other matter the ferritorial authority considers reasonably
necessary in order to make a decision on the requirement.

We consider that “having particular regard to..” means that we must turn our mind to
each of the matters listed but it is not necessary for all of the criteria to be fuffilled.'?*

In respect of the designations, the essential matters for consideration are
accordingly:

= RMA Part 2. We address that in Section 8.9 of this Hearings Report following.

= Effects on the Environment. We have addressed that in Section 6 of this Hearings
Report.

= Planning instruments. We have addressed that in Section 7 of this Hearings
Report.

= Alternative sites or methods. \We have addressed this in Section 6.2, and 8.5
following of our Hearings Report.

= Reasonably necessary. We have addressed this in Section 6.2 and 8.6 following
of our Hearings Report.

= Any other matter: We have addressed that in Section 7 and 8.7 following of this
Hearings Report.

8.5 Alternative Sites or Methods

RMA s171(1)(b) requires us to have regard to alternatives but only in the event that
one of two prerequisites applies.

The first of those prerequisites is if the Requiring Authority does not have sufficient
land to undertake the work. Neither NZTA nor HCC has sufficient land to undertake all
the work covered by the NoRs.

The second prerequisite applies if any adverse effects are likely to be significant. On
the face of it, some of the effects may well be described as significant.

In considering the NoRs we must therefore consider alternatives. We have done that
in Section 6.2 of this Hearings Report.

Given those considerations, we are satisfied from all the evidence that adequate
consideration has been given by the requiring authorities to alternatives in respect of
their respective NoRs.

124

Quay Property Management Ltd v Transit NZ (VWW028/00) at paras.111-112
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8.6

8.7

8.8

Reasonably Necessary

In respect of the NoRs, good reason was provided by the requiring authorities in
respect of each NoR proposed. We have considered that in Section 6.2 of this
Hearings Report. Without traversing the detail of that, it is sufficient to say that we are
satisfied that in each case the NoRs are reasonably necessary.

Designation Options for Designations

In respect of an NOR pursuant to RMA s168 (relevant to the NZTA NoRs), RMA
171(2) provides:

The territorial authority may recommend to the requiring authority that it—
(a) confirm the requirement:

(b) modify the requirement:

(¢c) impose conditions:

(d}  withdraw the requirement.

Furthermore, RMA s168A(4) (relevant to the HCC NoR) provides:

The territorial authority may decide to—
(a) confirm the requirement:

(b) modify the requirement:

(¢c) impose conditions:

(d) withdraw the requirement.

Based on our delegations pursuant to RMA s34A described in Section 2.1 of this
Hearings Report, we accordingly have the same options in respect of these NoRs.

Resource Consent Criteria

RMA s104 sets out the matters to be considered when assessing a resource consent.
That section requires that, subject to Part 2 (Purpose and Principles), regard must be
had to a number of matters of which the following are relevant in this case:

(a) any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity;
and
(b} any relevant provisions of—
() a national environmental standard:
(7))  other regulations:
(7i)  a national policy statement:
(iv) a New Zealand coastal policy statement:
(v) a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement:
(vl a plan or proposed plan; and
(c) any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and reasonably
necessary fo determine the application.

In addition, as we have already observed in Section 7 of this Hearings Report,

because the applications for consent are for restricted discretionary activities, RMA
s104C will apply to restrict us to considering only those matters over which the
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Waikato Regional Plan specifies should be considered. We have itemised those in
Section 7 and considered them in Section 6.

We have considered effects in Section 6 of this Decision. We have considered the
relevant planning instruments in Section 7 of this Decision.

Several other matters were advanced as being matters to which we should have
regard. Ve deal with those matters in Section 7 of this Hearings Report .

8.9 RMA Part 2
All RMA processes before us are subject to RMA Part 2.

8.9.1 The purpose of the RMA as set out in s5 is "o promofe the sustainable management
of natural and physical resources”. Sustainable management is then defined.

8.9.2 RMA s6 sets out matters of national importance which are to be recognised and
provided for. The matters of national importance under s6 which are relevant to the
consideration of the matters before us are:

(a) the preservation of the natural character of ..., wetlands, ... and their
margins, and the protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use,
and development:

(b) ..

(c) the protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant
habitats of indigenaus fauna:

(d) the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along ... lakes,
and rivers:

(e) the relationship of Maori and their culfure and traditions with their ancestral
fands, water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga:

(H the profection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and
development:

(g9

8.9.3 RMA s7 sets out other matters to which we are to have particular regard. The matters
in s7 which may be of relevance to the matters before us include:

(a) Kkaitiakitanga:

(aa) the ethic of stewardship:

(b} the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources:
(ba) the efficiency of the end use of energy:

{(c)  the maintenance and enhancement of amenity valuies:

(d}  intrinsic values of ecosystems:

(e} ..

(i maintenance and enhancement of the qualify of the environment:
(g) any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources:

(h

(i the effects of climate change:

7
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8.9.4 Section 8 requires us to take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.

8.9.5 Leaving aside for the moment the Maori provisions of Part 2 (ss6(e), 7(a) and 8), the

AEE, each of the planners for the Requiring Authorities as well as each of the authors
of the s42A Reports undertook a detailed analysis of the proposals before us in
relation to each of the elements of Part 2, as we have set them out above.

We are satisfied that the proposals achieve the purpose of the RMA and that there is
nothing in ss 6 — 8 that undermines that position, provided that appropriate conditions
attach to the NoRs and resource consents.

We have discussed in Section 8.7 of this Hearings Report the position relating to
matters of ecology. Our conclusions there do not alter the conclusions relating to Part
2.

8.9.6 In respect of the Maori provisions of Part 2, no submissions were received to the

proposal before us in relation to Maori issues. However, on the information before us
Maori have provided a Position Statement dated 5 August 2013, which is set out in full
in the NoRs (Appendix F).

As recorded in the Position Statement, Tangata Whenua is Waikato-Tainui
represented by Waikato-Tainui Te Kauhanganui Incorporated Society, the mandated
iwi authority. The Society has delegated its authority to be represented on the
proposals to four of its hapuu, Ngaati Haua, Ngaati Koroki Kahukura, Ngaati Mahanga
and Ngaati Wairere, collectively referred to as the Tangata Whenua Working Group
(MAWG).

TVWWG has recorded in the Position Statement that “Tangata Whenua acknowledge
that some significant effects on ecological areas and sites of significance are
unavoidable (e.g Hamilton Gardens bridge crossing, Mangakotukutuku Gully crossing)
in order for the project fo be achieved. In those areas Tangata Whenua believe that
measures to mitigate the environmental and cultural effects of the project are possible
and practicable to implement.”

TVWWG will be involved in all aspects of the proposal in a consultative capacity. In
closing submissions NZTA at paragraph 42 advised that...condition 9 has since been
amended to specifically require that the CLMP and the LMP be prepared in
consuitation with TWWG.”

We note that the appropriate provision is included in conditions for each NoR.

On the information provided we consider that the provisions of Part 2 relating to Maori
have been satisfied.
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9. LAPSE and STAGING

The related issues of the lapse period for the NoRs and the extent to which the staging of
Southern Links project should be subject to conditions were a central issue at the Hearings.
We deal with each of them in turn.

9.1 Lapsing
We summarised the Requiring Authorities’ position on the lapse period in Section 6.2

of this Hearings Report. We repeat it here for ease of reference. Put simply, for each
NoR a 20 year lapse period has been requested because:

. The time needed to investigate, fund and construct the project'®
. To protect the route from development'?®
. To provide certainty for landowners and to enable landowners to avalil

themselves of s 185 of the RMA if they satisfy the relevant procedural
requirements'*’

. To futureproof a significant transportation network to meet strategic growth
needs'?®.

Ms Janissen advised us that an indicative project schedule had been prepared'®®
which shows that construction may not have commenced even after 15 years.

A significant number of submitters opposed a 20 year lapse period' (and proposed
alternatives of between 5 and 15 years). We do not need to refer to these
submissions individually, as the rationale for opposing a 20 year lapse period were all
along similar lines. In summary, the submitters opposed the 20 year lapse period for a
number of reasons, principal amongst them being so-called “designation blight”. This
encapsulates a number of aspects, including:

. Uncertainty for property owners;

. Business interruption effects;

. Restrictions on the use of private land during the lapse period;

. Inability to sell property, or to receive a fair price when doing so; and

. The lack of any certainty the project will ultimately proceed, given a lack of
financial support for the project by either Central Government (in respect of
NZTA’s NORs) or HCC.

23 Evidence of Mr B Dowsett — paras 48 - 49

"% |bid - paras 50 - 52

"7 Ibid — paras 53-58

% |bid - paras 59 - 62

2% Opening submissions for NZTA — paras §-13

0 Jeff Myles, Lynda and Kevin Drury, Tamahere Community Committee, J and C Erkkila Family Trust, John and Heather
Healy, Ronald and Carclyn Ingram, Roy and Patricia Teague, Titanium Park Joint Venture, Titoki Sands, Richard and Elizabeth
Ward, Martin and Deborah Swann, Eman Property Trust, Rowena Robinson, Cairns Family Trust, Findlay Family Trust, Charles
and Marion Fletcher, Jacquilyn and Damian Dawson, Brian Roslyn and Cardl Griffin, Leslie Hammond, Graeme and Julie
Lucas, Middle and Narrows Road Focus Group, Penn Paterson Partnership, Qi Zha and Xianghua Yan
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9.2

The issue of potential “designation blight” was acknowledged by both Requiring
Authorities'®. Right from the outset of this Hearings Report (Section 1 - Introduction)
we

recognised the issues in that regard.

Initially, the s42A Report authors were unable to recommend a particular lapse period,
given their belief that further information was necessary to enable them to do s0.'*
By the time the Section 42A Supplementary Report was prepared, Ms Hunter stated
that she had sufficient information to allow her to recommend a lapse period of at least
15 years and suggested the Requiring Authorities provided a simple timeline to
demonstrate the tasks to be undertaken and their potential timing in order to justify the
20 year lapse period.

We record that for us, the term of the lapse period was an issue that was “live”
throughout the Hearings. The position of the s42A Report writers evolved as further
information became available. By the time they prepared the Second Supplementary
s42A Report, Ms Hunter was satisfied that a 20 year lapse period was appropriate,
provided a comprehensive set of conditions was imposed, noting that this was also
recorded in the Planning Joint Witness Statement prepared by Ms Hunter and Mr
Eccles.

We accept that position and consider that it is appropriate for the route to be protected
for the period realistically required to give effect to the desighations. Based on the
evidence before us, that period is 20 years. That said, we agree with Ms Hunter and
Mr Eccles that robust conditions are also required, particularly in relation to
consultation and for there to be stakeholder input to the various environmental
management plans that will be prepared at the detailed design stage. We return to the
matter of conditions later.

VWe acknowledge that this is not an ocutcome that will find favour with those submitters
who considered that a shorter timeframe was appropriate. However, imposing a
shorter term will not necessarily be the end of the matter if the designations are “not
given effect to” by the prescribed lapse date, as the Requiring Authorities could still
apply under s184 of the RMA for the lapse period to be extended. That extension
would be granted if the Territorial Authority was satisfied that “substantial progress or
effort has been made towards giving effect to the designation and is continuing to be
made.” Such applications are processed on a procedural basis, meaning there are no
rights of public participation, and as such a similar situation to that being sought by the
Requiring Authorities might still arise.

Staging

We now deal with staging. The s42A Report authors considered that a condition
should be included that obliged the Requiring Authorities to, within five years of
confirmation of the designations, prepare a preliminary programme that sets out the
likely staging of the project works and anticipated timelines for such works and to
update the programme at five yearly intervals. The condition would require that the
preliminary programme and five yearly updates be provided to the Territorial
Authorities and the Community Liaison Groups that were proposed to be established.
Ms Hunter considered that a condition establishing a formal and structured process for
the Requiring Authorities to provide reasonably regular updates to the Territorial
Authorities and the Community Liaisons Groups on progress towards giving effect to

131

e.g. Evidence of Mr B Dowsett — para 54 and Evidence of Mr T Denton — para 57

132 Section 42A Report — Section 23
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9.3

the designations would assist in addressing the issues of uncertainty associated with a
20 year lapse period. Some of the submitters have indicated their support for the
programme staging condition, including the Titanium Park Joint VVenture and Future
Proof.

Mr Eccles considered that other conditions that require the Requiring Authorities to
provide regular updates on project progress were more approptriate and that a specific
staging programme condition was not therefore necessary.

By the conclusion of the Hearings, Ms Hunter’s thinking had evolved to the point where
she “preferred” that a staging condition be included, but that it was not a “drop dead
issue” for her.

We are not persuaded that a formal staging condition is needed, and agree with Mr
Eccles that other conditions, which we address later, are more appropriate.

Findings
For all the reasons set out above, we are satisfied that it is appropriate to:

. Include a 20 year lapse period on all the NORs, but only provided that a
comprehensive suite of conditions is imposed that provide opportunities for
landowners and stakeholders to be well informed of plans for the implementation
of Southern Links and to have input at appropriate points in the detailed design
process, and in particular when site-specific management plans are being
prepared.

. Not include the staging condition proposed by Ms Hunter, but again require the

inclusion of appropriate conditions that achieve much the same end result, as
generally proposed by the Requiring Authorities.
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10.1

10.2

10.3

104

10. CONCLUSIONS

In Section 6 of this Hearings Report we have considered the effects on the
environment of the matters before us and the extent to which proposed conditions may
avoid, remedy or mitigate those adverse effects.

In that regard, we are satisfied that the adverse effects of the proposal can be
appropriately managed, by the imposition of a robust set of conditions, as discussed
elsewhere.

In Section 7 of this Hearings Report we have considered the relevant planning
instruments and have concluded that the proposals before us are generally consistent
with relevant provisions of the various planning instruments.

In Section 8 of this Hearings Report we have considered the statutory framework and
have concluded that the proposals before us generally meet the statutory criteria.

Exercising a broad overall judgement, we consider that we should approve each of the

eight matters before us, each subject to a separate set of conditions. We discuss the
conditions in detail next.

73

Attachments

Page 163

ltem 10

Attachment 4



¥ JuaWyoeNY

0T wal

Council

06 December 2017

b Hamilton

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

11. CONDITIONS

11.1 Proposed Conditions

It is not unusual in a case of the size and complexity of the matters before us that
conditions become an iterative process. That occurred in this case and it became all
the more complex as on each occasion we were dealing with not one but multiple sets
of conditions. In addition, in respect of the NoRs there remained for a substantial part
of the case, differences between the s42A authors and the Requiring Authorities.

In contrast there was little if any comment on the proposed WRC conditions in respect
of the three bridges.

In respect of the NoRs:

(@) With each of the NoRs lodged by both NZTA and HCC the Requiring Authorities
submitted a set of proposed conditions;

(b) The initial s42A Report in respect of the NoRs proposed a revised set of
conditions

(c) In the Evidence in Chief of each of the Requiring Authorities a further updated
set of conditions were produced,;

(d) The Supplementary s42A Report lodged just prior to the Substantive Hearing
offered a fresh set of conditions using the sets proposed by the Requiring
Authorities as a base;

{(e) In the rebuttal evidence further amendments to each set of conditions were
proposed;

(f) During the Substantive Hearing some further alterations were proposed to
individual conditions;

(@) In addition, during the Substantive Hearing, we ourselves raised a number of
issues relating to conditions;

We have recorded in Section 2.8 of this Hearings Report that we adjourned the
Hearings for a period with the primary objective of allowing at least the Requiring
Authorities and the s42A authors further time to consider and hopefully agree on
appropriate conditions.

We were hugely encouraged at the Reconvened Hearing to find that substantial
progress had been made towards that objective. In addition the Requiring Authorities
had given further detailed consideration to some the concerns raised by submitters in
the course of the Substantive Hearing.

A further set of conditions was tendered by Mr Eccles at the Reconvened Hearing.

The net result is that the proposed conditions now before us are in our view
significantly different and far more appropriate than the ones offered with the original
NoRs. We are satisfied that the final set of conditions offered by Mr Eccles as part of
the Requiring Authorities’ replies are, for the most part, appropriate. Nevertheless
there remained by the end of the Reconvened Hearing several outstanding issues in
relation to conditions. In Section 6 of this Hearings Report we have considered each
of those issues and have arrived at what we consider to be an appropriate set of
conditions.
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11.2 Final Conditions
In our deliberations it has been necessary to make decisions on the remaining
outstanding issues relating to conditions. These have been in relation to
* Traffic — Section 6.2
* Noise — Section 6.3
« Ecology — Section 6.7
We consider that the conditions which we now adopt adequately avoid remedy or
mitigate the adverse effects identified by all the parties in this case.
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12. RECOMMENDATIONS AND DECISIONS
12.1 Designations
The following separate Recommendations and Decisions are made by the
Commissioners Arcus, Hill, Mitchell and Solomon in respect of each of the
designations set out in Volumes 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 following.

12.2 Resource Consents

Commissioners Mitchell, Hill and Solomon grant the resource consents subject to
conditions as set out in Volume 7, 8 and 9 following.

DATED this 24" day of October, 2014

C. D. Arcus
Joint Hearings Commissioner
Chairman

PHIMA

"

P.H. Mitchell
Hearings Commissioner
Chair of Waikato Regional Council Hearings Panel

76

Attachments

Page 166



Council

b Hamilton
06 December 2017
13. APPENDIX 1
Schedule of Appearances
(a) Requiring Authorities:
NZ Transport Agency and Hamilton City Council
Ms Suzanne Janissen (Counsel) NZTA
Ms Jo Bain (Counsel) NZTA
Ms Theresa Le Bas (Counsel) HCC
Ms Katia Fraser (Counsel) HCC
Mr Robert Brodnax (Planning & Investment) NZTA
Mr Barry Dowsett (Project Manager) NZTA
Mr Tony Denton (City Development) HCC
Ms Amanda Hampton  (Principal Property Manager) NZTA
Mr Grant Eccles (Consultation/Alternatives) AECOM
Mr Dave van Staden (Concept Design Philosophy) AECOM
Mr Shaun Lion-Cachet (Traffic/Transportation) AECOM
Mr Vince Dravitzki (Noise) Opus
Mr Peter Cenek (Vibration) Opus
Dr Stephen Chiles (Road-Traffic Noise/Vibration) Chiles Ltd
Mr Igor Kvatch (Air Quality) Opus
Mr Adrian Morton (Landscape/Visual/Urban Design) Opus
Mr John Turner (Ecology) Opus
Mr Nick Cable (Archeology) Opus
Mr lan Bowman (Built Heritage) lan Bowman Architect &
Conservator
Mr Ken Read (Contaminated Land) Opus
Mr Chris Hardy (Stormwater drainage) AECOM
Ms Linda Chamberlain (Social) Opus
Mr Grant Eccles (Planning) AECOM
Evidence tabled from:
Mr Dave Park (Aviation Safety and Design) Astral Ltd
(b) Submitters
Adare Company Limited Ms Ida Dowling, Transportation engineer
Mr Dave Serjeant, Planner
Ms J M Bailey Mr M Barker
Bartley Family Trust Mr J Bartley
P & B Bevan In Person
Mr N J Bevan (James Bevan?)
Cairns Family Trust Mr Peter Findlay
Director General of Conservation Mr D van Mierlo (Counsel)
Dr Matt Baber, Ecologist
Dr Colin O’Donnell, Ecologist
Mr Wade Hill, planner
Kevin & Lynda Drury In person
J & C Erkkila Ms Christine Erkkila
C & M Fletcher Mr Charles Fletcher
Findlay Family Trust Mr Peter Findlay
Future Proof Mr Ken Tremaine, Planner
Hamilton City Council Mr Paul Ryan, Planner
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Mr L D Hammond
Mr Rex Hannam

D & K Harcourt
JM&H M Healy

R & C Ingram

Keyte Family Trust
Ms H Kirker

Mr Hugh Litchfield
G & J Lucas

S M & G Mackintosh
Mangakotukutuku Stream Care Group Inc

Meridian 37 Ltd

Middle Road and Narrows Focus Group
National Road Carriers
E Penn & J Paterson

T & R Porritt

RJ Prenter

R & E Rimmington
Riverside Golf Club Inc
DL &R K Sharpe

M N & M M Shaw

Ms R J Robinson

G M & R J Spencer
Ms Marion Sullivan

M & D Swann

Tainui Group Holdings
Tamahere Community Committee
R & P Teague

Titoki Sands Ltd

Titanium Park Joint Venture

Tsai, Lee, Tseng and

Hsueh Chu Chao

CJ Turner

J &R Tylden

Waikato Regional Council
Waikato Regional Airport Ltd
R & E Ward
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Mr Nathaneal Savage

Mr Toby Braun, (Counsel)

In person

Ms Jaime Bright (Counsel)

In person with Mr Shaun Healy
Mr Ben Inger, Planner

Mr Tony Keyte

In person

Ms Jaime Bright (Counsel)

Mr Toby Braun, (Counsel)

Mr Peter Skilton, Planner

Dr Kevin Collier, ecologist

Mr Grant Blackie,

Mr lan Johnson, Planner

Mr Brian Hermann

Ms E Penn

Mr G E Turner (Executive Officer)
Mr Toby Braun, (Counsel) with
Ms Elaine Penn

Ms Jaime Bright (Counsel) and
In person

Ms Christine Turner

Mr Russ Rimmington

Ms Mary Anne Gill (Secretary)
Ms Diane Sharpe

Mr Murray Shaw

In person

Mr Geoffrey Spencer

Roger Clark (Counsel)

In person

Mr Richard Douch, (Planner)
Mr Dallas Fisher (Chairman)
Mr Michael Grayson (Counsel)
Ms Kathryn Drew, Planner

Mr Russell Fergusson

Mr Simon Berry, Counsel

Mr George Clark, General
Manager, WRAL

Mr Aidan Donnelly, McConnell Property
Ltd,

Mr Cameron Inder, Transportation
Engineer

Mr John Olliver, Planner, Waikato

Mr lan Johnson, Planner
In Person

Mr John Tylden

Ms Kirsty Graveling

Mr John Olliver, Planner
Ms Jaime Bright (Counsel)
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fc)

Evidence tabled from:

Titanium Park Joint Venture
Heritage New Zealand

Mr Brent Wheeler, Economist
Dr Rachel Darmody, HNZ

(d) Statement tabled from:
Qi Zhu
(e) Email tabled from:
Ms Marie Snowball
{( RMA s42A Reports
NORs Ms Paula Hunter, Planner, M\WWH
Mr Chris Scrafton, Planner, MWH
Mr Gerry Kessels, Ecologist, Kessels
Ecology
Mr Mark Apeldoorn, Transportation
Engineer, TDG
Mr Jon Styles, Acoustic Consultant,
Styles Group
WRC Mr Brian Richmond, Consents Officer,
WRC
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WAIKATO REGIONAL COUNCIL
WAIKATO DISTRICT COUNCIL
WAIPA DISTRICT COUNCIL
and
HAMILTON CITY COUNCIL

Notices of Requirement and
Application for Resource Consents
in respect of
Southern Links

Requiring Authorities

NZ Transport Agency and Hamilton City Council

Resource Consent Applicants

NZ Transport Agency and Hamilton City Council

Volume 7

NZTA APPLICATION FOR RESOURCE CONSENT

Phil Mitchell
Consultant
AUCKLAND

(Narrows Bridge)
DECISION
OF HEARINGS COMMISSIONERS

24" October, 2014

Doug Arcus David Hill
Barrister Independent Hearings
HAMILTON Commissioner

AUCKLAND

Shane Solomon
Consultant
TAUPIRI

Attachments

Page 170



Council

06 December 2017

b' Hamilton

Waikato Regional Council

Decision
Consent Application 127679.01.01

Having had regard to the provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991; and
Having considered the effects on the environment; and

Having considered the submissions and evidence of the Applicants in respect of the
proposal now before us, the submissions lodged in respect of that application, and
the evidence tendered in support of those submissions, and the reports provided
under RMA s42A; and

Acting under a delegation from Waikato Regional Council to hear and determine the
applications; and

For the reasons set out in the Hearing Report contained in Volume 1 which is the
basis for, and forms part of this decision; and

Making a broad overall judgement; and

Pursuant to Sections 104, 104B, 105, 107 and 108 of the Resource Management
Act, 1991,

The Waikato Regional Council (as consent authority) grants consent to the
application by the New Zealand Transport Agency for the following Resource
Consent subject in each case to the consent conditions set out in the respective
schedules thereto.

DATED this 24" day of October, 2014

C.D. Arcus
Joint Hearings Commissioner
Chairman

PHMitchell
Hearings Commissioner
Chair of Waikato Regional Council Hearings Panel
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Resource Consent Conditions (consent application 127679.01.01)

General

1.

The Waikato River Bridge at The Narrows authorised by this resource consent shall be
designed, located and constructed in general accordance with the document entitled
“Hamilton Southern Links - Waikato Regional Councif Resource Consent Applications —
Bridge Structures”, prepared by AECOM dated 7 August 2013, and all supporting
documentation except where otherwise required in the resource consent conditions
below. Where there is any discrepancy between the application documents and the
resource consent conditions then the conditions below shall prevail.

The consent holder shall appoint a representative prior to commencement of any works
authorised by this resource consent, who shall be the \Waikato Regional Council’s
principal contact person in regard to matters relating to this consent. The consent holder
shall inform the Waikato Regional Council of the representative’s name and how they
cah be contacted prior to this consent being exercised.

The consent holder shall be responsible for all contracted operations relating to the
exercise of this resource consent, and shall ensure contractors are made aware of the
conditions of this consent and ensure compliance with those conditions.

The consent holder shall inform the Waikato Regional Council in writing, at least 10
days prior to any work commencing, of the start date of the works authorised by this
resource consent.

A copy of this resource consent shall be kept onsite at all times that the works
authorised by this consent are being undertaken, and shall be produced without
unreasonable delay upon request from a servant or agent of the Waikato Regional
Council.

Design

6.

10.

11.

The consent holder shall retain an appropriately qualified and experienced professional
to develop the final detailed design of the bridge, which shall include pier location, height
of the bridge above maximum water levels and erosion protection works.

The final detailed design of the bridge shall be forwarded for approval to the Waikato
Regional Council - acting in a technical certification capacity, at least 40 working days
prior to works commencing. The basis for the Regional Council’s approval shall be
limited to an assessment of whether the design, if complied with, will satisfy the
conditions of this consent.

The consent holder shall exercise this consent in accordance with the design approved
under condition 7 of this consent.

The consent holder shall ensure that unimpeded access is maintained along the
Waikato River outside working hours except through areas where the safety of the
public would be endangered as a result of the works.

The consent holder shall ensure that the bridge structure authorised by this consent is
undertaken in such a manner so as to avoid increasing flooding effects on adjacent and
downstream land.

The consent holder shall be held responsible for maintaining the bridge structure clear
of debris and other obstructions through the full term of this consent.

Water Quality

12.

Construction works on the bridge structure shall not commence until approval to the final
detailed design has been approved under condition 7.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

The consent holder shall provide the Waikato Regional Council with a finalised Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP), at least 40 working days prior to the
commencement of activities authorised by this consent. The objective of the ESCP shall
be to minimise sediment discharge from the site to the extent practicable over the
earthworks period.

The consent holder shall ensure that sediment losses to natural water arising from the
exercise of this resource consent are minimised during the duration of the works and
during the term of this consent.

The consent holder shall ensure that all erosion and sediment controls are inspected
and in good working order prior to, and immediately after rain events. The consent
holder shall further ensure that all erosion and sediment controls are maintained such
that optimal sediment capture efficiency is achieved at all times.

All construction, operation and maintenance works shall be executed in a manner which
minimises disturbance of soil surfaces and vegetation.

All disturbed soil surfaces that result from the construction and installation of the
permanent bridge structure shall be stabilised immediately on completion of the works.

No excess vegetative material or soil disturbed as the result of the exercise of this
consent shall be left on the banks of the Waikato River.

The consent holder shall ensure that all clean water run-off from stabilised surfaces
including catchment areas above and around the site shall be diverted away from the
earthworks area via a stabilised diversion system. The consent holder shall also ensure
the outfall(s) of these systems incorporate adequate protection against erosion.

Any future protection and/or erosion control works or associated maintenance that
becomes necessary as a result of the exercise of this consent shall be the responsibility
of the consent holder and shall be carried out to the satisfaction of the Waikato Regional
Council.

Advice Note: A separate resource consent may be required as a result of the need to undertake

21.

22.

23.

24.

erosion control works. Any stch consent shall be obtained by the consent holder at thelr sole
expense prior to any works being undertaken.

The discharge of untreated surface runoff from any area where soil has been disturbed
as a result of the exercise of this resource consent shall only occur after consultation
and the prior written approval of the Waikato Regional Council acting in a technical
cettification capacity. In this regard, the main issues that will be considered by the
Waikato Regional Council include:

a. The quality of the stabilisation and/or covering vegetation;
b. The quality of the water discharged from the rehabilitated land; and
c. The quality of the receiving water.

All earthmoving machinery, pumps and generators shall be operated inh a manner which
ensures that spillages of fuel, oil and similar contaminants are prevented, particularly
during refuelling and machinery servicing and maintenance. Refuelling and lubrication
activities shall be carried out away from any surface water such that any spillage can be
contained and does not enter any surface water.

Prior to entering the site all machinery shall be appropriately cleaned and inspected to
minimise foreign plant species being introduced to the site.

Stormwater from the completed bridge deck shall be directed to the river bank and
discharged beyond the abutments in a manner that does not cause bank or abutment
erosion.
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25. The consent holder shall ensure that the bridge is constructed in a manner that avoids

the deposition of construction materials into the Waikato River channel under normal
conditions, taken as low winter flow of RL 11.39m.

Ecological Restoration and Mitigation

26. The consent holder shall retain an appropriately qualified and experienced ecologist to

prepare a detailed Ecological Restoration and Mitigation Plan (ERMP) or version
thereof. The EMRP’s objective shall be to avoid, remedy, or mitigate adverse ecological
effects associated with the bridge construction on flora and fauna habitats, and in particular
long-tailed bats. The EMRP shall be submitted to the Waikato Regional Council for
written approval prior to commencement of the construction activities authorised by this
resource consent.

Cultural and Archaeological

27. The consent holder shall ensure that the exercise of this resource consent does not

disturb sites of cultural significance to Tangata Whenua. In the event of any
archaeclogical artefacts being discovered the works shall, in the vicinity of the
discovery, cease immediately and the Waikato Regional Council shall be notified within
24 hours. Works may recommence on the written approval of the Waikato Regional
Council after considering:

a. Tangata Whenua interests and values;

b. Protocols agreed upon by Tangata Whenua and the consent holder;
c. The consent holders interests;

d. Any Heritage New Zealand authorisations; and

e. Any archaeological or scientific evidence.

Review

28. The Waikato Regional Council may at any time two months either side of January of

2020, 2025, 2030, 2035, 2040 and 2045, serve notice on the consent holder under
section 128(1) of the Resource Management Act (1991), and commence a review of the
conditions of this resource consent for the following purposes:

a. to review the effectiveness of the conditions of this resource consent in avoiding or
mitigating any adverse effects on the environment and if necessary to avoid, remedy or
mitigate such effects by way of further or amended conditions; or

b. if necessary and appropriate, to require the holder of this resource consent to adopt the
best practicable option to remove or reduce adverse effects on the surrounding
environment due to the discharge of stormwater to surface water; or

c. to review the adequacy of and the necessity for monitoring undertaken by the consent
holder, and if necessary, to amend and/or introduce new conditions to monitor any
adverse effects on the environment that result from the exercise of this resource;

Advice Note: Costs asscciated with any review of the conditions of this resource consent will be

recovered from the consent holder in accordance with the provisions of section 36 of the
Resource Management Act 1997

Administration

29. The consent holder shall pay to the Waikato Regional Council any administrative charge

fixed in accordance with section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991, or any
charge prescribed in accordance with regulations made under section 360 of the
Resource Management Act 1991.
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Lapse Period

30. In accordance with section 125 RMA, this resource consent shall lapse twenty (20)

years after the date on which it was granted unless it has been given effect to before the
end of that period.

Advice Notes

1.

Where a resource consent has been issued in relation to any type of construction (e.g.
dam, bridge, jetty) this consent does not constitute authority to build and it may be
necessary to apply for a Building Consent from the relevant territorial authority.

This resource consent does not give any right of access over private or public property.
Arrangements for access must be made between the consent holder and the property
owner.

This resource consent is transferable to another owner or occupier of the land
conhcerned, upon application, on the same conditions and for the same use as originally
granted (s.134-137 RMA).

The consent holder may apply to change the conditions of the resource consent under
s.127 RMA.

The reasonable costs incurred by Waikato Regional Council arising from supervision
and monitoring of this/these consents will be charged to the consent holder. This may
include but not be limited to routine inspection of the site by Waikato Regional Council
officers or agents, liaison with the consent holder, responding to complaints or enquiries
relating to the site, and review and assessment of compliance with the conditions of
consents.

Note that pursuant to s332 of the RMA 1991, enforcement officers may at all reasonable
times go onto the property that is the subject of this consent, for the purpose of carrying
out inspections, surveys, investigations, tests, measurements or taking samples.

If you intend to replace this consent upon its expiry, please note that an application for a
new consent made at least 8 months prior to this consent's expiry gives you the right to
continue exercising this consent after it expires in the event that your application is not
processed prior to this consent's expiry.
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Waikato Regional Council

Decision
Consent Application 127680.01.01

Having had regard to the provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991; and

Having considered the effects on the environment; and

Having considered the submissions and evidence of the Applicants in respect of the
proposal now before us, the submissions lodged in respect of that application, and the
evidence tendered in support of those submissions, and the reports provided under RMA
s42A; and

Acting under a delegation from Waikato Regional Council to hear and determine the
applications; and

For the reasons set out in the Hearing Report contained in Volume 1 which is the basis for,
and forms part of this decision; and

Making a broad overall judgement; and

Pursuant to Sections 104, 104B, 105, 107 and 108 of the Resource Management Act,
1991,

The Waikato Regional Council (as consent authority) grants consent to the application
by the Hamilton City Council for the following Resource Consents subject in each case
to the consent conditions set out in the respective schedules thereto.

DATED this 24™ day of October, 2014

C.D. Arcus

Joint Hearings Commissioner
Chairman

P HMitchell

Hearings Commissioner
Chair of Waikato Regional Council Hearings Panel
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Resource Consent Conditions (consent application 127680.01.01)

General

1.

The Waikate River Bridge east of Hamilton Gardens authorised by this resource consent shall
be designed, located and constructed in general accordance with the document entitled
*Hamilton Southern Links - Waikato Regional Council Resource Consent Applications — Bridge
Structures”, prepared by AECOM dated 7 August 2013, and all supporting documentation
except where otherwise required in the resource consent conditions below. \Where there is
any discrepancy between the application documents and the resource consent conditions then
the conditions below shall prevail.

The consent holder shall appoint a representative prior to commencement of any works
authorised by this resource consent, who shall be the Waikato Regional Council’s principal
contact person in regard to matters relating to this consent. The consent holder shall inform
the Waikato Regional Council of the representative’s name and how they can be contacted
prior to this consent being exercised.

The consent holder shall be responsible for all contracted operations relating to the exercise of
this resource consent, and shall ensure contractors are made aware of the conditions of this
consent and ensure compliance with those conditions.

The consent holder shall inform the Waikato Regional Council in writing, at least 10 days prior
to any work commencing, of the start date of the works authorised by this resource consent.

A copy of this resource consent shall be kept onsite at all times that the works authorised by
this consent are being undertaken, and shall be produced without unreasonable delay upon
request from a servant or agent of the Waikato Regional Council.

Design

6.

10.

1.

The consent holder shall retain an appropriately qualified and experienced professional to
develop the final detailed design of the bridge, which shall include pier location, height of the
bridge above maximum water levels and erosion protection works.

The final detailed design of the bridge shall be forwarded for approval to the Waikato Regional
Council - acting in a technical certification capacity, at least 40 working days prior to works
commencing. The basis for the Regional Council’s approval shall be limited to an assessment
of whether the design, if complied with, will satisfy the conditions of this consent.

The consent holder shall exercise this consent in accordance with the design approved under
condition 7 of this consent.

The consent holder shall ensure that unimpeded access is maintained along the Waikato River
outside working hours except through areas where the safety of the public would be
endangered as a result of the works.

The consent holder shall ensure that the bridge structure authorised by this consent is
undertaken in such a manner so as to avoid increasing flooding effects on adjacent and
downstream land.

The consent holder shall be held responsible for maintaining the bridge structure clear of
debris and other obstructions through the full term of this consent.

Water Quality

12.

13.

14.

Construction works on the bridge structure shall not commence until approval to the final
detailed design has been approved under condition 7.

The consent holder shall provide the Waikato Regional Council with a finalised Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan (ESCP), at least 40 working days prior to the commencement of
activities authorised by this consent. The objective of the ESCP shall be to minimise sediment
discharge from the site to the extent practicable over the earthworks period.

The consent holder shall ensure that sediment losses to natural water arising from the
exercise of this resource consent are minimised during the duration of the works and during
the term of this consent.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

The consent holder shall ensure that all erosion and sediment controls are inspected and in
good working order prior to, and immediately after rain events. The consent holder shall further
ensure that all erosion and sediment controls are maintained such that optimal sediment
capture efficiency is achieved at all times.

All construction, operation and maintenance works shall be executed in a manner which
minimises disturbance of soil surfaces and vegetation.

All disturbed soil surfaces that result from the construction and installation of the permanent
bridge structure shall be stabilised immediately on completion of the works.

No excess vegetative material or soil disturbed as the result of the exercise of this consent
shall be left on the banks of the Waikato River.

The consent holder shall ensure that all clean water run-off from stabilised surfaces including
catchment areas above and around the site shall be diverted away from the earthworks area
via a stabilised diversion system. The consent holder shall also ensure the outfall(s) of these
systems incorporate adequate protection against erosion.

Any future protection and/or erosion control works or associated maintenance that becomes
necessary as a result of the exercise of this consent shall be the responsibility of the consent
holder and shall be carried out to the satisfaction of the Waikato Regional Council.

Advice Note: A separate resource consent may be required as a result of the need to undertake erosion

21.

22,

23.

24,

25,

contral warks. Any such consent shall be obtained by the consent holder at their sole expense prior o
any works being undertaken.

The discharge of untreated surface runoff from any area where soil has been disturbed as a
result of the exercise of this resource consent shall only occur after consultation and the prior
written approval of the Waikato Regional Council acting in a technical certification capacity. In this
regard, the main issues that will be considered by the Waikato Regional Council include:

a. The quality of the stabilisation and/or covering vegetation;
b. The quality of the water discharged from the rehabilitated land; and
¢. The quality of the receiving water.

All earthmoving machinery, pumps and generators shall be operated in a manner which ensures
that spillages of fuel, oil and similar contaminants are prevented, particularly during refuelling and
machinery servicing and maintenance. Refuelling and lubrication activities shall be carried out
away from any surface water such that any spillage can be contained and does not enter any
surface water.

Prior to entering the site all machinery shall be appropriately cleaned and inspected to minimise
foreign plant species being introduced to the site.

Stormwater from the completed bridge deck shall be directed to the river bank and discharged
beyond the abutments in a manner that does not cause bank or abutment erosion.

The consent holder shall ensure that the bridge is constructed in a manner that avoids the
deposition of construction materials into the Waikato River channel under normal conditions,
taken as low winter flow of RL 11.39m.

Ecological Restoration and Mitigation

26.

The consent holder shall retain an appropriately qualified and experienced ecologist to prepare
a detailed Ecological Restoration and Mitigation Plan (ERMP) or version thereof. The
EMRP’s objective shall be to avoid, remedy, or mitigate adverse ecological effects associated
with the bridge construction on flora and fauna habitats, and in particular long-tailed bats. The
EMRP shall be submitted to the Waikato Regional Council for written approval prior to
commencement of the construction activities authorised by this resource consent.

Cultural and Archaeological

27.

The consent holder shall ensure that the exercise of this resource consent does not disturb
sites of cultural significance to Tangata Whenua. In the event of any archaeological artefacts
being discovered the works shall, in the vicinity of the discovery, cease immediately and the
Waikato Regional Council shall be notified within 24 hours. Works may recommence on the
written approval of the Waikato Regional Council after considering:
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Tangata Whenua interests and values;

Protocols agreed upon by Tangata Whenua and the consent holder;
The consent holders interests;

. Any Heritage New Zealand authorisations; and

. Any archaeological or scientific evidence.

aoop

(0]

Review

28. The Waikato Regional Council may at any time two months either side of January of 2020,
2025, 2030, 2035, 2040 and 2045, serve notice on the consent holder under section 128(1) of
the Resource Management Act (1991), and commence a review of the conditions of this
resource consent for the following purposes:

a. to review the effectiveness of the conditions of this resource consent in avoiding or mitigating
any adverse effects on the environment and if necessary to avoid, remedy or mitigate such
effects by way of further or amended conditions; or

b. if necessary and appropriate, to require the holder of this resource consent to adopt the best
practicable option to remove or reduce adverse effects on the surrounding environment due
to the discharge of stormwater to surface water; or

¢. to review the adequacy of and the necessity for monitoring undertaken by the consent holder,
and if necessary, to amend and/or introduce new conditions to monitor any adverse effects
on the environment that result from the exercise of this resource;

Advice Note: Costs associated with any review of the conditions of this resource consent will be
recovered from the consent holder in accordance with the provisions of section 36 of the Rescurce
Management Act 1991.

Administration

29. The consent holder shall pay to the Waikato Regional Council any administrative charge fixed
in accordance with section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991, or any charge
prescribed in accordance with regulations made under section 360 of the Resource
Management Act 1991.

Lapse Period

30. In accordance with section 125 RMA, this resource consent shall lapse twenty (20) years after
the date on which it was granted unless it has been given effect to before the end of that
period.
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Advice Notes

1.

Where a resource consent has been issued in relation to any type of construction (e.g. dam,
bridge, jetty) this consent does not constitute authority to build and it may be necessary to
apply for a Building Consent from the relevant territorial authority.

This resource consent does not give any right of access over private or public property.
Arrangements for access must be made between the consent holder and the property owner.

This resource consent is transferable to another owner or occupier of the land concerned,
upon application, on the same conditions and for the same use as originally granted (5.134-
137 RMA).

The consent holder may apply to change the conditions of the resource consent under s.127
RMA.

The reasonable costs incurred by Waikato Regional Council arising from supervision and
monitoring of this/these consents will be charged to the consent holder. This may include but
not be limited to routine inspection of the site by Waikato Regional Council officers or agents,
liaison with the consent holder, responding to complaints or enquiries relating to the site, and
review and assessment of compliance with the conditions of consents.

Note that pursuant to s332 of the RMA 1991, enforcement officers may at all reasonable times
go onto the property that is the subject of this consent, for the purpose of carrying out
inspections, surveys, investigations, tests, measurements or taking samples.

If you intend to replace this consent upon its expiry, please note that an application for a new
consent made at least & months prior to this consent's expiry gives you the right to continue
exercising this consent after it expires in the event that your application is not processed prior
to this consent's expiry.
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Phil Mitchell
Consultant
AUCKLAND

WAIKATO REGIONAL COUNCIL
WAIKATO DISTRICT COUNCIL
WAIPA DISTRICT COUNCIL

and

HAMILTON CITY COUNCIL

Notices of Requirement and

Application for Resource Consents

in respect of
Southern Links

Requiring Authorities

Resource Consent Applicants

Volume 9

(Mangakotukutuku Bridge)
DECISION
OF HEARINGS COMMISSIONERS

24" October, 2014

Doug Arcus David Hill
Barrister Independent Hearings
HAMILTON Commissioner

AUCKLAND

NZ Transport Agency and Hamilton City Council

NZ Transport Agency and Hamilton City Council

HCC APPLICATION FOR RESOURCE CONSENT

Shane Solomon

Consultant
TAUPIRI
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Waikato Regional Council

Decision
Consent Application 127680.02.01

Having had regard to the provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991; and
Having considered the effects on the environment; and

Having considered the submissions and evidence of the Applicants in respect of the
proposal now before us, the submissions lodged in respect of that application, and
the evidence tendered in support of those submissions, and the reports provided
under RMA s42A; and

Acting under a delegation from Waikato Regional Council to hear and determine the
applications; and

For the reasons set out in the Hearing Report contained in Volume 1 which is the
basis for, and forms part of this decision; and

Making a broad overall judgement; and

Pursuant to Sections 104, 104B, 105, 107 and 108 of the Resource Management
Act, 1991,

The Waikato Regional Council (as consent authority) grants consent to the
application by the Hamilton City Council for the following Resource Consents
subject in each case to the consent conditions set out in the respective schedules
thereto.

DATED this 24" day of October, 2014

/“:ﬂ:- - -l_.—ﬂ__.—ﬁ
C.D. Arcus
Joint Hearings Commissioner
Chairman
PHMitchell

Hearings Commissioner
Chair of Waikato Regional Council Hearings Panel
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Resource Consent Conditions (consent application 127680.02.01)

General

1.

The Gully Bridge (3A) over the Mangakotukutuku Stream authorised by this resource
consent shall be designed, located and constructed in general accordance with the
document entitled *Hamilton Southern Links - Waikato Regional Council Resource
Consent Applications — Bridge Structures”, prepared by AECOM dated 7 August 2013,
and all supporting documentation except where otherwise required in the resource
consent conditions below. Where there is any discrepancy between the application
documents and the resource consent conditions then the conditions below shall prevail.

The consent holder shall appoint a representative prior to commencement of any works
authorised by this resource consent, who shall be the \Waikato Regional Council’s
principal contact person in regard to matters relating to this consent. The consent holder
shall inform the Waikato Regional Council of the representative’s name and how they
cah be contacted prior to this consent being exercised.

The consent holder shall be responsible for all contracted operations relating to the
exercise of this resource consent, and shall ensure contractors are made aware of the
conditions of this consent and ensure compliance with those conditions.

The consent holder shall inform the Waikato Regional Council in writing, at least 10
days prior to any work commencing, of the start date of the works authorised by this
resource consent.

A copy of this resource consent shall be kept onsite at all times that the works
authorised by this consent are being undertaken, and shall be produced without
unreasonable delay upon request from a servant or agent of the Waikato Regional
Council.

Design

6.

10.

11.

The consent holder shall retain an appropriately qualified and experienced professional
to develop the final detailed design of the bridge, which shall include pier location, height
of the bridge above maximum water levels and erosion protection works.

The final detailed design of the bridge shall be forwarded for approval to the Waikato
Regional Council - acting in a technical certification capacity, at least 40 working days
prior to works commencing. The basis for the Regional Council’s approval shall be
limited to an assessment of whether the design, if complied with, will satisfy the
conditions of this consent.

The consent holder shall exercise this consent in accordance with the design approved
under condition 7 of this consent.

The consent holder shall ensure that unimpeded access is maintained along the
Waikato River outside working hours except through areas where the safety of the
public would be endangered as a result of the works.

The consent holder shall ensure that the bridge structure authorised by this consent is
undertaken in such a manner so as to avoid increasing flooding effects on adjacent and
downstream land.

The consent holder shall be held responsible for maintaining the bridge structure clear
of debris and other obstructions through the full term of this consent.

Water Quality

12.

Construction works on the bridge structure shall not commence until approval to the final
detailed design has been approved under condition 7.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

The consent holder shall provide the Waikato Regional Council with a finalised Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP), at least 40 working days prior to the
commencement of activities authorised by this consent. The objective of the ESCP shall
be to minimise sediment discharge from the site to the extent practicable over the
earthworks period.

The consent holder shall ensure that sediment losses to natural water arising from the
exercise of this resource consent are minimised during the duration of the works and
during the term of this consent.

The consent holder shall ensure that all erosion and sediment controls are inspected
and in good working order prior to, and immediately after rain events. The consent
holder shall further ensure that all erosion and sediment controls are maintained such
that optimal sediment capture efficiency is achieved at all times.

All construction, operation and maintenance works shall be executed in a manner which
minimises disturbance of soil surfaces and vegetation.

All disturbed soil surfaces that result from the construction and installation of the
permanent bridge structure shall be stabilised immediately on completion of the works.

No excess vegetative material or soil disturbed as the result of the exercise of this
consent shall be left on the banks of the Mangakotukutuku Stream.

The consent holder shall ensure that all clean water run-off from stabilised surfaces
including catchment areas above and around the site shall be diverted away from the
earthworks area via a stabilised diversion system. The consent holder shall also ensure
the outfall(s) of these systems incorporate adequate protection against erosion.

Any future protection and/or erosion control works or associated maintenance that
becomes necessary as a result of the exercise of this consent shall be the responsibility
of the consent holder and shall be carried out to the satisfaction of the Waikato Regional
Council.

Advice Note: A separate resource consent may be required as a result of the need to undertake

21.

22.

23.

24.

erosion control works. Any stch consent shall be obtained by the consent holder at thelr sole
expense prior to any works being undertaken.

The discharge of untreated surface runoff from any area where soil has been disturbed
as a result of the exercise of this resource consent shall only occur after consultation
and the prior written approval of the Waikato Regional Council acting in a technical
cettification capacity. In this regard, the main issues that will be considered by the
Waikato Regional Council include:

a. The quality of the stabilisation and/or covering vegetation;
b. The quality of the water discharged from the rehabilitated land; and
c. The quality of the receiving water.

All earthmoving rmachinery, pumps and generators shall be operated in a manner which
ensures that spillages of fuel, oil and similar contaminants are prevented, particularly
during refuelling and machinery servicing and maintenance. Refuelling and lubrication
activities shall be carried out away from any surface water such that any spillage can be
contained and does not enter any surface water.

Prior to entering the site all machinery shall be appropriately cleaned and inspected to
minimise foreign plant species being introduced to the site.

Stormwater from the completed bridge deck shall be directed to the river bank and
discharged beyond the abutments in a manner that does not cause bank or abutment
erosion.
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25. The consent holder shall ensure that the bridge is constructed in a manner that avoids

the deposition of construction materials into the Mangakotukutuku Stream channel
under normal conditions, taken as low winter flow of RL 11.39m.

Ecological Restoration and Mitigation

26. The consent holder shall retain an appropriately qualified and experienced ecologist to

prepare a detailed Ecological Restoration and Mitigation Plan (ERMP) or version
thereof. The EMRP’s objective shall be to avoid, remedy, or mitigate adverse ecological
effects associated with the bridge construction on flora and fauna habitats, and in particular
long-tailed bats. The EMRP shall be submitted to the Waikato Regional Council for
written approval prior to commencement of the construction activities authorised by this
resource consent.

Cultural and Archaeological

27. The consent holder shall ensure that the exercise of this resource consent does not

disturb sites of cultural significance to Tangata Whenua. In the event of any
archaeclogical artefacts being discovered the works shall, in the vicinity of the
discovery, cease immediately and the Waikato Regional Council shall be notified within
24 hours. Works may recommence on the written approval of the Waikato Regional
Council after considering:

a. Tangata Whenua interests and values;

b. Protocols agreed upon by Tangata Whenua and the consent holder;
c. The consent holders interests;

d. Any heritage New Zealand authorisations; and

e. Any archaeological or scientific evidence.

Review

28. The Waikato Regional Council may at any time two months either side of January of

2020, 2025, 2030, 2035, 2040 and 2045, serve notice on the consent holder under
section 128(1) of the Resource Management Act (1991), and commence a review of the
conditions of this resource consent for the following purposes:

a. to review the effectiveness of the conditions of this resource consent in avoiding or
mitigating any adverse effects on the environment and if necessary to avoid, remedy or
mitigate such effects by way of further or amended conditions; or

b. if necessary and appropriate, to require the holder of this resource consent to adopt the
best practicable option to remove or reduce adverse effects on the surrounding
environment due to the discharge of stormwater to surface water; or

c. to review the adequacy of and the necessity for monitoring undertaken by the consent
holder, and if necessary, to amend and/or introduce new conditions to monitor any
adverse effects on the environment that result from the exercise of this resource;

Advice Note: Costs asscciated with any review of the conditions of this resource consent will be

recovered from the consent holder in accordance with the provisions of section 36 of the
Resource Management Act 1997

Administration

29. The consent holder shall pay to the Waikato Regional Council any administrative charge

fixed in accordance with section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991, or any
charge prescribed in accordance with regulations made under section 360 of the
Resource Management Act 1991.
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Lapse Period

30. In accordance with section 125 RMA, this resource consent shall lapse twenty (20)

years after the date on which it was granted unless it has been given effect to before the
end of that period.

Advice Notes

1.

Where a resource consent has been issued in relation to any type of construction (e.g.
dam, bridge, jetty) this consent does not constitute authority to build and it may be
necessary to apply for a Building Consent from the relevant territorial authority.

This resource consent does not give any right of access over private or public property.
Arrangements for access must be made between the consent holder and the property
owner.

This resource consent is transferable to another owner or occupier of the land
conhcerned, upon application, on the same conditions and for the same use as originally
granted (s.134-137 RMA).

The consent holder may apply to change the conditions of the resource consent under
s.127 RMA.

The reasonable costs incurred by Waikato Regional Council arising from supervision
and monitoring of this/these consents will be charged to the consent holder. This may
include but not be limited to routine inspection of the site by Waikato Regional Council
officers or agents, liaison with the consent holder, responding to complaints or enguiries
relating to the site, and review and assessment of compliance with the conditions of
consents.

Note that pursuant to s332 of the RMA 1991, enforcement officers may at all reasonable
times go onto the property that is the subject of this consent, for the purpose of carrying
out inspections, surveys, investigations, tests, measurements or taking samples.

If you intend to replace this consent upon its expiry, please note that an application for a
new consent made at least 6 months prior to this consent's expiry gives you the right to
continue exercising this consent after it expires in the event that your application is not
processed prior to this consent's expiry.
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Appendix |

Risk and Assurance Plan

Relevance:

Section 6: Financial Case
Section 7: Commercial Case
Section 8: Management Case

e Presents HCC's “three levels of protection” approach to risk management and assurance
e |dentifies key risks and proposed controls
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Housing Infrastructure
Fund
Risk Review

Final Report
3 November 2017
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R
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Kelvyn Eglington

General Manager City Growth
Hamilton City Council
Private Bag 3010

Hamilton 3240

New Zealand

Housing Infrastructure Fund Risk Review

3 November 2017

Dear Kelvyn,

In accordance with our Contract dated 1 July 2017 and the Terms of Reference dated 18 September
2017, we are delighted to report the findings and recommendations arising from our risk review of the
Housing Infrastructure Fund project for Hamilton City Council.

We would like to extend our appreciation for the assistance provided by staff and management in the
completion of this engagement.

Yours faithfully

Sharon Cresswell
Partmer
PricewaterhouseCoaopers
Hamilton, New Zealand

PricewaterhouseCoopers, Corner Anglesea and Ward Streets, PO Box 191, Hamilton 3420, New Zealand
T:+64(7) 838 3838 F: +64 (7) 839 4178, www.pwe.com/nz
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|
Executive Summary

Introduction

The Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) is a government initiative to provide a one-off contestable
fund through which councils in high-growth areas could apply for funding to bring forward the
transport and water infrastructure required for new housing, This allows up-front investment in
infrastructure to ensure more housing can be built sooner and assists councils in managing their key
conslraints in financing this infrastructure.

Hamilton City Council was one of five councils that were successful with their Indicative Business
Case and were allocated $272 million. Hamilton City Council is now preparing its Detailed Business
Case and PwC will assist this process through undertaking a risk management and control evaluation
assessment.

Scope
The objective and scope of this phase of the engagement was in two-parts:

1. We performed a risk and control assessment to determine the current level of risk, control and
assurance over the HIF project, and to highlight gaps in controls and assurance. The risk and
control assessment was based upon existing risk registers and focussed on key project risks
(those rated extreme).

2. We facilitated workshops to develop the material risk register for the operational risks associated
with infrastructure for the HIF project, which can be used as the basis for reporting to
stakeholders and for key input into the risk statement and assessment for the Detailed Business
Case.

An evaluation of the control design effectiveness will be performed as a second-phase,

Approach
Our approach included:
1. Risk and Control Assessment

a) Facilitating workshops where appropriate members of the project management team and our
subject malter experts considered the strategic risks facing the HITF project from a number of
different angles. To identify the key controls thal miligate those risks.

b) Reviewing the risk register and HIF material prepared by Hamilton City Council and the
output of the workshop to identify the key risks to be considered in the Risk Control Assurance
map.

¢)  Meetings with management to identify the sources of assurance over controls.

d) Developing an assurance map to highlight gaps in controls and assurance and areas of
duplicate assurance.

Confidential 5of 16

Attachments Page 191

ltem 10

Attachment 4



¥ JuaWyoeNY

0T wal

Council

06 December 2017

b Hamilton City Cc

Te kaunihera c

1 Kirikiriroa

2, Risk Register

a) Facilitating a workshop with appropriate members of the project management team and
engineers to identify:

» the infrastructure risks associated with the project. This included the evaluation of risks
already identified from pre-existing risk registers (e.g. Southern Links).

= the controls in place and/or the potential treatment options to mitigate these risks.

b)  Workshopping with management and engineers the priority and rating of the risks identified
in the first workshop utilising NZTA’s risk management methodology.

) Documenting the findings as a base risk register for HIF project team to use to inform the
Detailed Business Case and the project going forward.

HCC is responsible for reviewing and finalising the risk register and content for the Detailed
Business Case.

Key messages

The risk, control and assurance mapping process undertaken was forward focussed, in that it has
been performed during the development of the Delailed Business Case for the HIF project.
Therefore, the controls identified thal relate to the delivery of the project are not necessarily in place
now, although Hamilton City Council has existing systems, processes and procedures that will be
utilised by the project if the Detailed Business Case is successful. Accordingly, some of the assurance
elements, especially at level 1 are focussed towards confirming that the controls are putin place and
these would no longer be relevant once the project is up and running. These have been identified in
the Appendices.

A common set of controls was identified throughout the workshops with the key controls being the:

+ Need for a dedicated project team to deliver HIF funded growth projects

+ Development of stakeholder enga gement and communications plans and the need for early
engagement

s Execution of private developer agreements

« Integration into the long term planning process and consultation

+ Detailed Business Case process itself

« Project management and procurement processes already in place at Hamilton City Council.
The preliminary Risk Control Assurance Map (Appendix I) aligns to those key risks that had been
classified as extreme both from the original detailed HIF Final Proposals Risk Register (we note
these aligned with the output from the strategic workshop) and the operational infrastructure risk

register developed as part of this work. Hamilton City Council’s risk framework (Appendix IT) was
used in assessing the risks.

The Detailed Risk Register (forwarded as a separate document) contains the operational

infrastructure risks as identified by operational management and engineers with the risk ratings
being assessed using the New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) risk rating criteria.
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Next Steps

The preliminary Risk Control Assurance Map is used during the development of the Detailed
Business Case to provide guidance on the risks Hamilton City Council need to consider regarding the
HIF process and guidance on how these are mitigated.

If the Detailed Business Case is successful, then the preliminary Risk Conlrol Assurance map should
be utilised and updated by the project team to provide guidance on the controls that need to be put
in place to mitigate the key risks to the project.

The ownership of the Risk Control Assurance Map should be assigned to the Project Sponsor and
they should assign responsibility for the risks and assurance tasks to individuals.

The HIF project team need to take ownership of the delailed risk register in order to complete the
detail for the controls and treatment plans, assign ownership of the risks, maintain it, ensure that it
is regularly updated as the project progresses, and it should form the basis for reporting to the
project control group and the Council.

The control design effectiveness phase of this engagement should be undertaken once the project is
operational to ensure that all the key controls and assurance activities have been implemented.

Limitations

Our engagement does not constitute a statutory audit, the objective of which is the expression
of an opinion on the financial statements, or an assurance engagement, the objective of which
is the expression of an opinion on management’s assertions. Accordingly, we will not express
such an opinion at the conclusion of our work, or provide assurance.

We have not independently verified the accuracy of information provided to us. Accordingly, we
express no opinion on the reliability, accuracy, or completeness of the information provided to us
and upon which we have relied.

The statements expressed herein have been made in good faith, and on the basis that all information

relied upon is true and accurate in all material respects, and not misleading by reason of omission or
otherwise.
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Appendix I

Preliminary Risk, Control & Assurance Map

A preliminary Risk, Control & Assurance map has been prepared to show the key controls and sources of assurance mitigating key project risks (those rated extreme)
in the areas of reputation, people, project, political, financial, strategic, compliance and regulatory and operational.

Pre-existing controls are identified as blue coloured text, those controls that are currently operating for the detailed business case are in red coloured text.
Controls to be established are identified in black text, with the adjacent Level 1 Assurance identifying initial processes to confirm the control is in place.

HCC HIF Risks — Reputation Risks

Assurance
Key risk de,gcripﬁon Kq controls Level 1: PI‘DjC(‘.l mnnagcmcnt Level z: Proj .
; o 3 ject governance Level 3: Independent and
DNI‘SI'gi'It and capability & (internal) objective assurance
experience
Lack of or loss of public support for HIF Stakeholder Management and Stakeholder Manag, tand Regular meetings updating elected
projects following approval of Detailed Communications Plan Communications Plan members
Business Case (DEC). s  Communications plan developed s  Experienced stakeholder liaison  Establish a regular briefing timetable for
encompassing all internal and and communications manager the HIF project with Council.
external communications (who, positions appointed.
when, how, frequency). «  Stakeholder needs analysis
s« Dedicated communications undertaken and stakeholder
manager appointed who manages management plan developed.
and mun.!lul‘;; all media . Communications plan
communications, developed and regularly
. Stakeholder Liaison appaointed to updated. ’
manage Tjhe interaction and s«  Communications reviewed and
communications with stakeholders. approved.
. Regular media monitoring
undertaken to identify publie
feedback.
s«  Communicabions prepared for
multiple scenarios.
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Key risk description

Key controls

Level 1: Project management
oversight and capability &
experience

Assurance

Level 2: Project governance
(internal)

Level 3: Independent and
ohbjective assurance

Conflict of interests are not managed
resulting in a heightened risk of

fraud /eollusion, lowering HCC
reputation.

Project Management

Long Term Plan (LTF)
consultation process

LTP includes HIF funded projects in
sufficient detail to allow for public
feedback on the options and impacts of
aceelerating the growth projects per the
1EC.

Detailed Business Case

The DEC presents all the options,
impacts, assumptions, reasoning and
benefits for the acceleration of the HIF
funded projects and the use of HIF
funding to allow a decision to be made.

HCC Conflict of Interest Policy

Conflict of Interests declaration and
I'I'Ix'![I}'lgl‘.?['II(‘III lll?l[l.

On a periodic basis:

¢+ Report any breaches of conflicts of
interest policy

¢ regularly remind the Project Team of
their responsibilities

s conflict of interest management plan
to be developed

Conflicts of interest and confidentiality
statements and expectations for the
Project team, HCC contractors and

Developers.

LTP consultation process
Internal LTP review process
considering whether adequate
information is included in LTP to
inform public of the options (DEC)

Detailed Business Case

The business case provides a
compelling case that supports the
use of HIF funding to accelerate
growth projects.

Project Management

e Review of conflict of interest
declarations and signed off by
the Project Sponsor,

¢  Management plan for any
identified conflicts,

+«  Confidentiality process
monitored by the Project
Manager.

Long Term Plan

Feedback from publie during LTF
consultation process received and
reported to Council as part of the LTP
management process.

Council approval of DBC / LTP

Approvals follow Couneil Delegated
Authority and procedures.

Benefits Realisation Plan

Approval of DEC and reporting of
achievement of the benefits to Council.

Council approval of DBC / LTP
Approvals follow Council Delegated
Authority and procedures.

Notification and approval of conflicts of
interest and management plan.

Notification and approval of conflicts of
interest and management plan.

Audit NZreview of LTP
(limited)

Review by MBIE

MEIE review and approve the
DBC.

Peer review of Detailed
Business Case

Procurement P'rocess

Probity auditor for major
l)ﬂ)L’.llrﬂ ments.
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Key risk description

Key controls

Level 1: Project management
oversight and capability &
experience

Assurance

Level 2: Project governance
(internal)

Level 3: Independent
ohbjective assurance

and

HCC Procurement Policy and
Procedures Manual

Conflict of Interests during,

procurement processes for staff and for

suppliers to declare any conflicts of
interest.

Procurement Process

+  Project sponsor sign off on
conflict of interest management
plan

s Procurement manager review
of conflict of interest forms.

Notification and approval of conflicts of
interest and management plan.

Procurement Process

Probity auditor for major

procurements.

HCC HIF Risks — People risks

Key risk description

Inadequate people (internal and

consultants) resources / structure and
competing priorities impact on delivery of

growth projects, leading to delays.

Confidential

Key controls

Dedicated Project Team

Establishment of a dedicated
project team focussed purely on
delivery of the growth praojects.

. Resource analysis and job sizing
undertaken to identify key skills
required.

s Project roles identified and filled.

+  Outsource skills not available or

unable te be filled from in-house.

s Backfill positions so that project
staff do not have competing
demands.

¢ Team will include all functions

necessary to deliver growth projects
including consents, infrastructure

ete.

Level 1: Project management

Project Management

+  Resourcing monitored by the
Project Manager.

« Itwill include (but not limited
to) a Project Manager, Project
Administrator, Project Finance
administrator, Water,
Wastewater, Stormwater,
Roading, Consenting,
Communications / Stakehaolder
Manag t staff bers.

Level 2: Project governance
(internal)

Resourcing adequacy monitored

(praject reporting).

Project structure /team approved

by senior management {SLT)

following standard SLT approval
process and appropriate HCC

Delegated Authority.

¥®  Project Control Groupin place

¥ PCG membership selected by
SLT and Gavernance Charter
developed and approved by
SLT.

»  Reporting arrangements
between PCG and Project
Team agreed in line with PMO
guidance.

Project Management Office review
of structure and resourcing.

Council approval of project team
and necessary resources and
budgets.

Level 3: Independent
objective assurance

NZTA/MEBIE review as
required.

and
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Key risk description

Assurance

Level 1: Project management

Key controls Level 2: Project governance

Level 3: Independent and

Failure to create and maintain a safe
environment resulting in a serious harm
ar fatal incident.

Confidential

Dvers!ght and capability & (internal) ohbjective assurance
experience

Procurement Process Procurement Process NZTA endorsed approach

¢ Professional services identified and ¢  Procurement follows HCC laker;:: procure professional

Professional Services Panel

procurement undertaken to secure
requirements and Government

appropriate staff.

s Uscof Professional Services Panel ?"ﬁlﬁ :{ISGurcin,g for panels is
to source consultants, ollowed.
Health and Safety Processes Project Management I Monitoring of H&S and reporting to the

SLT and Couneil committees on a
regular basis as part of the standard

monitoring report.

Individual dedicated H&S plans:

All project activities need

to have a H&S plan as

appropriate.

®  Each developer and
contractor must have a
pre-approved H& 5 Plan
registered with HCC and
this is a pre-requisite of
contracting to Council.

+  FProject follows HCC H&S processes .
and these are regularly reviewed. s

¢ Dedicated H&S role in project team.

s H&S project team role assigned.

+  Process/procedures in place to
ensure that H&S culture is
embedded into project team.

¢ The Project Team has a
dedicated H&S advisor and audit
process dedicated to ensuring
the developers and eontractors

maintain their approved H&S
processes.

Compliance with any
corporate process requiring an
independent review of H&S.
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HCC HIF Risks — Project risks

Key risk description Key controls

Level 1: Project management
oversight and capability &
experience

Level 3: Independent and

Level 2: Project governance
objective assurance

(internal)

Private Developer Agreements
Council uses a pro forma PDA for the

Failure to secure Private Developer
Agreements (PDAs) to take up the

capacity of HIF under terms that meet HIF thatis:

the Business Case results in lack of o Reviewed by HCC Legal advisors
certainty over: against DEC.

s Development take up and timing = Clearly understood by Project

. Contributions amount ($ and Team. ’

infrastructure).
Stakeholder Management

. Early engagement with developers
Gain an understanding of the
drivers for the developers.

+«  Ongoing communications with
developers.
HIF Cost / Benefits poorly defined Detailed Business Case

leading to under delivery of outcomes. . Financial modelling of cost vs
benefit including different
scenarios and sensitivity analysis

. Go /[ No Go processes.

Project Management

+  Periodic assessments that the
anticipated benefits remain valid.

+  Framework for measuring and
tracking praoject benefits

Confidential

Independent legal review if
required.

Review and approval of PDAs by
appropriate Delegated Authority.

Private Developer Agreements
Review of deviations from proforma
agreement.

Review of PDA by Hamilton City

Couneil Solicitor's.

Stakeholder M z T
s Ongoing liaison with developers

+  Stakeholder needs analysis

Management review and approval of  Council approval of DBC. Peer review of DEC.
cost and benefits defined in DEC. Senior Leadership Team approval of NZTA / MBIE review /
Cost analysis peer reviewed. DEC. approval of DBC.

NZTA Post Implementation
Review of planned benefits
and costs compared to those
actually delivered.

Benefits Realisation plan

+  Approval of DEC and reporting of
achievement of the benefits to
Couneil.

¢ Briefings/workshops undertaken
with Elected Representatives to
define benefits.

MNZTA Post Implementation
Review of planned benefits
and eosts compared to those
actually delivered.

Benefits Realisation plan
Approval of DBC and reporting of

achievement of the benefits to Council.

Reporting of progress against defined

benefits to Council.
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Key risk description Key controls Level 1: Project management Level 2: Proj .
. o : Project governance Level 3: Independent and
ovcrm'ght and capability & (internal) objective assurance
experience
HIF project is exposed to uncertain Detailed Business Case Detailed Business Case Peer review of DEC.
economic /growth circumstances that e Modelling of fhe i Fundi ; d NZTA / MBIE review.
h : 1 1g of the impacts of unding agreement terms agreed at
delays or stops project delivery. different economic / growth / ten years.
financial circumstances consistent
with 2018 LTP.
. HIF funding agreement terms only
commit Council to a ten year yield
only.
Private Developer Agreements Developer Agr
Private developer agreements lock the Developer agreements in place and
developers in to delivering the have appropriate clauses to allow for
development within the timeframe fluctuations in demand.
required by Council.
Project Management Project Management PCG reporting showing:
¢  On-going monitoring of economic s Stage gates on project delivery s Development cell staging updates
and growth statistics to !dL‘llth_\’ »  Notification of changes in »  Dependencies
trends and compare against economic / growth
forecasted rates. circumstances that may impact Progress reporting,
+«  Design of the infrastructure allows on HIF. Regular updates on economic
for scale back of growth areas to indicators/growth forecasts compared to
meet demand. DEC base lines.
«  Project planning.
Stakeholder Management Plan Stakeholder Manag t Plan
Ongoing liaison with developers. Regular meetings with developers
Development in other areas reduces HIF | Long Term Plan Long Term Plan Couneil approval of DEC / LTP:
ability to r‘i"il planned developer yield to Communicates to the community the Long Term Plan focussed on HIF s Approvals following the standard
repay HIF loan. direction Couneil is taking for the next related projeets. Couneil process.
ten years. Couneil informed of impact of other
Couneil decisions that may impact on
HIF.
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Key risk description

Key controls

Level 1: Project management
oversight and capability &
experience

Level 2: Project governance
(internal)

Level 3: Independent and
objective assurance

Contractor capacity affects project

delivery (timeframe) and cost.

Confidential

Council Planning Controls
District Flan restricts where
development can oceur. Peacockes is
already zoned residential.

Couneil control over release of land
through zoning or SHA applications.

Stakeholder Management
Liaison with developers.

Project Managemenl

Monitoring of consents issued against
growth forecasts.

Monitoring of development across the
HCC area and adjacent areas.

Procur Pr

. Develop Procurement Strategy
through assessment of
procurement options to determine
the most appropriate options.

s Contractor capacity analysis to
identify what level of activity the
market can cope with.

. Pre-qualification process Lo identily
suitable contractors.

+«  Registration of Interest undertaken
in order to pre-qualify contractors
without committing to further
procurement processes,

+  Early engagement with contractors
to give them certainty over work.

All SHA applications consider HIF
implications.

Communications Plan
Growth project managers have an
update process to inform HIF of

dependency task changes.

Co-ordination and communication

between/across growth

projects/groups:

+ Growth project leaders forum
where projects are discussed.

Stakeholder manag t plan

Regular meetings with developers.

Project Management
HIF project identifies dependencies
from other developments.

Procurement Processes
Management approval of
procurement strategy, methodology
and contracts.

| Procurement st rategy approved
following Couneil Delegated Authority
" and procedures.

NZTA review of transpaort

procurement processes.

130f 25

Attachments

Page 201

Iltem 10

Attachment 4



¥ JUaWyoeNY

0T wal

Council
06 December 2017

p Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikirinoa

Key risk description Key controls Level 1: Project management Level 2: Proj .
. o : Project governance Level 3: Independent and
ovcrm'ght and capability & (internal) objective assurance
experience
Project Management
+  Project plan/timeline that provides
certainty over volume and timing
of work.
+  Contract management processes in
accordance with HCC Procurement
Manual.
Nat all of the necessary land is controlled Project Management Land Procurement Strategy is
to deliver the infrastructure included in the reviewed and approved.
. Land Procurement strate;
HIF bid. The FWA may be required to be A0 Troetrement sweteey All necessary land is owned by
used to secure the required land which +  Property Consultant Council.
adds costs and significant delays to the +«  Purchase land in advance
whole of scope costs.
. —
Coundil Planning Controls
s Transport designation.
. Resource Management Act / Public
Works Act processes.
Stakeholder Management Plan Agreement made with iwi on the
Liaise with Tainui on First Right of purchase of land for key
Refusal. infrastructure.
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HCC HIF Risks — Political risks

Key risk description Key controls

Level 1: Project management
oversight and capability &
experience

Level 2: Project governance

(internal)

Level 3: Independent and

objective assurance

HCC doesn't commit to the HIF through ~ Long Term Plan Process

the 2018 - 2028 Long Term Plan process.  The LTP process will show the impact
that the HIF funded projects will have on
other programmes and projects and
allow for public feedback through the

consultation process.

| Detailed Business Case

e Process already undertaken
through HUGS/1BC supports the
DEC.

s+  Robust Contract —
Council/NZTA/MEIE means that

HCCis committed to HIF.

+  Planned stage approach —
sensitivity testing, growth
modelling, scenario planning to
support the business case
recommendations.

e Detailed financial modelling shows
the cost/benefits of using the HIF
funding,.

Confidential

Long Term Plan
LTP and HIF alignment:

HIF funded projects included in
LTP process

+  The key DEC information is
included in the LTP, including
maodifying any existing
programme timetables and
scheduling of existing plans to
take into account the
advancement of the HIF areas

+  HIF project team review of
LTP.

Detailed Business Case

DBCclear on implications of
HIF / HIF on HCC projects
both financially and ability to
deliver/priorities.

s  DBCreviewed by management.

LTP consultation feedback.

Peer review of DEC.

Support from MEIE and

NZTA
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Key risk description

Key controls

Level 1: Project management
oversight and capability &

Level 2: Project governance Level 3: Independent and

and/or Government don't approve of the

Regular meetings with MEBIE and NZTA

experience (internal) objective assurance
Stakeholder Management and Stakeholder Management and Support from MBIE and
Communications Plan Communications Plan NZTA.
!’;‘ducnﬁon.-‘blicﬁ ngs of elected members «  Councillor briefings:
is part of this to bring them on the . . .
: . = Establish a regular briefing
journey. :
timetable for the HIF Road
Communications to the public. project with Couneil.
s  Council approval of Detailed
Business Case by appropriate
Delegated Authority process.
«  NZTA /MBIE in front of elected
members.
s Key project briefing of HIF Road HIP
with Project Team, Project Sponsor,
MEBIE and NZTA.
+ Focus on particular growth areas as
agreed by DBC and LTP.
s  Communications to the community
are clear and consistent.
+  HIF warking group (including MEIE
& NZTA) from across Council.
— — — — :
NZTA / MBIE don't approve of DBEC Stakeholder Management Stakeholder Management Briefings/workshops with Councillors. NZTA Board approval of DEC

o Identified HCC staff delegated Council approval of DBC by appropriate  MEIE approval of DEC

funding agreement. to keep up-to-date with their thinking to talk to NZTA and MEIE. Delegated Authority process.
on the DBEC process / requirements. . Minutes of meetings with NZTA
/ MBIE.
HIF finaneial implications inconsistent Detailed Business Case Management review of LTP I Review by NZTA / MBIE.
or breach HCC financial strategy as Financial modelling shows the impac decisions that impact on the HIF
; E 1g shows the impact of
determined by the 2018 — 2028 LTP. different options /scenarios on the debt DEC.
levels.
Regular growth reporting using NPS and
G&I quarterly growth report to monitor.
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Key risk description

Key controls

Level 1: Project management
oversight and capability &
experience

Level 2: Project governance
(internal)

Level 3: Independent and

objective assurance

Lack of quality information impacts on
decisions.

Confidential

Project Management

Project reporting includes impact on
debt levels of HIF funding,
Reforecasting of debt to revenue budget
vs actual

Private Developer agreements.

Finance

HCC finaneial reporting monitors
financial ratios.

Detailed Business Case
. Peer review of the DBEC.

. Eriefing and workshop with the
elected members.

« Al assumptions included in the
DEC.

s Team of Council/external experts
preparing DBEC.

| Long Term Plan Process

+  LTP proeess involves eritical review
/ challenge sessions on projects to
ensure that they are of sufficient
quality.

Peer review by Council areas
impacted but independent of those
involved in DEC.

LTP consultation process.

. LTP follows HCC's standard quality '

review process

Project Control Group monitoring of
project finaneials and implications.

Regular reparting of monitoring of ratios
to Senior Leadership Team.

| Regular reporting of monitoring of ratios

to Council's Committee as appropriate.

Project Control Group review.

Reporting to MEIE.

Audit New Zealand financial

audit

Independent peer review of

DEC.
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HCC HIF Risks — Financial risks

Key risk description Key controls m;&ﬁ?iﬁ%‘;::;mem Level 2: Project governance Level 3: Independent and
experience (internal) objective assurance
Uneertainty in costs assumptions may Detailed Business Case Detailed Business Case NZTA/MBIE review

lead to budget over spend.

Peer review of the business case
costs and assumplions.
Contingency sum structures put in
place to reduce impact of
uncertainties.

Financial modelling of different
scenarios, sensitivity .'1r1.'1]|\_'sis of
uneertainties.

Listing of all assumptions so that
decision-makers have all available
information.

Project Management

.

.

Design gates to review designs to
ensure that they are not over-
engineered.

Project Reporting of budget vs
actual.

Reforecasting project costs,

Project eritical path analysis.

Procurement

Engineer estimates / project
budgers used to ensure that prices
received represent goad value far
money.

Use of contingency sums to reduce
uncertaint } W]]l—‘l'l E]I'I(':i [Ig‘
assumptions.

Contract management

Managing contracts on a no
surprises hasis.

Financial monitoring,.

Detailed financial modelling list all
assumptions and sensitivity analysis.

Project Management
*  Stage gate approvals.

s Budget vs Actual monitoring by
management.

Engineer to contract review of
contractor claim.

PCG project financial reporting.

Review of Praject status including
financials by Finance department,
Couneil Committees and Council as part
of normal Council reporting shructure.

Peer review of
costs/assumptions
HIF panel review

Audit NZ financial audit

Peer review of

costs/assumplions where

appropriate.
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Key risk description

Key controls

Level 1: Project management
oversight and capability &
experience

Assurance

Level 2: Project governance
(internal)

Level 3: Independent and

objective assurance

Development Contribution revenue
leakage (consent applied period end
50/6 /18) results in not enough revenue
to cover HIF repayments,

HIF assumes developers will take
financial responsibility to provide
infrastructure to support their
development and the HIF proposal.

NZTA Funding Assistance Rates alter
from the assumptions made in the DBEC
leading ta a shartfall in funding.

Development Contribution Policy

Accelerate review of Development
Caontribution policy.

Interim development contributions.

Developer Agreements
Developer agreements are put in place,

Other mechanisms to prevent
Development Contribution leakage
including targeted rates.

Private D loper Agr

+  Memorandum of Understanding
with developer(s).

+  Private Developer Agreement

inelude requirement for developers
to fund development infrastructure.

Detailed Business Case

Includes assumption that developers
fund infrastructure to support their
development.

Development Contribution Process

Consent process captures consequential
infrastructure charges.

Stal

haold AT

tand

Communications Plan

Close communication with NZTA
by HIF Project team.

FAR reporting NZTA / MEIE co-
ordinated to maximise funding
received.

Development Contribution
Policy

Update DC policy in time for its
application to the HIF.

Developer Agreements

Developer agreements that reflect
the actual growth costs of the HIF.

Private Developer Agreements

I)H\"H][JI)HT ?Igl"".(?l'[ﬂ:‘."l COvers
infrastructure by developers.

hald tand

Stal Manag
Communications Plan
. Regular meetings with NZTA
®  Programme of meetings
linked to Project decision
milestones
+  Agreement with NZTA on FAR
impacts for HIF
»  FAR rates set in the HIF

contract.

Approval of updated DC policy in line
with the appropriate Council process.

Approval of PDA’s following appropriate '

Couneil process.

Stakeholder Management and
Communications Plan
Regular meetings with NZTA and PCG

linked ta key Project milestanes.

Legal review of development
contribution policy /process.
Peer review of development

contribution policy.

Confidential
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Key risk description

Key controls

Level 1: Project management
oversight and capability &
experience

Level 2: Project governance

(internal) objective assurance

Level 3: Independent and

HCC finaneially exposed by Government

funding agreement.

Detailed Business Case

Financial modelling reflects actual FAR
for HIF and impacts of changes in FAR.

Funding Agreement

. Lockin FAR rate fuor HIF period.

Project Management

+  Legal review of contract to ensure
that HCC is not exposed to
unnecessary risk.

+  HCC approval of contract based

upon financial delegations,

s Term of contract agreed that
ensures that HCC is not exposed to
additional eosts (10 year term).

+  Out clauses in contract that allow
for flexibility if conditions change
over time (e.g. growth rates).

Detailed Business Case
FAR information included in DBEC.

Project Management
+  Project Team negotiation
subcommittee.

. Understand implications of
eontract terms through legal
advice.

s Briefing to Project Team.

NZTA review of DBEC.

Council approval of DBEC and funding
agreement by appropriate Delegated
Authority process.

Briefing to SLT, Project Team and

Elected Representatives.
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HCC HIF Risks — Strategic

Assurance

Key risk description Key controls l&:;:;i’ghl:l:i?ic;:;::;mem Level 2: Project governance Level 3: Independent and
e et (internal) ohjective assurance
Tainui strategic relationship + First Right  Stakeholder Manag t and Management monitor the outcomes of | Co-governanee meetings (iwi).

of Refusal (land).
Matters of Cultural significance.

Communication Plan

Early engagement with iwi to get
them on board.

Ongoing Twi liaison.

JMA board meetings

THAW - (engagement process with

iwi)

| the meetings with iwi.

HCC HIF Risks — Operational risks

Assurance

Lo e/l k:::;&l:r::;e;m::ialmem Level 2: Project governance Level 3: Independent and
experience P (internal) objective assurance

Other Waikato Council decisions / Stakeholder Manag t and Stakeholder management and

relationships impact on delivery. Communications Plan Communications plan
Liaison with adjacent councils briefing Regular meetings with other
them of the HIF project. Councils
Council Planning Processes
Other Councils are aware of HCC plans
and vice-versa through the various
planning documents:
. HUGS
. District Plans
. LTP
. RLTF.
s Futureproof recognises Peacockes
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Key risk description

Key controls

Level 1: Project management
oversight and capability &
experience

Level 3: Independent and
objective assurance

Level 2: Project governance
(internal)

No Masterplan in place in a timely
manner to enable land development.

Private Develop
Private Developer Agreements in place
covering masterplans.

Stakeholder Engag
Engagement with developers on
masterplans.

MOU with developers that covers
masterplans.

Project Management
Council led master planning.

HCC HIF Risks — Compliance and regulatory

HIF project team actively manages
masterplan requirements with
developers.

HIF project team actively manages
masterplan requirements with
developers.

PCG monitors masterplan development.

PCG monitors masterplan development.

PCG monitors masterplan development.

Key risk description Key controls Level _;;:hl’rnj:ct mn:_n]_ger;:.m Level 2: Project governance Level 3: Independent and
oversight and capability ? B
experience (internal) ohjective assurance
Environmental issues negatively affect Stakeholder Manag t Plan Stakeholder Manag t Plan I
Business case/ delivery of projects Liaison with Department of Agreement/approval from respective

(native animals, snails, bats, cat free
‘areas’) by consents /permits not being
granted.

Conservation, Waikato Regional Council,

NZTA, NLTF, NZ Heritage.

Project Management

+  Upfront monitoring to establish
necessary history for meeting
consent / environmental

requirements.

«  Ongoing monitoring to meet
consent / environmental
requirements.

parties.

Project Management

Monitoring of conditions

+«  Monitoring reports to Project
Team and respective parties

Risk management:

. Project risk registers

Review results of monitoring.

maintained through the project

management process by the
Project Team, and to the HCC
Risk Management policy.
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Key risk description

Key controls

Level 1: Project management

Level 2: Project governance

Level 3: Independent and

D\rel'm'gh tand capability & (internal) objective assurance
experience

Detailed Business Case NZTA / MBIE review /

List all known environmental issues that approval of DBC.

may affect the HIF projects and potential

impact and mitigation strategies.

Inelude discussion on wildlife permit

process.

esin government legislation or roject Management roject Management yject Management ndependent legal advice 1
¥ i legislati Project M Project M Project M Ind dent legal advice if

regulation may impact an HIF.

Workstream to identify all
legislation associated with the HIF.

Legislative Compliance programme
developed and maintained.
Monitoring of legislative changes
that impact on HIF

Legislative imings all known and
planning to meet them

Memhership of Local government
professional groups

haolder M 1 Plan

Liaison with MBIE and NZTA.
HIF / MEIE team brokering role on
legislation changes.

Legislative compliance work stream: | Key Legislative Compliance breaches

. Key Council officers responsible reported to Senior Leadership Team.

for their staff complying with
legislation

s Self-assessment of compliance
by responsible officers

+  Incident reporting process

Stakeholder Management Plan Stakeholder Management Plan

Regular meetings with MEIE / Regular meetings with NZTA / MEIE

NZTA
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l
Appendix II: HCC Risk assessment framework

The following tables provide the limits within HCC's overall risk threshold which the
organisation is expected to operate within and expected responses for each level of

Action Required Table
The following table details the required actions for each risk:

ACTION REQUIRED FOR RISK

Extreme Risk = Immediate action required: Risk escalated as appropriate. Action plans and
management responsibility specified with close scrutiny required.

Only the Chief Executive and/or Council can accept this level of risk.

. Very High Risk — Senior Leadership Team attention advised. Action plans and management

| risk.

responsibility specified with periodic scrutiny required.
The rel GM, , risk ger and programme manager can accept this level of

risk.
O Q)
Minor \ Moderate Serious Major Catastrophic
Certain H H W
e = = —
Almost v | BT
0| certain H VH l |¢ VH |
- ——— . .‘ — -
- . ¥
Likely H | VH VH
w2 T
Unlikely H ! qm
Highly
unlikely H

This matrix is used to map the likelihood and consequence levels of a risk and provide a
pictorial representation of the relativity of that risk to other risks within an Activity Group or
Project, and can also be used for mapping key risks across HCC.

Confidential

High Risk — Senior Leadership Team attention advised. Action plans and management
responsibility specified with periodic scrutiny required.

The relevant GM, sponsor, risk manager and programme manager can accept this level of
risk.

| Medium Risk - Management responsibility specified. Managed by specific monitoring and

The relevant programme, unit manager or risk manager can accept this level of risk.

procedures.

Low Risk = Manage by routine procedures. Unlikely to require specific application of
resources.

The relevant activity manager can accept this level of risk.

24 0f25
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Appendix II1: Glossary

DEC = Detailed Business Case

Growth projects = All projects identified as growth projects in the LTP
HCC = Hamilton City Council

H&S = Health & Safety

HIF = Housing Infrastructure Fund

HUGS = Hamilton Urban Growth Strategy

IBC = Indicative Business Case

ICMP = Integrated Catchment Management Plan
LGA = Local Government Act

LTMA = Land Transport Management Act

LTP = Long Term Plan

MBIE = Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment
NZTA = New Zealand Transport Agency

PCG = Praject Control Group

PDA = Private Developer Agreement

PMO = Project Management Office

PWA = Public Works Act

RLTP = Regional Land Transport Plan

RMA= Resource Management Act

SHA = Special Housing Area

SLT = Senior Leadership Team

WRC = Waikato Regional Council

© 2017 PricewaterhouseCoopers New Zealand. All rights reserved. ‘PwC’ and ‘PricewaterhouseCoopers’ refer to the New Zealand member firm, and may sometimes refer to the PwC network. Each member firm is a
separate legal entity. Please see www.pwc.com/structure for further details.
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Appendix J
Risk Register

Relevance:

Section 6: Financial Case
Section 7: Commercial Case
Section 8: Management Case

e Presents risk registers developed throughDBC process
e This risk register provides the foundation for risk management in implementation
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HIF Bid Risk Register

NEL:
g E g Existing Cantrols
“I1E R Cansequence Likelhood
N Narre Deseription =& onsequence | o Seare Propesed Treatmenl Surmrmary Rank
_ Descrip tian |il.1 | Description kL]
A Cliant Rizk & Organizstional Risks
A combined project cfent may generate different
funding abilities batwesn them causdng ane te . )
I
Al [HOC/NITA relationship require differant profect aspects to be accelerated | £ | O [Nane Mafor 70 [Unilkety 72 | -0 3;::““:‘;;:*“ in dialogue at high levels withn both 5]
ar one to drop cut affecting the profect scope, o
programmlng or viabliity
Inefficlent or canstrained teamwaork ar
- rmanagement implementation maylead to poar - b I
AZ project =l e e N S E Cear project managenment and team structure ner 10 |Rare 1 10 (Qesr governance rale &7
|missed dellvery deadlines.
p [roetieanm, sakanoldors o featon beween e preeciemmandl | ¢ [stskehotder mansgement pian s o e e ﬂ Reguda or gty and monithy meetings. Regular ongoin [ &/
lcommunication Communications plan communications {talephane and emal)
causing project delays
Timing and staging of the proposal with other
partsof Hamiltan City's Infrastructure may result for water and (Continue to engage at both a high level and at a team |evel
atl ith other Hamiltan Oty assets
" ::f:m;::“ g ety in unintended netwark s5ues needing to be E T [Transpart plans Minor 10 |Ukely 5 50 | @ |with the Waikato Expressway tearn and within the wider 43
addressed which would increase whole of life Lang term Plan decisians {timing and delfvery) NZTA business and Hamiltan Counc
delivery costs andfor the iability of the project.
The Impacts of dgnificantly advanced
infrastructure maylead to operational costs not . N
A5 [|Qperational Scape and Budgets currently sllowed for, which will Inzreace the E T |Lang Term Plan decigans Mirnr 10 |Likely s 50 4 45
whale of cape cots
HIF
A6 [Etfect of Coundll rastructuring Water 0O patential implicat i E| T [Nane (e o il :wsdm:frm'-:? ir\::::a in Dec *
I anaging HOC quality with  |Developers dhase | cost solutions resulting in . Private Developer Agreerment .
Infrs : hrical - E
AT Hevelopers higher whale of life casts to Hamilton Gty B T |mirastractune technical murasures Medium 40 |Rare L HIF standalone beam - otherwise sbsorbed by 000 =
Devel opment mnsent conditions
Private Developer Agreement
less hi
AR [Planned housing density RIS BREE e | ol 5 S iajer 70 |Qutecommen |4 | 280 Masterplan for grawth cells 5
based on the wrong design assumption stress testing during prekming
Tirning = infrastructure may need o be designed
X e o infrastructure o | eonstructed before sumeunding lond Staging
ag  [PEAuencing s "‘” ASHULre to sUpps developrment is planned of delivered, leading to | € | T |District plan Medium o Juntikety 5 |10 Master planning 34
pment cells livmited access to that infrastructure of rewark te Private Developer Agreement
reconfigure it to the actual development design.
Lack of land and procurement strategy Fmits Designation for transpert
ALD  [Land availability supply oF kind got Infrastructure, E T BMAPublic Warks Act Substantisl 100 |Likedy 5 500 Land Procurement Strategy and team 1
Land purchase rates aee Increasing which would L sttt
) ke the Infrastructure mare expendue to Poer roviews . Aane Frogurément 3irategy and team )
ALl |Cost Estmates deliver, making the whale of ore E T Poaraliel astimates Major 70 |Quite Common  [4 280 J\duu_nu.- land $ & ergage property consultant - actively 5
o e acquire o defer con
P and p ¥ .
Peer reviews
A12  |Cost Estimates frnd i fe tion costs. E T [Substantial 100 ite Common 4 400 3
Parallel estimates o
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HIF Bid Risk Register

o 5%
i1z 2 Existi
a S5 Existing Cantrols
N N “I1E R Consequence Likelihood ) N .
o Narre Deseription & - — Scare Propesed Treatmenl Surmrmary Rank
Description _JiC) Descrigtion L)
Business Case process
_ ) #erceived lack of ransparency as HEC is Requiring NZTA/MEIE steering group . )
Al l of HIF i . E T Coundl processes Miinor 10 |Rare 1 10 i &f
Autharity ve regulatar, ) . .
Outsource regulatory funclion where Coundil [s the
splicant
Council led master planning
Mo Master plan in place in a timely manner to Engagement with stakehalders
Ald  [Master plan enable land developrent that meets Hamiltan B T wiith suk il o evel op i ial 100 |Likely 5 500 Developer MOU 1
Tty requirernents. Private Developer Agreements
Lack of engagement with other utility
AlS  [utiliies Engagement arganizations, power, gas, cammunications E T Designation MiTnor 10 |[Unusus! 2 20 Stakeholder snd Communications Plan 62
leading to inefficient staging.
Mot blishirg Private I
fwal rrent leads to developrm: hat do not meet Hamilton Frold munications Pl
g [ e Developers Agreeme eads to develop u-bl_a do not meet Hamilto £ T with < 100 {Uniikely y 200 Stakeholder and Communications Plan 4
City, MBIE of NZTA requirements. PDA
HIF cammitment uses resaurces needed of ather HIF Pragramme Plan
ALY [Other HOC projects HOC snd NITA prejects, compromizes ather sreas | E T Mone Medium 0 |Quite Commen [ 160 Establish HIF project team 21
and projects, Stakeholder snd Communications Plan
Programme Fian
Multiple elements happeni ether limit
AlE [Resourdrg v ppEning tog " lE| T [Nane Miner 10 |ukely 5 | so Establish HIF profect team a3
=vailable resaurces i
Southem links designation provislons conflict with
HIF tireing for delfivery of:
Tirm Work has started impl tati fdesignatio HIF P L
A1D [Southern links e el T o shwied an mplamentatin et dessnanan Medium 20 [Unely 5 | 200 rogramma T 19
Cutcamat provisiang HIF Pracurement Plan - Land procurement strategy & tesm
Changes to desgn
Wildlife
Internal and cansultants skill shartage means Detalled business case HIF Programme Plan
AZ0 kill shart: T Madiurm a0 it mmon |4
2 shartage delays ar limits optfons for HIF technical decisians g Professianal Services Panels S [ 150 PrQCUrement strategy 2t
(Cantacior skills, capachiy, materlals may not be HIF Pragramme Plan
A21 [skill shorts E T |Proc 1 st Mediu 40 [Unlikes 3 120 34
ortage available at the right dme and cost focurament strategy e rilkely HIF Pracurement Plan - Land procurement strategy & team
Hamilton City /NZTA / MBIE fund enabling T o
422 [Enabling Investigations, land, consent Investigations, |and, consent to accelerate HIF E| © |Discussionswdth NITAMBIE Substantfal 100 Unifely 2 200 Report to Counell 13
warks to encourage developers programmes
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HIF Bid Risk Register

Status

O portunity

Threatar

Existing Cantrols

Likelhood
No Narre Description — Proposed Treatrment Summary Rank
Description
B Consents & Designations
and not currently designated for wasteweater is
B1  [Cesignations ded for infr but Unuzual 32
may meet resistance from neighbours
Comsenting requirements for much of the
e § . I trsufficl
fnfrastructure sre not yet clear, [finsuficient Identify sensitive environmental areas early and seck to
B2 [Consents information exists to support sdvanced Unlikely 34
consen lirg, It may mean delays while consents are
b sined
{ building ts fregi (& { building consents fregional coundl
B3 |eoundl f oulline plans, wiklife permits / |/ outline plans, wildlife permits / Archseology Cuite Common n
Archaeology impacts on the delivery of the HIF

Attachments

Page 217

Item 10

Attachment 4



¥ JUaWyoeNY

0T walj

Council
06 December 2017

f

Te

Hamilton City Council

kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

HIF Bid Risk Register

o 5%
H - Existing Control
HER Existing Cantrols
o “wlEz Consequence | Likelihood | i .
N Narre Deseription & - — Scare Propesed Treatmenl Surmrmary Rank
Descrip tian |iLI | Descrigtion L} |
€ Drai BiEcological
e I o) | off
s required througheut greenfield aress but is not &
[Enwironmental including Gffset fdentified. Full understanding of the extent of
S |eommiments leyexto be Rilly e o E None Minor 10 |Likely H 50 .g Purchase of land a3
when ified, could i introd =
tdelays.
The impact of drainage design on the surrounding
o [Erwirenrmental EFfects and Stermwater erndronment may have sdver e affects on the 1CMPs are being developed for greenfield areas which . £ Undertake desgn that provides stermwater treatment to
= " " N E " " - Minor 10 |CGuite Commen (4 a0 53
hality catchment causing consents to be refected or will establish catchment obfectives. g current standards
delayed, reguiving redesign and additionad costs
ICMP
D ping own sub = SEE SIEEm |Agree ICMP parameters with WRC
Delayed ICMP could sffect development, below Early start and delivery of ICMP process
(=] CMIP timing compramise integration, required for consents E Co-grdinated appraach with WRC Mecdium 40 |Cuwite Commen |4 160 Integrate sl utilites (where possible) e.g. storm water, 21
timing Separate sub catchment ICMP waste water pumping stations, reserves, ransport
ICMP's befng developed Council led master pl 2/ with p
[Consent process
A baszed u 4 d:
ot [Climate change guidelines Sea level rise £ ITC:d'!PnI e upan current Mechum 40 |Unlikety 3 | 120 IEMP completed 3
) Land required for development cells = impact on Designation process
e enst, location and subsequent yield for developers £ Benefits reporting/realization/madelling pad 2 (b = - &
Develoger sgreements
HIF timeframes nat slgned ta develaning best Programme sk repoerting structure to governance
5 [HIF timeframes rames not 2 rne € Started ane |GV Medium 40 |auiecommon |4 | 160 aoss-acthity programme 0 2
stormwater salutions te road, devel N | stormwater
Early stakeholder's engagement
Started ane IOMP's Stakeholders management plan
&7 |Stakeholder expectations Doc, Iwi, WRC) increase time snd/or cost E Establl'mm!n:.n!‘l'llﬂt\:u;fr'::n - Medium 40 |Culte Commeon (4 160 221::::?3:,“,“ 21
g risk reparting structure ta governan
" Riverbank Instabillty for bridge has adverse Geotechnical investizatians " " . .
& [Arverbank stabili E Major 0 (Unliked: 3 210 Detailed bridge d) 15
verbank suabiity eniranmental fmpact, Concest design e . Fled ridge deskn
1oMp
(Complete relisnce on private developer to deliver
Lo =V adequate IOMP/sub for Peacocke A catchment E IOVIP stanclard operating procedure (Mafer 70 |Unususl 2 40 :“l’:‘:l;: ::;:JI:::: of IMP process 32
Mangatukutuky stream envirenment reguires
C10  [Stream emdranment higher standaed of stormwater management than | E Mane Medium 40 |Quite Comrmen |4 160 = (el 21
antidpated
Developer sgreements
Planined disch ints affecting receivi
1l |prscharge peints = oz E Mane edium 40 |outecommen |1 | 180 Early ecalogical/ W Investigations 2
IoVP
MO/ Agreement with WRC/WDC/ Walpa an aoss baundary
I.Pre-
€12 |Catchment needs Wlde_-catd\ment needs eyand grawth el .F‘re E Started ICMP process Miedium 40 |Cuite Common (4 160 SW izsues - who's daing what 21
development or past-developrment out of district? BAL Southern Links pre-designation works/maintaining
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HIF Bid Risk Register

Existing Controls

Statu:
Theeat o
Opportunity

No Name Description -'-'}— Score Proposed Treatment Summary Rank
L}
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HIF Bid Risk Register

o 5%
H - Existing Control
alss Existing Cantrols
o “wlEz Consequence | Likelihood | i .
N Narre Deseription & - — Scare Propesed Treatmenl Surmrmary Rank
Descrip tian |iLI | Descrigtion kL] |
D Environment & Social
r extensive bat habitat tha svioud:
more gxtensive dac hasitatthan previously A ares wite project has been undertaken [Project Eche)
. thaught rmay require further mitgation caugdng ) . . S N R
01 [Bathabitat N " T . E T o assess the bals in the area This rermaing a high risk as  Major 70 |Cuite Commen @ 280 Refer to O1 3
noreased costs or may deral the sty 1 obtain * & rem
. there is ne current strategy on miligation messures
congents for parts of the project
Environmental interest groups may cause Extensive consultation undertaken in the scheme phase that | offsets may | Yand
iz t about | standard. will help minimi: . Thee feedback th h -
D2 [Enwironmental interests g uermn CTE ez _?\ ares E T St E5 alssdsch w‘s_ iirsor 10 [Urnususl 2 20 3 minimise disagreements between par ties through 62
leading to the need for increased mitigation, or consultation suggests there will be little environmental cansul tatian
rmere complicated consenting steps interestfoppesition coming through
Extra ervirenmental requirernentsfurban design . .
. Structures have been designed with current knowdedge Accept that structures may need o be designed te minimise
) wround structures may require larger or more )
03 [Structeres & enviranment requirements - . . - E T of environmental requirements Major A |CQuive Commen |4 280 emdranmental effects 5
sophisticated structures causing an ingease in P
cost . el
E__ Economics, Ertimatas & Costs
{Evalving knowledge of the project scope
tescalation or inflatien may lead to mis-estimated The project scope has been better refined and is na
it Estim E T tled {0 it w M HIF whole of
| costs impacting the profect viability or requiring lenger evelving. Parallel estimate hasbeen completed. CEidhn [ IEEHED S NS G HOE 0 28
seope reduction
(Ornission afu nlifiable project benef
Cisdon ofunauanfaie projectbanefitior Evaluation of benedtshas been undertaken aspartof e
E2  |Project benefits i . P H E T |scheme phase, Wider Econemiz Benefits have alse been  |Minar 10 |Unususl 2 Ezanemic analysls has been externally peer reviewed, 62
low BCR causing reduced justificatian far the
| N cansdered.
project or an unemnomic project.
5‘&!’;8 :::"“‘f nr::nstlrucli:n IIN:Y I;“:‘ The Scheme Assessment has considered some
E3 [Staged construction [EESERERY I CoRt ST LS STIC i AmCE o I T |possibiiiies of staging and funding. It s recognized that  [Medium a0 (Unlikely 3 £
@using changes in economic vabllity or costly Fo
may not be down the track
in tesfm warks
F___ Gaotachnicl , Structuras & Pavemants
F1  [Poor ground canditions Poar graund canditfons may lead to more E T |Desg - prel y gentechnical undertsken Major 70 |auite Commen  |a 0 5
expensive Infrastructure canstruction costs.
) Riverbank instability for bridge lesds to extra Geotechnical investigations
F2  [RIver bank stability design and construction costs E T concept design Mlafor 70 |Unilkely 3 210 Detalled bridge design 15
G Cultursl
High histariz and Iwi presence around bridge sites
ad licatior sing il d On-goi with lwi indicat.
G1 [Historic and lud sites sround bridge sties |10 o o lo e e NS MEEAEE g | g fonEohe caen Mesium 40 [Unitkely 3 | N
rriitigation casts snd requiring more consultation / decisions are acceptable
time
The discovery of unknown or unrecarded sitesin Archsealogical desktap review of the srea has been
Urknown f Unrecarded Pre-furopean the study area may lesd to pregramme delays Appropriate designath
G2 E T Na Mediu (40 |Unwsusl 2 0 a1
|Archaealcgy Sites rom redesign, additfenal Investigation or ne m 1 Arch survey to be undertaken
cansultation, and an Increase In costs Tangs Whenua agreement
Landscap ban Design / Visual
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HIF Bid Risk Register

No Narne

Deseription

Status

Threatar

Ogperburis

Existing Cantrols

Consequence:

LTkelhood |

Descrip tian |iLI

| T

Descrigtion

Score Proposed Treatment Summary

Rank |

| Property and Land Issues

11 [and Purchase

ot all of the necessary lind is contralled 10
eliver the infrastructure induded in the HIF bid,
The PWA may be required to be used o secure
the required land which adds costs and significant
delays to the whele of scope costs.

Extensive consultation that has ocowurred with property
owners durirg scherme phase will minimise this sk

Major 70

Guite Commen |4

28

Accept that land owners not directly near to but not affected
by the designation will ry to oppose the designation.
Cormmunicate to landowners that only directly sifected
landownerswill be compensated

12 |wight of First Refussl

Significant amounts of the land required in HIF 72
subject to FRR which has does not curren y have
ipath to certainty of outcome, which could lead to
significant delays, or even being unshle ta achieve
the shjectives.

™

None

Major 70

CQuite Common |

13 raperty nat awned by developer

Some |and cwners are not seeking to develap.

the cooperation in terms of land
purchase and scoess to mnstruct infrastructure
en be expensive and intreduce delsys while ools
such as the PWA are used.

Medium a

Master planning to include non-particip ating property.
g owErs

53

The project requires consideration of serviees 1o
the Southern Links area. There are risks in terms
tof the relationship with serviee providers (HOC,
Transpower, gas, telecom ete.) their ability to
pravide inf and f ks req
to service the area to the project in general, This
may couse o delay to the project or lead to under
tor mis estimation of costs

fred

M structure indudes major utilities as
stakehalders
Consent mapping

Mediurm Mo

Uws zsad 2

20

Engage in diglogue with service suthorities, make then
aware of the scheme and invite their input into the
constraints mapping exercize [or identify any shared
opportunities)

41

17 [Consultation

Consultation requirernents under the RMA for

warious necessary processes could resultin
signiffcant objection which would lead to delays ar
increased mitigation costs.

None

Mg a0

U s 2

Stakeholder management plan, Communicatians pl
Sauthern Links
ergagement pl

gt plan and

statutary enfarcerment

a1

K Design

K1 [Existirg assets

The assurned design integration with existing
assets may end up being less suitable than
antidpated which would result in unintended
works being required, which would result in
incease costs to deliver the whole of scope.

M aster plans (E), stermwater mgt plan {regd), 30 year
infrastructure plan

Miinor 10

Ui sl 2

20

o [Prefimineryand scheme design
sppropristeness
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HIF Bid Risk Register
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Appendix K

Peacocke Growth Cell Acquisition Strategy

Relevance:
Section 7: Commercial Case
Section 8: Management Case

¢ Property strategy for land required for infrastructure.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Hamilton City Council {Council) submitted a proposal to the Minister of Business, Innovation and
Employment (MBIE) for access to the New Zealand Government’s Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) to
advance the development of strategic infrastructure necessary to develop two growth cells within
Hamilton City.

In July 2017, the Government announced that Council had been invited to present a detailed business
case in relation to the Peacocke Growth Cell (the Project) that considers the economic, commercial and
financial effects of developing the Project.

The proposal will include Council building a new bridge over the Waikato River and strategic
infrastructure such as new roads and services required to support the development of in excess of
8000 houses over a 30 year period.

We are advised that the detailed business case is to be submitted to MBIE later this year, and provided
approval is received, funding for property purchase, design and construction will be available from 1 July
2018.

We understand Council’s initial priority is to secure all of the land from the proposed road that runs east
to west from the Dixon Road/State Highway 3 intersection through to Peacocks Road, north to the
Cobham Drive/Wairere Drive intersection (stage one).

We are advised that some private interests have been purchased in advance in terms of Council's
Property Acquisition and Management Engagement Practice (PAMEP) process, with the remaining land
interests within stage required within 12 months of funding being secured, or circa mid-2019.

There is a particular emphasis on urgently securing access to the land on either side of the Waikato River
between Cobham Drive and Peacockes Road to accommodate the proposed new bridge and the land
earmarked for the proposed pump station, which will be severed on the acquisition of the required land
from the owner.

Council has engaged The Property Group Limited (TPG) to provide a brief Property Acquisition Strategy
for the timely delivery of the property component prior to the commencement of construction. More
specifically, we have been asked to comment on the following matters;

Process

Timing

Betterment

Statutory Impediments (Crown Land)
Resourcing

Other Areas of Risk.

o vk wN e

In total approximately 25 properties are required for stage one of the project comprising a mix of
predominantly small to medium sized rural holdings and lifestyle blocks.
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The acquisition strategy proposed in this report caters for all required properties within stage one to be
acquired by mid-2019 and will require implementation of an aggressive approach to ensure this
timeframe can be achieved.

This report should be read in conjunction with TPG's report to Council dated June 2012.
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1. PROCESS

From a property acquisition perspective, this is a medium scale project with inflexible linear land
requirements, has a short lead-in time to construction, a strong relative level of certainty, contains some
reasonably complex properties and is subject to some public and political pressures.

Given these attributes, our view is that the Project is well suited to an acquisition programme
incorporating the Public Works Act 1981 (PWA) and its compulsory acquisition provisions.

We are acutely aware that Councils are often reluctant to invoke the compulsory process as it can be
perceived as being a “blunt instrument” and not particularly politically correct given that it involves
dispossessing individuals of their land, which in some cases may hold significant emotional value or
affect their livelihoods. The use of compulsory acquisition should not be considered just a negotiating
tactic but more a reluctant but necessary step to ensure that the Project successfully proceeds from
inception through to completion.

Our recommended acquisition method is therefore based around good faith negotiations, commencing
as soon as possible right through to construction, but running alongside a comprehensive compulsory
acquisition programme.

The benefit of running a dual approach is that where negotiations go well with co-operative owners they
can be signed up relatively quickly, on the other hand where dealings become difficult or owners do not
wish to engage, the time to secure the land in time for a project can be minimised. The process often
serves to focus the owner on the task at hand and confirms certainty of timing about a project, where in
this case, previously owners had been lead to believe construction of Peacockes was many years away.

We do not believe other methods, such as commercial negotiation, will be successful in delivering the
Project’s property requirements. It would be almost impossible to secure 100% of the properties by
negotiation within a reasonable time and cost threshold without adding additional and unwanted risk to
the Project. Landowners in this area, especially given the nature of properties, may seek to maximise
compensation and leverage off Council’s absolute requirement for the land within a reasonably short
timeframe.

Timeframes need to be considered carefully to factor in relocations and measures to ensure the
continuance of the affected landowner operations.

In recommending this strategy we have considered the unique characteristics of the Project, the
availability of funding, the timing for construction, the status of the designation and applied TPG
learnings from past projects of a similar scale and nature.

The key reasons for this methodology are detailed below:

) It provides the highest level of certainty that the Project’s significant land requirements will be
acquired within a reasonable time and cost threshold

) Council has access to the PWA powers for such purposes and is required to act in a fiscally
responsible manner
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The property requirements are linear and inflexible so are vulnerable if alternative
methodologies are used

Given the number of properties to be purchased and the associated complexity, it is unlikely that
all interests would be able to be acquired by negotiation without recourse to the PWA

It provides maximum motivation for property owners to enter negotiations

Compulsory acquisition ‘runs with the land’ so will not be disrupted like standard negotiations
should a property transfer/transmit to new owner mid-way through negotiations

It gives property owners time to negotiate a fair and reasonable agreement

It treats owners in a consistent and uniform fashion.

1.1 Mitigation Strategy
1. Engage experts to undertake this process who have experience with similar scale projects.
2. Engagement with landowners in terms of the PAMEP and Council’s Pre-Construction
Consultation and Communication Plan.
6
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2. TIMING

2.1 Property Purchase

Given the complexity of some of the properties required and the possibility that interests may need to
be relocated or reconfigured, we recommended that Council proactively commences negotiations with
all property owners as soon as possible. The relocation process can be extremely time-consuming and
stressful, especially if there is a lack of cooperation from owners or a shortage of reasonably comparable
properties available on the open market for rent or sale.

A typical example of a Crown purchase using the provisions of the PWA is detailed further on the Gantt
Chart attached at Appendix 1.

The estimated timeframe to complete a compulsory acquisition is around 12 months provided there are
no objections to the Environment Court. If the owners object, the process could take up to 2-3 years to
complete, allowing for various rights of appeal.

It is important to consider that objections cannot relate to disagreements over compensation.

We understand that there is an urgent need to secure the properties required for the pumping station
and footings for the new bridge, so resources, focus and funding should be directed to purchasing these
properties now in anticipation provided there is sufficient comfort that the Project will be funded.

We are aware that the land required for the pumping station has not yet been designated, which
presents some risk to the Project in the event the owners have a strong desire to retain it. Presumably
Council is going through a process of designating the land to ensure the prospect of cbjection by the
owner to the compulsory acquisition process is minimised.

Further support to the purchase is available provided the cost to provide access to the severance
exceeds the value of the land (Kett v Attorney General), which is possible as we understand direct road
access to the severance will not be available following construction.

2.1.1 Mitigation Strategy

1. The required land is designated so the grounds for appeal to the compulsory purchase process
are limited

2. If an objection is received and of a spurious nature with no prospect of success (eg a negotiating
tactic), make it clear that Council will seek a costs award from the Environment Court to recover
costs

4, If an objection appears valid or has a prospect of proceeding to a hearing, focus resources into

resolving the matter or come to some acceptable compromise
5. Request urgent Environment Court hearings

6. Commence the compulsory acquisition process as soon as possible, preferably no later than
January 2018
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2.2

Designate the proposed pump station site

Initiate purchase of the pump station site and properties required for the footings of the bridge
nNow.

Funding

We are concerned that Council’s timeframe for completing property purchase is not entirely aligned with
the availability of funding. As set out above, a minimum lead in time of 18 months is desirable for a
project of this size and scale, so there remains a significant risk that property funding will not be
available for settlements that occur within the first 6 months of the property acquisition process.

There may also be instances where owners request that Council purchase the balance of their properties

where they “become significantly more costly to retain or less useful to that person” as provided for by

section 34 PWA. In those cases, Council may be obliged to purchase more land than was originally
budgeted for so there is merit in developing a proactive disposal program where property purchase is
unanticipated and where disposal can readily and quickly be achieved.

2.2.1 Mitigation Strategy

1. Delay the settlement of any agreements reached with owners in the first 6 months until after 1
July 2018

2. Consider whether funding can be brought forward for strategic purchases, smaller settlements
or where owners are unwilling to delay settlement

3. Ensure that Council has sufficient funding available to accommodate purchases outside of the
designation where an owner reasonably requests it

4, Proactively dispose of land not required for the Project where it is prudent to do so and can
easily be achieved.

8
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3. BETTERMENT AND IMPACT OF WORKS ON LEVEL OF COMPENSATION PAYABLE

Betterment arises when the Council has formed a new road or widened a road and applies where land is
taken or purchased from an owner for the new road (or road widening) and the balance of the owner’s
land has access to the new road.

Where the value of the balance of the owner’s land has increased by virtue of having access to the
Project, the increase in the value of the bhalance of their can be charged against the owner as
betterment. The value of the owner’s land lost to the new road must also be taken into account.

The betterment is the increase in land value over and above any compensation payable for loss of land
and injurious affection. Care must be taken in the assessment of compensation under the PWA for the
acquisition of the land required for road, if it is intended that betterment under the LGA is to be charged
once the road is formed.

We are aware from a current project Council is purchasing land for, that owners often are reluctant to
accept that they may be liable for a payment to Council where they are being dispossessed of land due
to the construction of a public work. This can be perceived as being unfair where owners of adjacent
land not affected by the work are deriving significant benefit due to the presence of the work without
being liable for the payment of betterment on the basis that there is no land requirement.

We understand prior property estimates were prepared on the basis that construction of the Southern
Links project was still a number of years away. In the event construction of the Peacockes Growth Cell is
to be advanced, we expect that there will be significant betterment to the balance of some affected
owners properties, and in that case some of the initial estimates will be inaccurate.

For this reason we recommend Council obtains advice from a suitably qualified legal practitioner to
provide direction on the assessment of betterment, and then for Council to establish a position on
whether it is prepared to charge landowners betterment as part of the compensation negotiations.

On receipt of advice and following the Council decision it will be important to update property
compensation estimates for the Project.

3.1 Mitigation Strategy

1. Obtain legal advice from a planning/property legal practitioner to provide a basis for instructing
valuers
2. Ensure Council has a firm position as to whether it proposes to claim betterment from owners

for the Project under the LGA
3. Update the property compensation estimates

4, Consult with owners early to ensure their expectations are aligned and to reconfirm the benefits
of the Project on the value of the balance of their properties.
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4. STATUTORY IMPEDIMENTS FOR LAND BY THE CROWN

We are aware that there are a number of areas of land located on either side of Cobham Drive that are
Crown derived reserve held in trust by Council in terms of section 28 of the Reserve Act 1977 (RA). The
reserves were vested in Council “for the better carrying out of the purposes of any reserve” so any use
that is inconsistent with this purpose could result in cancellation of the appointment resulting in the
freehold interest reverting to the Department of Conservation.

To add to the complexity, the land is residual Crown land and is therefore subject to the right of first
refusal provisions of section 11 of the Waikato Raupatu Claims Settlement Act 1995 {WRCSA).

Council has received advice from both TPG and its corporate legal counsel on this matter previously and
there is no need to repeat this advice, other than to highlight the complex manner in which the land is
held and the challenges that Council face navigating arrangements with both DOC and Waikato-Tainui.

We are also aware that there is a difference of opinion on the status, and therefore ownership, of the
section of legal road that extends from Peacockes Lane in a north-westerly direction towards the
Waikato River. While we do not expect that there will be a financial consequence for Council in the event
is it found to be Crown owned, there is a risk that Waikato-Tainui could view its use for local road as
being a breach of its rights under the WRCSA.

Again, the parties are taking external advice on this matter but we record it as a possible impediment in
the event it is established that a right of first refusal to Waikato-Tainui prevails.
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5. OTHER AREAS OF RISK

5.1 Negative Exposure and Media Risk

The compulsory acquisition process can be seen as heavy handed particularly by those owners directly
affected by the Project and where land acquisition can involve the acquisition of their private property.
The compensation provisions are also limited to ‘fair’ compensation which means they are unable to
profit from a project, as would be the case if a private developer required their property for a large scale
project.

While there are arguments either way, media attention tends to favour the individual owner and can
make for emotive reading. As compulsory acquisition has become more common we have noticed a
reduction in this type of media, but they do still appear from time to time.

5.1.1 Mitigation Strategy

1. It is important that Council is well prepared for these events and has robust communication
plans and protocols in place to deal with any enquiries and fallout. As per usual protocol all
media enquiries should be dealt with by single point of contact, generally the Project’s
communications or public relations manager.

2. The acquisition process to be followed should also be communicated with owners at an early
stage so that there is a clear document trail and there can be no legitimate claims of surprise or
lack of transparency.

3. The Project team should work on a “no surprises” basis so that the prospect of any such incident
is known and can be planned for at the earliest stage where possible.

5.2 Rogue Professional Advisors

Under the PWA a landowner is entitled to receive professional advice and the requiring authority is
required to reimburse these costs if they are reasonable. While this process generally works satisfactorily
by ensuring owners are informed and treated in a fair and reasonable manner, a number of consultants,
lawyers and valuers operate in what could be best described as ‘grey areas’. These advisors have
developed businesses to advocate on behalf of owners with a view to inflating compensation and in
some cases accumulating large fees.

This can have the effect of unfairly raising owner’s compensation expectations, which when undelivered
cause relationship difficulties between the project and the owners.

5.2.1 Mitigation Strategy

1. Obtain legal advice from an influential and experienced legal practitioner in advance of
instructing valuers to provide guidance on how betterment should be considered

11
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2. Compulsory acquisition should be used to protect project timelines and ensure delay tactics
cannot be used to leverage compensation. An all-encompassing approach should be used where
all owners are served PWA notices to avoid situations where such advisors are engaged mid
process and disrupts existing good faith negotiations

3. Early consultation with owners to ensure Council’s expectations around use of landowner
advocates by owners is clear

4, Ensure that all suppliers used by Council are experienced and are held in high regard within the
industry in which they operate

5. Where the valuation is likely to be complex, suggest that the valuers meet in advance and agree
on base data. In some cases it may be possible to align methodology

6. Where a significant variance is present the valuers should meet to discuss their assessments,
test assumptions and where possible find common ground.
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6. RESOURCING

TPG is well known to Council and is the NZ Transport Agency’s largest provider of property acquisition
services not only within the Waikato and Bay of Plenty, but across New Zealand. We have a team of 20
experienced staff located within our region, 13 of whom are located within our Hamilton office.

If successful, TPG proposes that Chris Farrell leads the acquisition process on behalf of Council supported
by members of the Hamilton team. Chris is based in TPG’s Hamilton Office and is responsible for the day
to day management of the Waikato and Bay of Plenty region.

He has provided acquisition services to both Council and the Transport Agency for over 20 years and has
worked on a number of significant projects including most sections of the Waikato Expressway, the Te
Rapa Bypass, Resolution Drive and the purchase of land for a number of properties for Borman Road
from the Resolution Drive round-a-bout to Gordonton Road.

We are able to provide a separate proposal setting out TPG is able to assist with the property purchase
component of the Project if required.

Yours sincerely

CHRIS FARRELL
General Manager Waikato/
Bay of Plenty Region
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Appendix 1 - Typical Acquisition Timeline
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Appendix L
Adare Land Holding Map

Relevance:

Section 7: Commercial Case

* Shows extensive area under single control with active developer.
e This supports reasoning for selection of gateway infrastructure and subsequent
development sequencing
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Appendix M

Procurement Strategy

Relevance:
Section 7: Commercial Case
Section 8: Management Case

¢ Assessment of market, development of sequencing and packaging of projects
e Selection of procurement models and development of management structure
e Start of action plan for implementation to inform Management Case
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Project Scope and Scale

Peacocke is a residential zone 5km south of Hamilton’s City Centre. The infrastructure funded by the Housing
Infrastructure Fund is a $306M (including inflation) integrated programme of works that will allow
accelerated growth in the development of Peacocke. It includes gateway infrastructure comprising road and
utility access across the Waikato River and the strategic Peacocke wastewater transfer pump station and
rising main to Crosby Road. Other infrastructure needed to service development in the Peacocke area
includes strategic arterial roads that form part of Southern Links and internal water and wastewater
connections. The accelerated growth will yield 3,753 dwellings within 10 years and 8,103 dwellings within 30
years.

The project has professional services spend in the order of $10 — 20M year in the first few years and
construction spend up to S60M/year in the early stages.

Preferred Approach

The preferred procurement method is to have a design process and consultant separate from the
construction contractor (traditional approach) because it:

= Provides faster delivery for gateway infrastructure, unless a very early decision is made for early
contractor involvement.

= Retains quality certainty for HCC for high risk wastewater operational factors (e.g. being able to swap
pumps) and aesthetics for the river bridge.

= Provides funding certainty and demonstrable value for money through tendering.

= Reduces the risk of tender costs and delays deterring tenderers with design build.

These outcomes outweigh the relatively small potential for significantinnovation and cost savings that design
build options offer. The programme’s’ staged delivery and the package’s scale not being big enough to deliver
savings based on the typical $300M threshold makes the public-private partnership model unlikely to be cost-
effective. HCC will consider mixed options such as early contractor involvement in detailed investigation and

design.
The preferred approach is to use:

= Established procedures including the HCC Panel {or LASS PSP Panel) for Professional Services
(including price quality tenders for major packages)

= NZTA Procurement Policy for Physical Works (adapted as necessary to suit wastewater and water
activities).

= Private Development Agreements for physical works where there are clear advantages.

The early delivery components (Cambridge — Cobham interchange and SH3/east-west link roundabout) are
already committed to traditional procurement, with design under way.

The smaller packages such as the Peacocke urban upgrade, the east-west arterial, local road upgrades and
water/wastewater packages are lower risk, provide fewer opportunities for innovation, are likely to be
phased to match development and can be delivered in stages. This means that the more advanced
procurement models are less likely to contribute to value for money, budget certainty and are likely to limit
the contractor supply market.

b Hamilton City Council October 2017 2
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1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this procurement strategy is to:

—~ document the key considerations made in the selection of delivery models for the programme of
works required to construct the infrastructure proposed in Peacocke to be funded by the Housing
Infrastructure Fund (HIF);

= confirm the high level details in the approach to be taken to procurement; and,
set out the first actions in the pre-implementation and implementation processes.

2. PROJECT OVERVIEW
2.1, Project Summary

Peacocke is a residential zone 5km south of Hamilton’s City Centre.

The infrastructure funded by the Housing Infrastructure Fund is a $308M" (including inflation) integrated
programme of works that will allow accelerated growth in the development of Peacocke. It includes gateway
infrastructure comprising:

Road and utility access across the Waikato River
= The strategic Peacocke transfer wastewater pump station and rising main to Crosby Road

Other infrastructure needed to service development in the Peacocke area includes strategic arterial roads
that form part of Southern Links and internal water and wastewater connections.

The accelerated growth will yield 3,753 dwellings within 10 years and 8,103 dwellings within 30 years.

2.2 Peacocke Growth Cell — All Infrastructure

The infrastructure needed to service development in the Peacocke growth cell includes:
= HCC strategic infrastructure {which the HIF infrastructure is part of)
= Arterial roads, strategic water and wastewater external connections and internal networks
Trunk utility service connections such as for power, gas and telecom/data

= Local and collector roads, generally incorporating utility services (gas, power, telecom/data) as well

as HCC water and wastewater services

In addition, there is likely to be significant earthworks and infrastructure construction as part of subdivision
development. This can provide opportunities for cost saving through savings from scale, or coordination.

Although some of the infrastructure is not part of the Housing Infrastructure Fund strategic infrastructure
projects there are local infrastructure connections required to service development that will be necessary
for access to development or achieve construction efficiencies if implemented at the same time. These are
mainly options for the internal networks rather than the strategic external connections.

1$271.8M in 2017 dollars, as set out in the HIF Indicative Business Case.

D Hamilton City Council October 2017 3
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2.3, Proposed Housing Infrastructure Fund Projects

The key components of the Peacocke housing infrastructure proposal are shown in Figure 1 below and listed

in Table 2.

N

A

e

Vistenatel

| iathrmatef

Figure 1:

STRATEGIC INFRASTRUCTURE ELEMENT

Est. ($M, 2017)

Strategic Infrastructure - Peacocke Strategic Utility and Transport Network

Risk/COMPLEXITY

WITH INFLATION

Wairere Drive/Cobham Drive overbridge 520.0M Medium 520.8M

Wairere Drive extension and Waikato River bridge 5116.8 High $133.6M

Peacocke Road urban upgrade $9.7M Low $11.4M

SH3 intersection and east-west arterial $36.5M Medium $42.5M
Wastewater strategic storage and pressure main $544.2M High $50.3
North-south arterial land $23.5 Low §25.32

Internal strategic wastewater network 515.4M Medium $517.7M
Internal strategic water distribution main $5.7M Low 56.6M

5271.8M S308.2M

October 2017 4
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Table 1: Summary of Infrastructure Projects

3. CONTEXT —PROCUREMENT FRAMEWORK

3.1.  Government Rules of Sourcing

HCC as a territorial authority are encouraged to use the rules of sourcing. However, for activities where HCC
receives Financial Assistance from the National Land Transport Fund, the NZ Transport Agency policy and
manual are applicable.

NZ Transport Agency as a Crown Agency is required to apply the rules of sourcing and does so through their

procurement policy and manual.

3.2 HCC Procurement Policy and Procedures

HCC'’s procurement policy and procedures (Procurement Policy and Procedures Manual, Version 3, 2012) are
consistent with the Government Rules of Sourcing. These have been accepted by NZ Transport Agency as
suitable for activities that qualify for financial assistance through NZ Transport Agency from the National
Land Transport Fund, requiring demonstration of value for money.

HCC operates a Professional Services Panel (PSP) Framework Contract for a wide range of services including
those necessary for the Peacocke housing infrastructure. A similar arrangement is available through the
Waikato Local Area Shared Services (LASS) PSP Framework Contract. Council has contractual arrangements
for legal services with a number of providers including Tompkins Wake and Lachlan
Muldowney. Independent legal advice will be obtained throughout the project where appropriate.

For large construction projects with a transport component, procurement is generally managed to satisfy the
requirements of the NZ Transport Agency Procurement Manual.

HCC's policy on delegations includes financial delegations applicable to contracts (up to $3M) and
purchase/sale of land ($3M).Implementation may require special delegations to facilitate delivery to
programme. HCC has completed a governance and assurance review including risk management to cover the
Peacocke housing infrastructure projects.

An independent probity auditor will be appointed to oversee the project, and to provide an independent sign
off that the correct processes and procedures have been followed. This probity assurance is designed to assist
the Council to ensure the procurement process is conducted in accordance with good procurement practice
and that the issue of probity is appropriately addressed to ensure the integrity and consistency of the project
so that no parties are unfairly treated.

The Probity Auditor will provide independent, high-level opinion and advice to Council on the probity of the
project, the management of probity and conflicts of interest, audit the procurement processes, and report
to Council and its stakeholders regarding the compliance of these processes with the Government’s Principles
and Rules of Sourcing and best practice regarding probity.

3.3. NZTA Procurement Policy and Manual

Consistency with the NZ Transport Agency Procurement Manual is desirable for activities funded through the
National Land Transport Programme. It contains procurement procedures approved by the NZ Transport
Agency for use by approved organisations when purchasing infrastructure, planning and advice, and public
transport services.

This includes guidance on procurement method selection (See section 5 below)
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3.4. Private Development Agreements

In some circumstances, such as road earthworks during subdivision earthworks, etc. HCC can achieve
substantial savings by coordinating works with developers as part of private developer agreements or other
contract arrangements.

These will be considered for works other than the gateway infrastructure required for access (bridge, pump
station and rising main to Crosby).

3.5, Preferred Approach

The preferred approach is to use the established procedures as follows:

HCC Panel (or LASS PSP Panel) for Professional Services

= HCC Procurement Policy and Procedures for Physical Works (adapted as necessary to suit wastewater
and water activities).

—  Private Development Agreements for physical works where there are clear advantages.
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4, CONTEXT — EXPECTED CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY MARKET CONDITIONS
4.1,  Waikato/BOP Construction Projections

The MBIE Construction Pipeline Report 2017 (See Figure 2 below) states that the Waikato/BOP infrastructure
activity is expected to grow steadily year on year totalling 40% growth from 2016 to 2022.

Figure 4-10  All construction in Waikato / Bay of Plenty, by value
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Figure 2: Projected construction value — Waikato BOP (MBIE)

The market in which the projects are likely to be procured and delivered is therefore likely to remain one
where the construction industry resources are stretched for professional services and construction. This
constraint on supply means that there is a risk of costs increasing and direct price competition being less
likely to provide value for money.

4.2, Major projects affecting market context
By the time Peacocke housing infrastructure construction starts, the current major infrastructure projects
affecting the Waikato should be complete. These include:

= Waikato Expressway — Huntly ($400M), Rangiriri (5125M), Hamilton ($650M)
= Ruakura Inland Port — likely to continue ($3B over 50 years)

Hamilton western wastewater interceptor ($9M)

Planned infrastructure projects that may affect market conditions and resourcing include:

= Waikato Expressway — Cambridge to Piarere (S400M)
= Hamilton Southern Links State Highway Sections ($400M) — Significant consideration for joint
delivery

As well as the major infrastructure projects, developments that may affect implementation include:

= Waikeria Prison expansion ($570M)
Horotiu Inland Port ($Value not known)
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5. PROCUREMENT OBIECTIVES

HCC has selected the following procurement objectives and evaluation criteria to guide the selection of

delivery models.

OBIJECTIVE EvaruaTmion CRITERIA

The level of complexity relates to structural and technical complexity:
Structural: the number of varied components and the interdependence.

1. Complexity and  Technical: the extent to which untested or new technical issues need to be addressed in
uncertainty delivering the activity.

Uncertainty is present when it is impossible to exactly describe the existing state or future
outcome, or assess the probability of a future outcome occurring.

2. Scale Will contract size have an impact on the type of supplier or groups of suppliers sought to

) deliver the activity?
The extent to which the procurement option provides certainty in the output to allow for

3. Design control consistency across engagements/projects and HCC to achieve the urban design, amenity and

aesthetic outcomes it seeks.

4, Flexibility to The extent to which the procurement option offers flexibility for cost-effective scope change
change scope during the process.

5. Opportunity for The extent to which the procurement option maximises the opportunity for design,
innovation construction and financing innovation.

6. Value for The extent to which the procurement option offers value for money to HCC, considering::
money to market tension/competitive tendering
Hamilton City whole of life costs
Council minimising project development and tendering costs for both HCC and Contractors

7. Budget The extent to which the procurement option reduces the risk of cost over-runs during both the
certainty design and construction phases.

8. Supplier The extent to which the procurement option will attract a high level of market interest during
market: both the design and construction phases. The following should be taken into account:
Eontm::to;x project size versus market capacity

onsultan . . -
availability and success of the procurement model for other projects in the region.
interest Minimising the risk that high tendering costs could potentially be unrecoverable.

9. Timingand
urgency/ Does the expected timeframe for project delivery meet HCC requirements?
delivery

10. Effective risk The extent to which the procurement option reduces risks and allocates risk to the party best
management able to manage them. The extent to which the procurement model reduces HCC's risk profile.

The extent to which the procurement option increases the probability of a high
quality/durable product with high “whole of life” performance. interest during both the

11. Performance/ design and construction phases. The following should be taken into account:
quality/ . . .
durability success of the procurement model for other projects in the region.

= Have quality projects been delivered or has the procurement model led to perceived
loss of quality?
Table 2: Procurement Objectives
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6. INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDED FOR DEVELOPMENT IN PEACOCKE
6.1. Scope

The HIF funding is applied to only a part of the investment required to develop in Peacocke. Figures 2- 4 show
the proposed infrastructure separately for wastewater, water and transport, with HIF funded components
highlighted. These show all projects for which HCC is responsible.
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Figure 3:  Peacocke 2018 — 2028 Waste Water Programme ($68M)
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Figure 4: Peacocke 2018 - 2028 Water Programme (HIF Components $6.6M)
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Figure 5: Peacocke 2018 — 2028 Transport Programme (SHIF Components $$233MM)
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7. PROGRAMMING/URGENCY

The purpose of the HIF is to get more houses in Peacocke, faster.

implementation. Land is presumed to be a single early phase.

1. Land and early projects

2. Gateway Projects — Stage 2 servicing
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Figure 8: Conceptual lllustration of Progressive implementation (Clockwise from top left)

Figure 6 illustrates progressive

The start time for the programme is dependent on funding commitment. Funding commitment will
not be available until 1 July 2018 after confirmation of the Hamilton Long Term Plan, NZ Transport
Agency’s National Land Transport Programme and completion of the agreement for HIF funding. A
summary programme is shown in Figure 7 below.
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Figure 7: Programme Overview

b Hamilton City Council October 2017 13

Te kaunihera o Kirkirdroa

Attachments Page 257

ltem 10

Attachment 4



Council 21 Hamilton City Counci

06 December 2017 a Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

¥ JuaWyoeNY

0T wal

Stormwater management infrastructure and consents will be significant influences on design and
implementation for subdivision development. Coordination of Integrated Catchment Management Plans,
Catchment Management Plans, master planning and consenting is dealt with separately in the Consenting

Strategy but present time and potential cost risks for delivery.

A detailed programme and spend breakdown by time is attached at Appendix B. Two projects are more
advanced than the others, with design and construction planning under way. Funding for these is also part
of the HIF, and HCC is pursuing early delivery. They are:

Wairere Drive/Cobham Drive overbridge (funding top-up for grade-separation); and
= SH3/Ohaupo Road/East-West Arterial roundabout and leg into the east-west arterial.

Two major gateway projects form part of the business case infrastructure, without which there will be
significant constraints on development or increased costs and risks from interim solutions. These are:

Bridge over the Waikato River and associated new transport link; and
= Strategic wastewater transfer pump station, storage and rising main to Crosby Road.

Early development may be possible without the bridge if lower levels of service are tolerable for transport
and an interim wastewater solution is acceptable. Options would be developer led and will rely on design for
permanent solutions being available to avoid risks and high future costs. Early engagement is needed to

coordinate development with utility providers for trunk connections.
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8. PROPOSED APPROACH - GENERAL
The proposed approach is to focus on the physical works implementation and develop the procurement plan
in a way that best meets HCC's procurement objectives. To avoid conflict during construction, the works will

be grouped in packages based on location, rather than by infrastructure type. The proposed construction
packages are shown in Figure 8 and tabulated below with their link to the individual components.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PACKAGES (REFER FIG 6)
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Wia  Strategic WW storage and Pump Station v v ?
Wib Rising Main v v
W2a Internal W/Water v v v
W2b N-S Wastewater (incl. Land) v
w3 Internal Water v v v
T1 Cambridge — Cobham interchange
T2 SH3 Intersection and E-W Arterial v v
T3a Wairere Dr Ext’'n & Waikato River Bridge v v
T3b Associated local roads v v
T4 Peacocke Road v
T5 N-S Arterial Land v

Package Costs (Including land)  $20.8M $183M S$12.6M S12.6M S$36.4M  S34.1M

Table 3: HIF Infrastructure Components and Proposed Construction Packages (Excludes internal strategic water
and wastewater upsizing and Wastewater strategic storage and pressure main stage 2)

The package comprising the Wairere Drive Extension, strategic wastewater pump station, storage and rising
main to Pukete, is likely to be split into separate contracts for delivery, such as the rising main at the Cobham
interchange, its connection to the north, and the pump station and storage. Planning for implementation
based on a package approach reduces the risk of conflict between separate components with significant
overlap such as interaction with construction of the Waikato River Bridge and approach roads, and in design
for the combination of design decisions balancing storage, pump capacity and rising main configuration.

The full procurement strategy will be detailed for the initial phases and gateway projects, and provide a
framework for subsequent phases that are generally dependent on subdivision timing and locations.

These packages are detailed and assessed against the procurement objectives in Appendix 3.

Collector upsize/upgrades and internal water and wastewater networks are likely to be developer driven and
will be assessed on a case by case basis as they arrive. They are likely to be traditional measure and value
contracts or delivered by the developer as part of a development agreement.
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Figure 8: Proposed Packages

Figure 9 shows the split between construction disciplines for the packages (Including professional services

but excluding land). Transport investments dominate the packages.
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East-west arterial ($22.1M)

SH3 Roundabout ($9.3M)
7%

Wairere Ext'n & River Bridge (5143.9M)
(Includes pump station)

1% ,3%
Peacocke Rd Upgrade
(58.8M)

m Internal
wastewater
| Strategic
wastewater
w Water

o Transport

W Land

Figure 9: Construction disciplines split (52017 uninflated excluding land)

The N-S strategic wastewater package (59.1M) is expected to be wholly wastewater unless additional
detailed design for road is required.

The very large Wairere extension, river bridge, strategic pump station and rising main to Crosby is likely to
be delivered through separate contracts where practicable. This is likely to be:

—  Strategic pump station and storage
= Waikato River Bridge and rising main to Cobham Interchange
= Cobham Interchange strategic wastewater

Rising main north of Cobham to Crosby
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9. SPEND PROFILE

Delivery of the infrastructure associated with the HIF results in a construction spend starting at $20M in year
1 (funding top up for the Cambridge-Cobham interchange already under way) and rising to around
$50M/year in years 3 and 4. Professional services start at around $18M in year 1 and reduce steadily to leave

around $1M/year or less in construction observation and management from years 5 to 9.

Peacocke Housing Infrastructure Spend Profile {including

inflation)
70000
60000
50000
3 40000
b= 30000
‘§_ 20000
T:E 10003
é Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
m Defects period supervision 0 0 9 85 | 876 | 479 | 456 | 254 | 108 | O 160
m Construction 0 |20800/1204836687 5189457691 8731|5824 | 3152|3234 0O
m MSQA 0 o} 847 | 2643 | 4060 | 4585 665 | 450 | 217 | 222 [4]
m Consenting/designation 0 | 261270 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M Design and Project Documentation| 0 | 1503 |10581| 5932 | 3479 205 | 2141 | 147 4] 0 4]
® Land procurement 0 11350129801 2239 4469 72 3097 O 4] 0 4]
B Investigation and Reporting 0 |9514 2086|1953 | 542 | 124 | 62 0 0 0 0

Figure 10: Overall Spend Profile
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10000

0
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Figure 11: Construction Spend Profile
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In comparison, HCC currently spends around $60M (including $25M on asset renewal) on capital construction
for water, wastewater and transport annually (2015 — 2025 LTP).

20000
18000 | Peacocke Housing Professional Services
Spend Profile
16000
14000
12000
< 10000
“
- 8000
| =
2
2 6000
E
2 4000
[=
< 2000
0
1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10 11
W Defects period supervision 0 0 9 75 | 757 | 404 | 376 | 205 | 85 0 119
m MSQA 0 0 780 2331 3504 | 3869 548 | 362 | 170 | 170 4]
m Consenting/designation 0 | 251249 | O 0 0 0 0 0 0
W Design and Project Documentation| 0 | 1445|9745 /5233 |3003| 173 |1764| 118 | O 0
M Investigation and Reporting 0 (91481921 1723 | 468 | 104 | 51 0 0 0
Figure 12: Professional Service Spend Profile
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10. DELIVERY MODEL ASSESSMENT - GENERAL

The preferred approach for the HIF infrastructure is a traditional model. Selection of the optimum delivery
models has been based on evaluation of each package considering how well each option contributes to the
procurement objectives taking into account the characteristics of each package.

Figure 13 illustrates this conceptually.

Scale,
Complexity,
Risk

> | Potential for Innovation, Flexibility Required, Client
Involvement, Supply vs Demand, Programme Constraint

Figure 13: Delivery Model — Conceptual Assessment (Source — NZTA)

Southern Links
Investigation professional
services were
competitively tendered.
Pre-implementation work
< is via HCC's supplier
panel arrangement, HCC
will consider price quality

Staged delivery is likely to = @ @ N\
suit minor routine - N \
Tl .

o

Py

components such as the (

SH3 roundabout and east - Physical works for the less complex e

west arterial. packages 3 to 5 would be likely to be =W ‘m
price-quality or lowest price conforming

M .,--; for routine works — May include not the _m
bridge or wastewater treatment.

Figure 14: Procurement Planning - Staged
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)

Price-quality based design build may be applicable for key
structures such as the Gardens Bridge and potentially
CobhamMairere with separate design/build engagement for
wastewater components.

Figure 15: Procurement Planning — Design and Build

Supplier panel delivery model (advanced)

HCC and NZTA are already using the HCC
Professional Services Panel for Pre-
Implementation — Price quality used for large

Figure 16: Procurement Planning - Supplier Panel

The majority of activities are routine, low complexity and low risk, with limited potential for innovation. The

two gateway projects merit additional consideration and assessment.

2B. STRATEGIC
KEy CHARACTERISTICS 2A: RIVER BRIDGE
WASTEWATER
Scale. $113.0M $43.3M
Complexity/Scope for innovation. Medium Medium
Programme constraint. High High

Market conditions. Limited capacity
High -

High - Aesthetic
8 Performance

Risk {quantum and type).

HCC, Tangata Whenua, DoC, NZ

dizlalial 2, Heritage, WRC, WRA

Client involvement, control and

High High
capability. '8 &
Focus on non-cost success (e.g. social . :
and environmental). High High
Tangible d trati fvalue f
angible demonstration of value for Medium Medium
money.
Flexibility to deal with change. Low tolerance Low tolerance

Limited capacity

OTHER
OTHER ROADS
WASTE/WATER
<S10M <S10M
Low Low
Low Low

Small — medium contractors
available/interested
Low Moderate

Similar but less sensitive
More developer options

Low Moderate
Moderate Moderate
Medium Medium
Low Low
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Table 4: Key Characteristics of Construction Packages

The early delivery components (Cambridge — Cobham interchange and SH3/east-west link roundabout) are
already committed to traditional procurement, with design under way. The programme’s’ staged delivery
and the package’s scale not being big enough to deliver savings based on the typical $300M threshold makes
the public-private partnership model unlikely to be cost-effective.

The smaller packages such as the Peacocke urban upgrade, the east-west arterial, local road upgrades and
water/wastewater packages are lower risk, provide fewer opportunities for innovation and are likely to be
phased to match development and can be delivered in stages. This means that the more advanced
procurement models are less likely to contribute to value for money, budget certainty and are likely to limit
the contractor supply market.

Table 5 summarises the conclusions from the more detailed assessment in Appendix C for the major Wairere
Drive Ext'n, Waikato River Bridge, and pump station package.

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES

Landmark structure, traditional model will
allow design concepts to be debated and
agreed.

T Allows matching pump and control systems
raditional L5, . Lost to increase resilience.

Plus . Risk of variations for unforeseen conditions
Cost certainty — after award

Faster - Detailed design can be completed
while land negotiation and consents

Relies on designers for innovation

continue.
Increases risk of higher whole of life costs
JBulld ¢ and scope/quality concerns
Desi Buil Maximi: tuni i tion. . . . .
esign an ul aximises oppor Ui"llt\] ar innoevation ngh S sl e e Al Eem S,
Slow delivery
Potential for interaction with contractor to Early commitment to contractor increases
ECI provide design-dependent implementation risk to value for money and certainty
methodology savings High bid costs can be disincentive.

.. . . . Alliance is best suited for a cost reimbursable
) Maximises opportunity for innovation.
Alliance contract.
Too small to make money ,
Delays in procurement consents.

Table 5: River Bridge and Wastewater Evaluation

Accordingly, the traditional delivery model is the preferred approach for this project.

The bridge requires particular consideration. Itis a key landmark structure and HCC needs to be able to make
decisions that influence urban design and aesthetics.
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11. DELIVERY MODEL ASSESSMENT - CONSTRUCTION

Having selected a traditional approach based on design and project documentation being prepared prior to
tendering, options for traditional tendering, early contractor involvement and alliancing remain for the
implementation phase. Although it would be desirable for early contractor involvement for pipeline and
bridge work, the risk to value for money and design control mean that some form of measure and value/price

quality combination is likely. There may be options for cost plus aesthetic/performance enhancements to be
incorporated as an option for the river bridge and pump station.

More refined physical works procurement decisions will follow once professional services advisors are

available.

$70,000 Construction spend {including inflation)

$60,000 -
<z $50,000
pid
B 540,000
[
o
“
Tg $30,000
=
| =4
< $20,000

$10,000

$0 .
YearQ | Yearl | Year 2 | Year3 | Year4 | Year5 | Year6 | Year7 | Year 8 | Year9 fgr

" Water S0 $248 $348 |S51,782 | $1,458 51,222 | $586 $940 $24 S0 S0
mWastewater| $0 | $4,065 |$15,612/$24,224| $9,502 | $4,303 | $3,080 | $213 |$3,369 | $3,456 | $160
m Transport S0 1541,265/$39,681/523,534(554,361|557,630(511,485| 85,521 | S84 50 S0

Figure 17: Construction Spend Profiles

The initial spend is mainly in the Cobham Drive interchange, and the large year 3 and 4 spend is the river
bridge and pump station.

Transport is the dominant spend area. There are a number of small — medium size contractors in the area
that suit contracts less than $10M. Roading contractors are generally capable of taking on wastewater with
max pipe size 300mm, shallower than 4m deep, without difficulty and can subcontract local pump stations.

Providing for flexibility to overlap with subdivision development scale should maximising the supply market
for other works. There is likely to be an advantage in terms of phasing flexibility, supply and price competition
for the smaller, simpler components.
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12. DELIVERY MODEL ASSESSMENT — PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
12.1. Panel approach preferred — Price/Quality

Professional services are required for a wide range of services, consistent with HCC's typical service
requirements and available through the PSP frameworks (Refer Attachment E for skills matrices).

In broad terms, the technical disciplines are considered as waters (wastewater and fresh water) and
transport. Stormwater is likely to be across both but unlikely to be a significant design driver away from key

gully areas.

The proposed approach is to use the PSP framework to select an initial advisor for transport and an initial
advisor for water and wastewater to prepare project documentation (background, scope, instructions for
tendering and bases for payment).

The initial advice is likely to be direct award based on existing engagements and previous knowledge.

The subsequent professional services are likely to be a price/quality tender based on team and methodology
as the non-price attributes.

Rising Pump Pump
Main station station

Gravity Pressure Gravity Pressure

Internal Strategic

Wastewater

Water/Waste water Transport

Construction Packages

Figure 18: Design Components (key gateway interactions dark blue)

12.2. Design Interaction/Coordination

There will be critical interactions between designs relating in particular to the strategic wastewater rising
main and its crossing of Wairere Drive and the Waikato River bridge and approaches. For example, fast-
tracking elements of road mean that stormwater consents or water design will need to be completed for
roads.
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It will be necessary either to require early completion of critical tasks (e.g. void/pipe
sizes/loadings/fixings/expansion limits, etc.) or novate wastewater design services for incorporation in the

bridge design processes.

12.3. Shared inputs

Other specialist skills will be required. These are likely to include:

= Survey — topographical and legal
— Land —valuation, purchase, entry, etc.
= Ecological
Archaeological/heritage
= Cultural/Social
= Geotechnical engineering
= Consents and Assessments of Environmental Effects

There are likely to be significant efficiencies available from sourcing these on an area wide basis similar to
construction packages, or for the Peacocke area as a whole.

The PSP framework provides an excellent opportunity to avoid duplication in specialist inputs because it
provides for novation within all engagements, so for example, an ecological specialist can be instructed to
complete investigation or monitoring to support a range of projects in an area, for different consultants.

12,4, Gardens Bridge Urban Design/Aesthetics

The bridge requires particular consideration. It is a landmark structure and HCC needs to be able to make
decisions that influence the urban design outcomes and aesthetics. A two stage process is proposed.

Stage 1:Principal Aesthetic Factors — these are the key cost influences

a. Superstructure type and shape
b. Pier placement and shape
c. Abutment placement and design

Stage 2:5econdary Aesthetic Design Factors — minor cost influences

Railing details

Surface colours and textures
Architectural embellishments
Lighting

20 oW

Figure 19: Tied Arch and Cable Stayed Concepts
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Stage 1 should confirm the preferred superstructure form based on examples and “silhouette” levels of
information and a “willingness to pay” for enhancements. Since the consent requires no piers in the river,

the superstructure options are limited (see Figure 19 below).

The current estimates are based on the lowest cost structural form structurally suited to the span, being a
tied arch, at a cost of around $40M. Other options are likely to be more expensive, including a variable depth
box girder (+54M), extradose box girder (+$10M) and cable stayed (+510M) forms.

Collate Southern Links Bridge Information —
®  Structural ment, estimates, geotech
®  Check preliminary design/concept?

Technical advice for aesthetics (refer attachment 3):
Objectives, principles, measurement criteria
{architect/landscape/urban design/bridge design)
Confirm tangata whenua interests and

expectations
HCC Urban Design Panel

Council Workshop/Report regarding “premium” approach
* Tied arch as base structural form
s Premium for Variable depth box = +33M to 55M

s Premium for Cable Staved/Extradosed Box = +510M

Preliminary design for preferred option:
Geotech

Consultation

Detailed design for preferred option:
e Finalise aesthetics
e  Estimates
¢ Detailed design
s Contract documentation

Construction Procurement
e Tender
e Evaluation
e Award

Construction

Figure 20: Suggested Process for Bridge
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13. NEXT STEPS
13.1. Desirable Activities for Acceleration

It would be desirable to be in a position to hit the ground running on 1 July 2018. The following
activities would be useful early:

= Approval for HIF approach
= Team establishment and recruitment
Land acquisition preparation
— Consents and authorities applications
= Pump station designation
= Professional services tender documentation
= Industry liaison

= Developer liaison

13.2. 100 day plan — HIF Team Formed and Professional Services and Land Acquisition

Within approximately 3 months, the project should be under way, with consultants in place for design
and land acquisition commenced:

Complete HIF core team

Main Professional services appointments

Detailed procurement plans

= Finalise consents

= Approvals for construction procurement approaches
= Finalise bridge aesthetic considerations

= Commence land acquisition

—~ Complete consents and authorities engagement/hearings

13.3. 1000 day plan = Interim Development and Gateway Infrastructure Construction
Within approximately three years, physical works should be under way:

Bridge, Pump Station, rising main - tendered, awarded, and commenced.
Interim development under way

Main development agreed and funded.

13.4. First Steps

The steps are as follows:

= Confirm approvals to proceed (desirably with advance opportunities), delegations and restrictions
Form HIF team

Appoint land, transport and waters professional services advisors.

Require land

Prepare RFT’s for main professional services contracts

Engage with construction market, developers and utilities

Establish governance coordination group.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Detailed infrastructure lists

Refer Figures 3 - 5 for Infrastructure ID numbers
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lamilton City Council - Housing Infrastructure Fund

ackage costs

g e |Description/ Total Total 5% 95%
ement [HCC ref. Work Phase No Inflati With Inflati Percentile Percentile
Procure design consultant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
‘airere Drive,/ 2A Strategic Investigation and Reporting 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
sbham Drive Overbridge e 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Design and Project Documentation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consenting/designation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Construction 20000.00 20800.00
20000 20800
Procure design consultant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
13 Intersection 1B Strategic Ir n and R eporing 265.00 275.60 261.82 385.84
Dixon/Ohaupo Land procurement 365.00 379.60 360.62 531.44
RAB Design and Project Docurnentation 445.00 462.80 439.66 647.92
LTCCP 0676.1 (Consenting/designation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
MSQA 255.00 276.87 263.03 387.62
Construction 3183.00 3455.97 328318 A838 .36
Defects period supenvision 66.00 74.81 71.07 104.74
Invastigation and Repaorting 378.00 393.12 37346 550.37
RAB to Shaw Land procurem ent 1830.00 1945.07 1847.82 2723.10
wetland Desian and Project Documentation 434.00 471.22 447 66 659,71
LTCCP 3123.1 [Consenting/designation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
MS0A 257.00 291.32 27675 40785
[Consiruction 3206.00 3634.11 3452.40 S5087.75
Defects parod supenvision 66.00 76.46 72.64 107.04
Procure design consultant 0.00 0.00 - -
1B Siraﬁ::sir. Invastigation and Reporting 81.56 84.83 206 1188
LTP WTR/2124.1 Design and Project Docurnentation 108.75 118.08 112.2 165.3
MSQA 32.63 36.98 35.1 51.8
Consiruction 543.75 616.36 585.5 862.9
Dafects pariod supenvision 18.75 2172 206 304
11535.44 12614.91 11984.17 17660.88
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lamilton City Council - Housing Infrastructure Fund
ackage costs

Investigation and Reporting
(Design and Project Documentation 134.1 197.7
MSQA 41.2 60.7
Construction 686.1 1,011.1
Defects period supervision 21.6 319
I igation and Reporting 47.7 70.2
(Design and Project D 57.75 65.0 95.8
MSQA 17.33 20.0 294
Construction 288.75 3329 490.6
Diafacts period supenvision 18.75 221 32_6
Investigation and Repaorting 104.34 117.5 1731
139.13 160.4 2364
41.74 493 726
695.63 821.2 1,210.2
(Defects period supervision 18.75 227 334
Investigation and R eporting 4.22 4.9 7.2
5.63 6.5 96
MSQA 1.69 19 29
(Censtructi 28.13 324 47.8
(Defects period supenvision 7.50 8.6 12.7
27.90 S 474
41.85 48.2 71.1
1116 109 190
139.50 160.8 237.0
9.38 10.8 159
18.57 219 322
25.29 292 43.0
7.59 8.7 12.9
12645 1458 2148
(Defects period supervision 7.50 8.6 12.7
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lamilton City Council - Housing Infrastructure Fund
ackage costs

gic Infi e |Description/ Total | | Total ‘ 5% 95%
ement HCC ref. Work Phase No Inflation With Inflation Percentile Percentile
Procure design consultant 0.00 0.00 - -
REES DIV (R I 2A Strategic Investigabon and Reporting 510.00 53040 5039 7426
R R e R By | V/arere Ext, NS Land procurement 3277.00 3483.06 3,3089 4.87/6.3
(Arterial to Peacockes|Design and Froject Documentation 751.00 £1541 746 1,141.6
Consenting/designation 0.00 0.00
MS0A 272.00 308.32 2929 4316
LTCCP 32121 Construction 3399.00 3852.88 3,600.2 5,394.0
Defacts pariod supervision 656.00 76.46 f16 107.0
Invastigabon and Reporting 2624.00 2728.96 2,592.5 3,820.5
24 Strategic Land procurement 9949.00 10574.59 10,0459 14,804.4
Waikato River Design and Project Documentation 7061.00 7835.22 7435 10,969.3
Bridge Consenting/designation 0.00 0.00 - -
MSQA 5488.00 6430.80 6,109.3 9,003.1
LTCCP 3212.2 Consiruction 68599.00 80383.87 76,364.7 112,537.4
Defacts pariod supervision 66.00 20.09 /6.1 112.1
[Procure design consultant 0.00 0.00 - -
Citywide strategic Investigation and Reporting 1894.00 2013.09 1,912.4 2,8183
stage 1 (Consenting/designation 392.00 416.65 3958 583.3
Land procurement 1950.00 2072.62 1,969.0 2,901.7
and Rising mains Design and Project Documentation 4721.00 5138.44 4,881.5 71,1938
MSQA 1810.00 2039.12 1,937.2 2,854.8
Consiruction 26129.00 29401.02 27,9310 41,1614
(Defects period supervision 522.00 610.64 580.1 851.9
Procure design consultant 0.00 0.00 - -
28 I gahon and Reporting 302.00 314.08 2984 439.7
Northern local Design and Project Docurnentation 304.00 330.07 3136 462.1
upgrade Consenting/designation 0.00 0.00
MSQA 154.00 174.56 165.8 244.4
LTCCP 0704.3 Construction 1922.00 2178.65 2,069.7 3,050.1
Dafects period supervision 54.00 52.56 594 8B/6
Investigation and Reporting 461.00 479.44 455.5 6/1.2
2A Strategic Land procurement 1514.00 1609.20 1,528.7 2,252.9
Peacockes Rd Nth Design and Project Documentation 738.00 801.29 761.2 1,121.8
LTCCP 0704.4 Consenting/designation 0.00 0.00
MS0A 467.00 535.18 S08.4 7493
Construchon 5837.00 668922 65,3548 93649
Defects perod supenvision 66.00 78.22 743 109.5
24 Strategic Investigabon and Reporting 66.00 68.64 B5.2 96.1
Eastern collector Land procurement 418.00 453.85 431.2 6354
Peacockes to Design and Project Docurnentation £4.00 91.20 86.6 127.7
Wairere Consenting/designation 0.00 0.00
MSaA 42.00 47.61 452 bb. 7
LTCCP 3209.1 Construction 519.00 588.30 558.9 823.6
Defects period supervision 54.00 62.56 59.4 876
2A Invastigation and Reporting 138.00 143.52 136.3 200.9
MNthern collector Land procuraem ent 0.00 0.00
Wairere to Design and Project Documentation 188.00 204.12 1939 2B58
Peacockes Consenting/dasignation 0.00 0.00 - -
MS2A 100.00 113.35 107.7 158.7
LTCCP 13031 Construchon 1239.00 1404 45 1,234.2 1,966.2
Defects period supervision 54.00 62.56 59.4 87.6
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ackage costs
gic Inf e [Descrbﬁnnf Total Total 5% 95%
ement [HCC ref. Work Phase No Inflati With Inflati Percentile Percentile
Frocure design consultant 0.00 0.00
24 Strategic Investigation and Reporting 0.00 0.00
(WWAYANY -1 Design and Project Documentation 0.00 0.00
MS2A 0.00 0.00 - -
Construction 0.00 0.00
Defects panod supenvision 0.00 0.00 - -
2A Strategic Invastigation and Reporting 0.00 0.00 - -
WWAW1-2 Design and Projact Documentation 0.00 0.00 - -
MSOA 0.00 0.00 - -
Construction 0.00 0.00 - -
Diefects penod supenvision 0.00 0.00 - -
24 Strategic Investigation and Reporting 0.00 0.00
WWAYANYT-3 Dresign and Project Documentation 0.00 0.00
MSQA 0.00 0.00
Construction 0.00 0.00
Defects period supervision 0.00 0.00 - -
2A Strategic Investigation and Reporting 210.%4 219.38 2084 3071
WWIE 1-5a Design and Frojact Documentation 281.25 305.37 290.1 A27.5
MSQA 84.38 95.64 90.9 133.9
Consiruction 1406.25 1594.03 1,514.3 2,231.6
Defects penod supemnvision 25.00 28.96 27.5 A40.5
2A Strategic Investigetion and Reporting 210.54 219.38 2084 307.1
WWIE 1-5b Design and Project Documentabion 28125 30537 290.1 4275
MSQA 84.38 95.64 90.9 133.9
Construction 1406.25 1594.03 1,514.3 2,2316
Defects period supervision 25.00 28.96 27.5 40.5
Investigation and Reporting 22.50 24.43 232 342
2B Strategic Land procurement 32.48 35.26 33.5 494
WWIET FS M3 Dresign and Project Documentation 24.38 26,47 251 37.1
MSOA 24.78 26.90 256 377
Construchon 412.94 448.35 4259 627.7
Defects pariod supenvision B.63 9.36 B9 131
I gahon and Reporting 38.03 43.10 40.9 603
2B Design and Project Docurnentation 57.04 64.65 61.4 90.5
MSQA 15.21 17.24 16.4 24.1
(WWIE1-1 Construction 190.13 215.51 204.7 301.7
Defects period supenvision 9.38 10.63 10.1 14.9
2B Investigation and Reporting 51.58 57.33 92.5 136.3
WAWIE1-2 Design and Project Dacumentation 61.05 69.20 b5/ 96.9
MSaA 18.32 2122 202 29.7
Construction 305.25 353.62 3359 495.1
Defects period supervision 25.00 29.63 281 41.5
Imvastigation and Reporting 70.64 73.47 698 102.9
1B Strategic Dresign and Project Documentation 94.19 102.27 972 143.2
MS0A 28.26 32.03 30.4 44.8
LTP WITRS 2131.1 Construchon 470.94 533.82 507.1 7474
Defects penod supenvision 18.75 21.72 206 304
Investigation and Reporting 26.81 27.89 26.5 39.0
2B Strategic Design and Project Documentation 35.75 38.82 36.9 543
MSQA 10.73 12.16 11.5 17.0
LTP WTR/ 2132.1 Construction 178.75 202.62 192.5 283.7
Defects period supervision 18.75 2172 206 30.4
Investigation and Reporting 59.81 62.21 59.1 87.1
2B Strategic Drasign and Project Documentation 79.75 90.40 859 1266
MS2A 23.93 27.72 263 IBB
LTP WIR/ 21322 Construction 398.75 461.94 4388 B46.7
Defects period supenvision 18.75 22.22 21.1 311
161087.83 182954.94 173845.19 256192.91
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ackage costs

gic Infi e |Description/ Total | | Total ‘ 5% 95%
ement HCC ref. Work Phase No Inflation With Inflation Percentile Percentile
2A Strategic Procure design consultant 0.00 0.00 - -
RAB south | tigation and Reporting 399.00 433.22 411.6 606.5
racockes Road Urban LTCCP 0704.5 Land procurement 1002.00 1135.80 1,079.0 1,590.1
agrade (Design and Project Documentation 457.00 52542 503.0 741.2
[Consenting/designation 0.00 0.00 - -
MS0A 292.00 346.05 3288 484.5
Construction 3640.00 4313.82 4,098.1 6,039.4
Dafects period supervision 66.00 80.09 76.1 112.1
2A Strategi I tigation and Reporting 280.00 304.01 288.8 4256
Intersection with E-WLand procursment 948.00 1074.59 1,020.9 1,504.4
LTCCP 0704.6 (Design and Project Documentation 291.00 337.12 320. A72.0
(Consenting/designation 0.00 0.00 - =
MSQA 170.00 206.30 196.0 2888
(Censiruction 2114.00 2565.46 2,437.2 3,591.6
Defects period supervision 66.00 82.02 779 114.8
Investigetion and Reporting §1.98 §9.02 84.6 124.6
2A Design and Project Documeéntation 109.31 123.91 117.7 173.5
MSQA 32.79 37.99 36.1 53.2
LTP WIR/ 21323 Construction 546.56 633.18 B01.5 H86.4
Dafects period supervision 18.75 22.22 211 311
Investigation and Reporting 26.30 29.81 283 41.7
2A Design and Project Documentation 35.06 40.62 8.6 56.9
MS0A 10.52 12.47 11.8 17.5
LTP WTR/ 2132.4 Construction 175.31 207.77 1974 290.9
Defects penod supenvision 18.75 22.75 21.6 319
10780.34 12627.64 11996.26 17678.70
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lamilton City Council - Housing Infrastructure Fund

ackage costs

gic Inf e |Description/ [ Total Total 5% 95%
ement IHOC ref. Work Phase | No Inflati | | With Inflati ‘ | Percentile I Percentile
Procure desgn consultant 0.00 0.00 - -

P BT DT G T 2B Strateqic land Invastigahon and Reporting 879.00 914.16 B68.5 1,279.8
LTCCP 3200.2 Land procuréement 6714.00 7136.18 6,779.4 9,990.6
2B Strategic land Investigation and Reparting 690.00 717.60 BE1.7 1,004 .6
LTCCP 32003 Land procurem ent 4579.00 4971.70 4,723.1 6,960.4
2B Strategic land Investigation and Reporting 404.00 420.16 399.2 4882
LTCCP 32004 Land procurament 4145.00 450048 A4,275.5 6,300,/
2B Strategic land Investigation and Reporting 509.00 529.36 502.9 7411
LTCCP 3200.5 Land procurament 5616.00 6097.63 57927 8,536.7
2A Strategic Invastigation and Reporting 193.20 200.93 190.9 2813
WWAWI-6 Design and Frojact Documentation 289.80 314.65 2989 A40.5

MSQA 77.28 87.60 832 1226
N-§ arterial Construction 966.00 1094.99 1,040.2 1,533.0
Defects penod supemnvision 31.25 36.20 344 50.7
2A Strategic Investigetion and Reporting 75.00 78.00 74.1 109.2
WAANVT-T Design and Project Documentation 100.00 108.58 103.1 152.0
MSQA 30.00 34.01 32.3 47.6
N-5 arterial Construction 500.00 566.77 5384 193.5
Defects period supervision 25.00 28.96 215 A40.5
2B strategic Investigation and Reporting 69.71 75.69 719 106.0
WWANV2-10 Design and Projact Documentation 92.95 105.36 100.1 147.5
MS0A 27.89 32.30 30.7 45.2
N-S arterial Consiruction 464.75 538.40 511.5 7538
Defects panod supenvision 25.00 29.63 28.1 41.5
28 Strategic Investigation and Reporting 75.00 8143 774 114.0
WWAW2 PS N1 Land procurement 64.40 7112 Bl.6 996
Design and Project Docurnentation 81.25 92.10 87.5 128.9
MSQA 74.00 85.72 814 120.0
Construction 1233.30 1428.75 1,357.3 2,000.2
Defects pariod supenvision 28.75 34.07 324 477
2B Investigation and Reporting 75.00 85.02 BO8 119.0
WA PS N0 Land procurement 654.38 74.58 08 1044
Design and Project Documentation 81.25 94.13 £94 1318
MS2A 52.54 62.27 59.2 B7.2
Consiruction B875.72 1037.83 9859 1,453.0
Defects panod supenvision 28.75 34.89 331 488
2B Strategic Invastigation and Reporting 123.30 139.76 1328 195.7
W29 Design and Projact Documentation 184.95 214.26 203.5 300.0
MSOA 49.32 58.45 55.5 818
N-5 arterial Construction 616.50 730.62 694.1 1,022.9
Defects period supervision 31.25 37.92 36.0 53.1
2B Investigation and Reporting 145.10 169.01 160.6 236.6
WAAY2-T Dresign and Project Documentation 223.65 259.09 2461 3627
MSQA 59.64 70.68 67.1 99.0
Construction 745.50 B883.50 8393 1,236.9
Defects panod supenvision 31.25 37.92 36.0 531
2B Invastigation and Reporting 75.00 86.89 825 1216
WWIW2 PS NS Land procurement 61.00 72.29 68.7 101.2
Design and Projact Documentation 81.25 96.29 91.5 134.8
MS2A 49.79 60.42 574 B4.6
Construchon 829 82 1007.03 9567 1,409.8
Defects period supervision 28.75 35.73 339 50.0
2B Investigabon and Reporting 29.01 3288 312 46.0
WY Z-6 Design and Project Documentation 38.68 44.80 42.6 62.7
MS0A 11.60 13.75 13.1 19.3
Construction 193.38 220.17 217.7 3208
Defects period supervision 25.00 30.34 288 425
2B Investigation and Reporting 25.43 29.46 280 412
WA Z-11 Dresign and Project Documentation 33.91 40.18 382 56.3
MS0A 10.17 12.34 11.7 173
NS artenal Constructon 169.53 205.74 1954 288.0
Defects panod supenvision 25.00 3107 29.5 43.5
33139.93 36430.84 34609.20 51003.18
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ackage costs

gic Infi e |Description/ Total Total 5% 95%
ement HCC ref. Work Phase No Inflation With Inflation Percentile Percentile
Procure design consultant 0.00 0.00 - E
‘astewater Strategic P q
C de strat
orage ftywide strategic Investigation and Reporting 238.00 269.78 2156.3 3777
1d Pressure Main stage 2 (Consenting/designation 108.00 114.75 109.0 160.6
Storage/Ps Design and Project Documeéntation 1018.00 1238.89 1,176.9 1,734.4
MS0A 340.00 438.71 416.8 614.2
and Rising mains Consiruction 4949.30 6386.13 6,066.8 8,940.6
Dafects period supervision 119.00 159.72 151.7 2236
6772.30 8607.92 8177.52 12051.09
271800 308153 | | 272086 | 402205 |
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Hamilton City Council - Housing Infrastructure Fund
Package costs
Strategic Infrastructure Total Total Inflated costs per Year Percentile
Element uninflated | inflated 1 2 3 4 5 6 10 5th 95th
Wairere Drive/Cobham Drive Overbridge 20000 20800 | 20800 0 0 0 0 0 19760 29120
SH3 Intersection 11535 12615 85 118 | 653 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 11984 | 17661
East-west arterial 28484 34077 0 0 1184 | 6780 | 9949 | 9678 | 6379 | 108 32373 | 47708
Wairere Drive Extension and Waikato River Bridge 161088 182995 | 15822 | 29604 | 38632 | 53911 | 44946 30 0 o] 173845 | 256193
Peacockes Road Urban Upgrade 10780 12628 0 826 | 2364 | 1578 | 4902 | 2875 82 0 0 0 11996 | 17679
North-south arterial land 33140 36431 | 6351 | 19838 | 2436 | 2954 | 3350 | 1427 | 67 0 0 0 34609 | 51003
Wastewater Strategic Storage and Pressure Main Stage 2
6772 8608 57 58 270 0 0 1092 | 147 | 3369 | 3456 | 160 8178 12051
271800 | 308153 292746 | 431415
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Appendix B: Detailed programme and spend breakdown by time.

b Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirkiriroa

Cctober 2017

29
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Appendix C: Package Assessments — Assessment of Procurement Methods for Packages against Procurement Objectives

(5 point scale: v'v/, v/ - x xx)

OBJECTIVE EVALUATION CRITERIA

The level of complexity relates to structural and technical complexity:
Structures 10-30m and

moderate/low risk pump/
storage combinations =
Uncertainty is present when it is impossible to exactly describe the existing state or future outcome, or assess the probability of a neutral complexity
future outcome occurring.

Structural: the number of varied components and the interdependence.

Deal with Complexi
plexity Technical: the extent to which untested or new technical issues need to be addressed in delivering the activity.

and uncertainty

Appropriate Scale Will contract size have an impact on the type of supplier or groups of suppliers sought to deliver the activity? -=510-520M
Desian control The extent to which the procurement option provides certainty in the output to allow for consistency across v'v'= complete
g engagements/projects and HCC to achieve the urban design, amenity and aesthetic outcomes it seeks, x %= |ittle control
Flexibility to change : . L ; ) v'v" = complete
st:ope & The extent to which the procurement option offers flexibility for cost-effective scope change during the process. 25 [letle ﬂeFLibiIi o
Opportunity f ) . - . . ) R . V= lete
p_po L,II'II_ bl The extent to which the procurement option maximises the opportunity for design, construction and financing innovation. cc_:um_p <
innovation X% = |imited
The extent to which the procurement option offers value for money to HCC, considering:: = good value
Value for money to HCC market tension/competitive tendering/ whole of life costs - typical PQM
minimising project development and tendering costs for both HCC and Contractors xx= higher costs
Budget certainty The extent to which the option reduces the risk of cost over-runs during both design and construction phases.
The extent to which the procurement option will attract a high level of market interest during both the design and construction
Supplier market: phases. The following should be taken into account: v'¥'= high interest
Contractor/ Consultant project size versus market capacity - typical POM
availability and interest success of the procurement model for other projects in the region. X% = [ow interest

Minimising the risk that high tendering costs could potentially be unrecoverable,

imi v v'=
Timing and urgency/ Does the expected timeframe for project delivery meet HCC requirements? complete

delivery %% = |imited
Effective risk The extent to which the procurement option reduces risks and allocates risk to the party best able to manage them. The extent v'¥'= complete
management to which the procurement model reduces HCC's risk profile. %% = |imited
The extent to which the procurement option increases the probability of a high quality/durable product with high “whole of life” v'v'= complete (e.g.
Performance/ quality/ performance. interest during both the design and construction phases. The following should be taken into account: specify pumps and
durability success of the procurement model for other projects in the region. Have quality projects been delivered or has the procurement specialists)
model led to perceived loss of quality? %X = |imited
b Hamilton City Council October 2017 30
Te kaunihera o Kinkiriroa
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Package 2: a. Transport Co

OBJECTIVE

Deal with Complexity and
uncertainty

Appropriate for Scale

Design control
Flexibility to change scope

Opportunity for innovation

Value for money

Budget certainty

Supplier market:

Timing and urgency/ delivery
Effective risk management

Performance/ quality/durability

Score

Preference Ranking

RATING

Moderate

Moderate

High

Moderate

Moderate

High

Very high

Moderate

High
Moderate

Very High

mponents (need to discuss weightings and application)

6%

6%

10%

6%

6%

10%

17%

6%

10%

6%

17%

= 5]
g
E 2
9 [
= o
= a
= =
2 X
5 ©
-
v v v
Large river span D2 T v
v
$113M {moderate - large) | v Vv
v v v
Landmark structure v v v -
Consent framewaork likely to v v
limit scope or delay if changes v
No piers in river — Relies on v
design innovation.
v
v v v v
v
v v * v
Few major players - Should v v v v
attract a high level of interest. v v v
Development of specimen v v v ¢
design to tender = 1 year lost
Few risks not understood Vi [ 4 x
v v v
Landmark structure v v v X

16 | 15 || 13 8

b Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirkiriroa

October 2017 : 31

G sl asl =

“

12

ALLIANCE

<

L4

v

v

v

vy

12

REASONS FOR PREFERENCE/OPTIONS DISCARDED

HCC aesthetic interaction for bridge hard to ma
other than traditional

All cope with scale

Traditional model allows design concepts to
debated and agreed.

Traditional model allows early consent applica

Opportunities mainly limited to constructio
methodology
Certainty from traditional
Risk, but with greater opportunity for saving fi
DC/ECI/Alliance
Certainty from traditional
Risk, but with greater opportunity for saving fi
DC/ECI/Alliance
Contractor design role makes D&C potential
unattractive to market

Traditional allows acceleration in a range of act/
(consents, enabling, etc.)

Traditional or ECl/Alliance-Both require traditi
start for scope

Traditional- details to sort {e.g. bridge extra
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Cll

OBIECTIVE

Deal with Complexity and
uncertainty

Appropriate for Scale

Design control

Flexibility to change scope

Opportunity for innovation

Value for money
Budget certainty

Supplier market:

Timing and urgency/ delivery
Effective risk management
Performance/ quality/durability

Score
Preference Ranking

Combined score for Wastewater
and Transport

Maoderate
Maoderate
High

Moderate

Moderate

High
Very high
Moderate

High
Moderate

Very High

6%

10%

6%

6%

10%

17%

6%

10%

6%

17%

Package 2: b. Wastewater Components (need to discuss weightings and application)

MMENT

Co

HCC likely to specify pup and
telemetry supplier to match

$43M (moderate)
HCC want clear control — high
environmental/operational risks

Consent framework likely to limit
scope or delay if changes

More optimization based on
operational characteristics and
risks of Cambridge

Few major players — crossover skill
set —risk area?

Development of specimen design
to tender = 1 year lost

Few risks not understood

Landmark structure

N N TRADITIONAL LS

L T

s

S

16

S

b Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirkiriroa

October 2017

RS TRADITIONAL M&V

Y

SN

SN

15

30

ESS TRADITIONAL COST PLU

NN OSSN

SN

13

26

DEesiGn AND CONSTRU

vy

b4 .4

32

RFCI

SN

17

vV

v

vV

16

REASONS FOR PREFERENCE/OPTIONS DISCARDED

HCC risk profile, demand uncertainty, interaction
with operational matters HCC

All cope with scale (bit small for DC)

Traditional model allows design concepts to be
debated and agreed.

Traditional model allows early consent application:

Opportunities mainly limited to construction
methodology

Certainty from traditional Need to have HCC
optimise capital v's operational costs

Certainty from traditional
Contractor design role makes D&C potentially

unattractive to market

Traditional allows acceleration in a range of activitie
{consents, enabling, etc.)

HCC need to control risks

HCC likely to specify pup and telemetry supplier tc
match

Traditional clear winner

Traditional- details to sort {nominated supply)

Traditional clear preference
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Preference Ranking 1 2 3

Wairere Drive extension and Waikato River Bridge Additional Comments

DEesIGN
EVALUATION CRITERIA TRADITIONAL Discussion AND Discussion

Buip

Landmark structure,

Design control o traditional model will allow
g design concepts to be debated
and agreed.
Efficient Risk v v
Management
Opportunity for v v Maximises opportunity
innovation for innovation.
Value for meney 24 v
Budget Certainty B -
Market Interast Y Should att.racta high level of v High bld cosrs. can be
interest. disincentive.
Flexibility to change o
scope
Detailed design can be Contractor is
Timely Delivery v completed while land a4 responsible for
negotiation continues. programme.
Performance/ A robust design and Risk of ql{alltv being
- i vV e : - compromised to save
quality/ durability specification is most likely.
costs.
1 2
b Hamilton City Council October 2017
Te kaunibera o Kirikiriroa

ALLIANCE

v

33

Discussion

Maximises
opportunity
for
innovation.

Alliance is

best suited

for a cost
reimbursabl
e contract.

High bid
costs can be
disincentive.

xx

Traditional

Discussion

Unlikely to be any market
interest — too small, no
money to be made.

Option discarded

Attachments

Page 285

Item 10

Attachment 4



¥ JUaWyoeNY

0T walj

Council 21 Hamilton City Cc
06 December 2017 Te kaunihera o Kirlkiriroa

Wastewater strategic storage and pressure main to Far East interceptor — Additional Comments

T DESIGN
RADITIONA
EvALUATION CRITERIA Discussion AND Discussion ALLIANCE Discussion DiscussIion

BuiLp

L

The design is reliant on many

factors that are not yet Will need to be well Will need to be well
Design control v finalised, such as - scoped before going out - scoped before
roading/stormwater layout, to tender. going out to tender.

locations for structures etc.

Efficient Risk v o v
Management
Maximises
o tunity fi Maximi tuni
p.pcr unl.ty or v Relies on design innovation. v axlmlﬁes oppc.)r unity v opportunity for
innovation for innovation. _ B
innovation.
Value for money v v X Alliance is best
suited for a cost
Budget Certainty - - X reimbursable
contract.
Unlikely to be any
T B I Should att_ract a high level of v High bld costs_ can be _ High bld cost.f? can - market interest — too
interest. disincentive. be disincentive. small, no money to be
made.
Flexibility to change s : v
scope
Design can be finalised while
Timely Delivery v designa tl'O.I"IS for pump station v Contractor is responsible ~
location are sought/ for programme.
landowner approvals.
Risk of lity bei
Performance/qualit o A robust design and * qL.Ja ity being
= . B . - compromised to save
y/durability specification is most likely.
costs.
1 2 3 Option discarded
b Hamilton City Council October 2017 34
Te kaunihera o Kinkiriroa
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OBJECTIVE RATING

Deal with Complexity and

uncertainty Rl
Appropriate for Scale Moderate
Design control Moderate
Flexibility to change scope Moderate
Opportunity for innovation Moderate
Value for money High
Budget certainty Moderate
Supplier market: Moderate
Timing and urgency/ delivery High
Effective risk management Moderate
Performance/ quality/durability Moderate

Score

Preference Ranking

6%

6%
10%
6%
6%
10%
6%
6%
10%
6%
6%

Package 3: a. Peacocke Road Upgrade — (need to discuss weightings and application)

j=
=
frr}
-3
=
=]
J

Straight

RADITIONAL COST PLU
DESIGN AND CONSTRU

XX

6 15 13 8 (IR

b Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirkiriroa

October 2017 : 35

REASONS FOR PREFERENCE/OPTIONS DISCARDED

Traditional- (some could be through developer)
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Package 4: a. SH3 Rounda

OBJECTIVE

Deal with Complexity and
uncertainty

Appropriate for Scale
Design control
Flexibility to change scope
Opportunity for innovation
Value for money
Budget certainty
Supplier market:
Timing and urgency/ delivery
Effective risk management

Performance/ quality/durability
Score

Preference Ranking

RATING

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

High

Moderate

Moderate

High

Moderate

Moderate

6%

10%

6%

6%

10%

6%

6%

10%

6%

6%

Straight
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REASONS FOR PREFERENCE/OPTIONS DISCARDED

Traditional- (some could be through
developer)
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Appendix D: Bridge Procurement — Consideration of Aesthetics.

Suggestions for Aesthetic Criteria for Councillor Consideration:

A two stage process is proposed. Figure 20 overleaf demonstrate the reason for preferring traditional in
terms of design control and programme. Early contractor involvement remains an option.

Stage 1 should confirm the preferred superstructure form based on examples and silhouette levels of
information and a “willingness to pay” for enhancements. Since the consent requires no piers in the river,
the superstructure options are limited (see Figure 19 below).

2. Principal Aesthetic Factors — these are the key cost influences

a. Superstructure type and shape
b. Pier placement and shape

c. Abutment placement and design

Figure 21: Structurally and Economically Feasible Superstructure Forms
3. Secondary Aesthetic Design Factors — minor cost influences

Railing details

Surface colours and textures
Architectural embellishments
Lighting

o0 oTw

There is a wide range of guidance available including NZTA’s bridge manual and urban design guidance, and
HCC’s urban design panel. These refer to other sources. Sample instructions for aesthetics (NSW) (mainly
primary factors) follow:

“The following bridge aesthetic aspects shall be considered in design:

= All structures must present smooth, clean lines and bridges shall have @ minimum structural depth
consistent with their spans and method of construction.

= The design of bridges shall address the slenderness aspects of the structure and consider the effects
of the parapets and all other elements of the structure in the determination of the apparent visual
slenderness. Dominant horizontal lines shall be smooth and continuous.

—~ Bridge proportions shall represent spanning and supporting requirements, and shall respond to the
context of the individual bridge localities.

= Length of spans shall be maximised where practical, within the context of the necessary bridge length.

b Hamilton City Council October 2017 37
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Bridge structural elements such as piers, headstocks (including leading edges), sill beams and
abutments shall be aesthetically integrated.

The bridge deck, kerb and barriers shall extend beyond the deck units by a minimum of 100 mm with
19 x 19 mm triangular drip groove to prevent water staining of the units and for aesthetics.

Columns with only two lines of symmetry (that is rectangular or elliptical) must have the longest edge
transverse to the deck structure.

All superstructure elements must follow design vertical and horizontal profiles.

Spill-through abutments shall have a batter slope no steeper than 1:1.5.

On all exposed concrete surfaces on structures: » the finishes and colour must be uniform, and » tie
holes must be aligned in a uniform pattern, and subsequently filled with mortar to achieve a smooth
uniform coloured finish.

All structures must be of uniform colour and surface finish. Repair of defects and patching must match
the appearance of the remainder of the surface.

Roads and Maritime Services (RMS) Bridge Aesthetics: Design Guidelines to Improve the Appearance
of Bridges in NSW shall be used as a guide to the basic minimum aesthetics standards.”

The Southern Links Landscape Assessment in the NOR is included as Attachment 2

b
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Attachment 1: Waikato Rover Bridge: Dealing with Aesthetics: Traditional or D&B (or cost plus)?

Collate Southern Links Bridge Information —

®  Structural assessment, estimates, geotech

e Check preliminary design/concept?

Technical advice for aesthetics:

s Objectives, principles, measurement criteria

(architect/landscape/urban design/bridge design)

e Confirm tangata whenua interests and expectations

e HCC Urban Design Panel requirements/expectations
s Other?

Council Workshop/Report regarding “premium” approach
¢ Tied arch as base structural form
e Premium for Variable depth box = +$3M - 55M
e  Premium for Cable Stayed/Extradosed Box = +$10M

TRADITIONAL DESIGN & BUILD

Preliminary design for breferred nption: Specimen Design for preferred option

Geotech s  Geotech

Consultation &  Outline Consents

Consents e Preliminary Consultation
Preliminary design Estimates

DR&B Contract documentation

Detailed design for preferred gption:

* Finalise aesthetics uncil i . .
< SHe il Design and Build Procurement

* Estimates

* |Interactive tendering

e Detailed design

. * Supplementary Geotech
e Contract documentation _
. Consents
Consultation
Preliminary design
Construction Procurement Tender
e Tender Evaluation
e Evaluation Finalise aesthetics
e Award Award

_ Detailed design for preferred option:

e Detailed design

Traditional has client control, programme, * Consents
consent and engagement advantages.

E Hamilton City Council -
Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa Construction

CONFIRMATION
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Attachment 2: Extracts from Southern Links Urban and Landscape Design Framework

531 Hamilton Garden Bridge (5B)

Hamilton Garden Bridge provides a new link across the Waikato River
adjacent 10 Hamilton Gardens and connects residential areas to the
north and the south of the river. This bridge is a significant structure and
requires an appropriate high level of aesthetic design

The bridge is approximately 300m long and 10m above the river The
experience of the bridge will be quite dramatic. The bridge itself will
be hidden from the surounding except for the pylon that will reveal
gradually from the approach roads and the river, due to its location and
road geometry.

OPPORTUNITIES

» To identify this important Waikato crossing by appropriate form and
scale that better defines the functionality of this route and responds
1o the location, setting and sutrounding context;

» To ensure a form that avoids piers within the river bed;

» To encourage more pedestrian and cycle use of this new bridge
by significantly improving the amenity of the bridge. This increases
access between communities and the river; and

» To integrate the bridge as a part of the city’s network that links open
space and walk / cycle trails on both sides of the rivet.

INDICATIVE ARCH BRIDGE FORM

Morus; |
\i

ASPORT ACCCY m Hamilton Cfty Councu[

[
HAMILTON GARDEN BRIDGE LOCATION HAMILTON GARDEN BRIDGE LOCATION
o

INDICATIVE BRIDGE FORM (VIEW FROM RIVER SHORELINE)

SOUTHERN LINKS NETWORK
URBAN AND LANDSCAPE DESIGN FRAMEWORK

b Hamilton City Council
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KEY OUTCOMES

» A slender and elegant bridge that complement its setting rather
than detract from the serene river envionment. A shallow deck and
minimal vertical support to maintain views beneath the bridge deck
up and down the river;

Ensure no piers are placed in the main river channel with due
consideration to cultural, ecological and visual aspects;

The design should reinforce the rich history and culture of the
region and assist in building an identity for the bridge, All bridge
elements should be fully integrated;

Take account of the views from key vantage points on land and
water to determine the final location of bridge pylon / pier support;
Provide a creative underside treatment of the bridge to provide
interest to the walking / cycling experience and offset the
dominance of the bridge structure at the southem end; and

There will be considerable extent of ramps to enable cycle and
disabled access from the bridge to the river traif along the river
shore. The design needs to take into consideration CPTED principles
to provide good pedestrian sightlines and avoid entrapment spots.

=

=

»

]

DESIGN INTENT:

Melding together the aesthetic, functional and buildability factors, the

design suggests an extiadose form of bridge wherein the support pylon

provides a balance to the steep sided northemn edge of the river The

extradose is preferred over Cable-Stay for the following reasons:

» A scale that reflects the surrounding residential yet provides a strong
identity to the bridge; and

» A bridge form that responds to the land and the river and creates a
strong sense of place

INDICATIVE EXAMPLE OF AN ARCH BRIDGE FORM

QOPUSﬂ‘b A TAANSPORTACENCY b Hamilton City Council

Te kaunitiera o Kirikinroa

INDICATIVE DESIGN/ART INTERVENTIONS INTEGRATED
INTO STRUCTURE

SOUTHERN LINKS NETWORK
URBAN AND LANDSCAPE DESIGN FRAMEWORK

&
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Appendix E:

LASS Professi

HCC Transport PSP and LASS Other Discipline Skills Matrices

Discipline 1: Discipline 2: line 8: [ Discipline 5:
Fleod H d
Buillding Sarvicas Three Watars eod Hazar Urban Dasign Flanning
Managamant
Mambarship of Panel by Skill Area =
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— S £ - £ . g ]
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&
AECOM HEEEEEE & N .
Align Limited
Paua Ltd

Arbolab Consultancy Ltd
Archifact Architecture and
Conservation Ltd

Babbage Consultants Ltd
BLD Group Ltd
Beca Limited

Bloxam Burnett Olliver

Boffa Miskell Ltd
CHM2 Becta

de Lisle lenkins Architects Ltd

Mitchell Daysh
Ergo Consulting Ltd

GHD Ltd

Gray Matter Ltd

Harrison Grierson Consultants Ltd

Holmes Consulting Group LP
Jacobs SEM (Sinclair Kinight Merz
Ltd)

Jewkes Boyd Cost Management
Latitude Planning

Mansergh Graham Lanscape
Architects

Mott McDonald New Zealand Ltd

MWH New Zealand Lid

MNZ Energy Solutions
Opus International Consultants

Planz Consultants Ltd

Property Economics
Recreational Services

Richard Knott

Rider Levett Bucknall Auckland Ltd

Simmons & Assoc. Lid

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd
Urbanismplus Ltd

&
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Membership of Panel by Skill Area
MOTE:

Blue shadng indicates the consultancy scored in the
highe=t rarked respardents for that Skill Ared

Green shadirg indcates the Consultancy's avallabdity
within the Sell Area, beciuse they ane preferred in other
Skill Area's under that dscipline.

HCC Professional Services Panel

Abley Transportation Consultants

AECOM

Align Surveyors and Landform
Surveys Limited

Beca Limited
Bloxam Burnett Olliver

GHD Limited

Gray Matter Limited

Holmes Consulting Group

Dicipine i Disciplios 7t Dkt iption 0

Ronding amd Tramportation Parking Suppoit Services.
w ! : i a
gl B I8 s g P T Zelom
s P igEl g 8 | B A {55 B
&k g g=i ¥ B okl 51 2 2§
2: ES P & E ] q Egm: o
N H H
: i O

Micon Engineering {1995) Ltd

Environmental Li

Marpl ited

MRCagney

MWH New Zealand ttd
odyssey Energy (2009) Limited
Opus International Consultants
Tonkin & Taylor Ltd

Waikato Roading Services Ltd

&
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Appendix N

Programme

Relevance:

Section 7: Commercial Case
Section 8: Management Case

e Detailed programme showing implementation sequences and timing
¢ Informs spend profile, market assessments, packaging and procurement decisions
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IWork Phase |underway |Yrl Yr2 Yr3 Yrd YrS 678910
DESIGN

Procure consultant

Transport - Wairere Drive/Cobham Driver Overbridge
Transport - SH3 | ion and east-west arterial
Froperty - all property

Transport - Wairere Drive extension and Waikato River Bridge
Three waters - strategic wastewater
Three waters - ink | water

Three wasters - internal

Transport - N-S arterial

Transport - Peacockes Upgrad ||

Transport - East-west arterial
[Wairere Drive/Cobham Drive Overbridge

Investigation and Reporting

Land procurement

Design and Project Documentation

Consentingfdesignation
Construction -Wairere Drive/Cobham Drive overbridge
SH3 Intersection and water

Investigation and Reporting

Land procurement

Design and Project Documentation
Consenting/designation
Construction - Transport

‘Wairere Drive Ext Waikato River Bridge, water, wastewater

Investigation and Reporting

Land procurement

||
Design and Project Documentation
Consenting/designation
North-south arterial land

Procure design consultant
Investigation and Reporting

Land procurement

North-south wastewater, Stages 1to 5
Investigation and Reporting
Design and Project Documentation

Land procurement
Construction

F Rd Upgrade
Investigation and Reporting

Land procurement

Design and Project D ation

Consenting/designation

Construction
East-west arterial, transportation, water and wastewater Stages 1 and 2
Investigation and Reporting
Land procurement

Design and Project Documentation

Consenting/designation

Construction
Strategic wastewater Stage 2

Investigation and Reporting

Consenting/designation

Design and Project Documentation

Construction

H

Legend
Procure consultant

Investigation and reporting

Land procurement

Design and Project Documentation

Consenting/designation
Construction
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Appendix O

Management Structure Chart

Relevance:

Section 8: Management Case

¢ Organisation/management structures for:
o Organisational concept
o Governance framework
o Management Structures:
= Initiation (Year Q)
=  Pre-implementation —e.g. design and procurement (years 0-2)
= Implementation — Gateway Infrastructure (Years 2-5)
After the gateway infrastructure is in place, implementation management will
transfer to HCC's business as usual capital programme management operations
e Used as the basis for implementation resource planning and control system development
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Housing

rastructure

o)

Hamiilton City Counc

Te kaunihera o Kirikirirc

Management Structure: Draft 2 (No HCC Approval)

JRAFT

Overview:

Conceptual

Governance: Steering, Governance, Assurance

Year -1-0:
Year 0 - 2:
Year 1 —5:
Year 6 —10:

Initiation

Pre-implementation

Gateway Projects Implementation
Development Implementation
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Housing
rastructure

jeneral approach

» 3 levels of assurance (L1
management, L2 governance,
L3 independence)

» Multi-level engagement with
key stakeholder s

» Joint steering group (MBIE,
NZTA, HCC)

» Dedicated regulatory team
(master planning, consents,
building )

» Dedicated Peacocke Housing
Infrastructure
implementation team

£
o
-
[+
b=
=
e
(3]
=
[
fren
v
[
-
(=i
=
o
=
wu
=
O
L
Q
-
[¥]
Q
(5]
L]
[T}
o

Organisationa

MBIE, NZTA,
Tainui, DoC

MBIE, NZTA,
Tainui, DoC
Senior Staff

HCC Regulatory
(Independent)

Project

management

Technical advisors:
Procurement, Financial,
Consents, Property,
Archaeology, Ecology,
Design, Estimating

L2 Council
Governance

L2 Staff
Governance

L1 Programme
Sponsor and
Steering

L1 Project
Sponsor(s)

Project
Management

Implementation
Professional Services:

Transport,

Water/Wastewater

Hamiilton City Counc

Te kaunihera o Kirikirirc

L3 Independent
Assurance

Landowners/
Developers
engagement

Programme peer
review/ audit

Project
Management

Construction: Suppliers,

Contractors,

Developers, Builders
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Housing
rastructure

General Approach

Cost/Scope change
management
— DBC Delegations

— Departures subject to
Governance approval

Reporting

Governance — 6 weekly
Committee cycle

Steering group — 6 weekly
Committee cycle

Quarterly financial oversight
(HCC PWC routine checks)

Peacocke

NZ

Transport Agery Hamilton City Council

Waikato Regional

Transport Committee HCC Committees

Finance, Growth &
Infrastructure (L2)

Programme Governance
Group: Programme
Sponsor (L2)

Programme Steering
Group:
Programme Sponsor (L1)

Asset owners, Trunk
utility providers,
Developers

Project Sponsaor (s)
(L1)

Infrastructure

b Hamiilton City Counc

Te kaunihera o Kirikirirc

(L3) Independent
oversight — NZTA, MBIE,
3rd Party Audit -

Tangata Whenua, Key
Stakeholders

Landowner, developer
engagement
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Housing
rastructure

»ntinuous Activities

Programme management
Administration
Communication
Coordinate current activities
Reporting/assurance
Regulatory

itiation Activities
Project Planning
Building team

Approvals (statutory, funding)
Professional Services procurement

Stakeholder engagement

‘e-lImplementation

Professional Services
Management

Consenting
Property Acquisition
Detailed design

1plementation

Physical works procurement
Construction
Commissioning/handover
Defects liability

=3 Direct Connection

—_ e s 1~ -

o e

Initiation

Programme Partners

Tangata Whenua,
Key Stakeholders

Probity, Audit,
NZTA Gateways

HCC Specialists: Human
Resources, Procurement

Expert Advisors: NZTA,
Risk, Peer Review,
Finance, Procurement

HCC Growth Specialists —
Transport, Water,
Wastewater, Stormwater

Land Development
Master Planning

Land use, Subdivision
and Regional Consents

b Hamiilton City Counc
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Programme Steering
Group:

Programme Sponsor (L1)

oo T N N O N

HCC Regulatory
(Planning, Building)

Project Programme
Sponsor Administrator

Peacocke
Housing
Infrastructure
Team

Communications

Monitoring, Safety,
Estimate, Peer Reviews

Peacocke Property Consultant
Project Manager

Wastewater Consents Consultant
technical advisor

Transport Procurement assistance
technical advisor
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Housing
rastructure

ntinuous Activities
Programme management
Administration
Communication
Coordinate current activities
Reporting/assurance
Regulatory
itiation Activities
Project Planning
Building team
Approvals (statutory, funding)
Professional Services procurement
Stakeholder engagement
‘e-Implementation
Professional Services Management
Development Agreements
Consenting
Property Acquisition
Detailed design
1plementation
Professional Services Management
Physical works procurement
Construction
Commissioning/handover
Defects liability

Pre-implementation

o0 B

Programme Partners

Land Development
Master Planning

Land use, Subdivision
and Regional Consents

Private Development
Agreements

Development Design and
Procurement

Programme Steering
Group:
Programme Sponsor (L1)

Project
Sponsor

Peacocke

Housing

Infrastructure

Team

Peacocke
Project Manager.

(Project Engineers as
required - Expect 2
transport, 1 waters)

Transport/
Bridge
Consultant(s):
Transport
design and
procurement

Wastewater/
Water
Consultant(s):
Wastewater
design and
procurement

b Hamiilton City Counc
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—Direct Connection

= = =>| jaison/Coordination

HCC Regulatory
(Planning, Building)

Programme
Administrator

Communications

Monitoring, Safety,
Estimate, Peer Reviews

Property Consultant

Consents Consultant
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Housing

astucwre.  Gateway Projects Implementation -

»ntinuous Activities
Group:

P t
e TS el Project Sponsors (L1)

*Administration
«Communication
*Coordinate current activities
*Reporting/assurance
*Regulatory

itiation Activities

Programme
Partners

Programme
Sponsor (HCC)

*Project Planning
*Building team

*Approvals (statutory, funding)
Peacocke
Project Manager

*Professional Services procurement

*Stakeholder engagement
‘e-lImplementation

*Professional Services Management

Land use,
Subdivision and
Regional Consents

Wastewater/Water Transport/ Bridge
Implementation Implementation
Manager Manager

*Development Agreements
«Consenting

*Property Acquisition
Private
Development
Agreement

*Detailed design
1plementation

Wastewater/Water Transport/ Bridge
Project Engineer Project Engineer(s)

1

*Physical works procurement

*Construction/Observation Development

Design and
Procurement

Wastewater/ Water Transport/ Bridge

*Commissioning/handover
Consultant Consultant:

*Defects liahility

Development and

Wastewater/ Water Transport/ Bridge
Contractor Contractor(s)

|
|

Building
Contractors

o0 B

—==>jaison/Coordination

Hamiilton City Counc
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Programme Steering =3 Direct Connection

HCC Regulatory
(Planning,
Building)

Programme
Administrator

Communications

Monitoring,
Safety, Estimate,
Peer Reviews

Specialist advisors
Ecology,
Archaeology, etc.
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